
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE AMES CITY COUNCIL

AMES, IOWA                                                                        MAY 12, 2015

The Regular Meeting of the Ames City Council was called to order by Mayor Ann Campbell at 7:00
p.m. on the 12  day of May, 2015, in the City Council Chambers in City Hall, 515 Clark Avenue.th

Present were Council Members Gloria Betcher, Amber Corrieri, Tim Gartin, Matthew Goodman, Chris
Nelson, and Peter Orazem. Ex officio Member Sam Schulte was also present.

PROCLAMATION FOR “PEACE OFFICERS’ MEMORIAL DAY:” Mayor Campbell
proclaimed May 15, 2015, as “Peace Officers’ Memorial Day.” Accepting the Proclamation were Ames
Police Commander Huff, Lieutenant Tom Shelton, Officers  Amber Christian, Steve Spoon, Clint
Hertz, and Dispatcher Pam Dodd.

PROCLAMATION FOR “NATIONAL PUBLIC WORKS WEEK:” May 17 - 23, 2015, was
proclaimed as “National Public Works Week” by Mayor Campbell. On behalf of the Ames Public
Works Department, Director John Joiner, Municipal Engineer Tracy Warner, Traffic Engineer Damion
Pregitzer, and Civil Engineer Eric Cowles accepted the Proclamation.

CONSENT AGENDA: Mayor Campbell announced that Item No. 18, an Ames Intermodal Facility
Commercial Tenant Lease with Jefferson Lines, and Item No. 19, the Intergovernmental Agreement
with HIRTA for Dial-A-Ride Bus Service, had been pulled by staff.

Council Member Gartin requested to pull Item No. 13, the 2015/16 Annual Commission on The Arts
(COTA) Grants for separate discussion.  Mr. Gartin indicated that he made that request due to a conflict
of interest.

Moved by Betcher, seconded by Goodman, to approve the following items on the Consent Agenda:
1. Motion approving payment of claims
2. Motion approving minutes of Regular Meeting of April 28, 2015
3. Motion approving Report of Contract Change Orders for April 16-30, 2015
4. Motion approving renewal of the following Beer Permits, Wine Permits, and Liquor Licenses:

a.Special Class C Liquor – Mongolian Buffet, 1620 South Kellogg Avenue, #103
b. Class E Liquor, C Beer, and B Wine – Walgreen’s #12108, 2719 Grand Avenue
c. Class B Beer – Jeff’s Pizza Shop, 2402 Lincoln Way
d. Class C Liquor – Mother’s Pub, 2900 West Street
e. Class C Liquor – Bar La Tosca, 400 Main Street
f. Special Class C Liquor – Chicha Shack, 131 Welch Avenue
g. Class C Beer & B Native Wine – Tobacco Outlet Plus #530, 204 South Duff Avenue
h. Special Class C Liquor – Octagon Center for the Arts, 427 Douglas Avenue

5. RESOLUTION NO. 15-279 approving appointment of Council Member Tim Gartin to Ames Transit
Agency Board of Trustees

6. Requests from Ames Patriotic Council for Memorial Day Parade on Monday, May 25, 2015:
a. RESOLUTION NO. 15-280 closing south half of Parking Lot M from 9:00 a.m. until

approximately 11:00 a.m. for staging parade
b. RESOLUTION NO. 15-281 approving closure of 5  Street from Grand Avenue to Clark Avenueth

from 9:00 a.m. until 11:00 a.m. for line-up and start of parade
c. RESOLUTION NO. 15-282 approving temporary closure of Clark Avenue (from 5  Street toth

9  Street),  9  Street (from Clark to Maxwell), 6  Street (at Clark) and Duff Avenue (at 9th th th th

Street), as parade moves through intersections
7. Motion approving temporary transfer of Class C Liquor License & Outdoor Service for Cyclone

Liquors (back room only) from 626 Lincoln Way to 1800 South 4  Streetth
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8. Motion approving Ownership Change of Class A Liquor License & Outdoor Service for Green Hills
Residents’ Association, 2200 Hamilton Drive, Suite 100

9. Motion approving Ownership Change of Class C Liquor License for Mother’s Pub, 2900 West Street
10. Motion approving 5-day Special Class C Liquor License and Outdoor Service for Main Street

Cultural District for the following events:
a.Firefly Country Night, July 7-July 11
b. Bike Night, June 18-June 22
c. Oktoberfest, September 18-September 22

11. RESOLUTION NO. 15-284 approving purchase of sculptures for the Neighborhood Art Program
12. RESOLUTION NO. 15-285 approving Agreement for temporary remote parking at 119 Stanton

Avenue for apartment units at 111 Lynn Avenue
13. RESOLUTION NO. 15-286 approving one-year Lease extension for Welch Avenue Parking Lot T
14. RESOLUTION NO. 15-287 approving Ames Intermodal Facility Commercial Tenant Lease with

Executive Express
15. RESOLUTION NO. 15-290 approving Agreement with Iowa Department of Transportation for

Skunk River Trail Extension, Phase 2 (South River Valley Park to East Lincoln Way)
16. RESOLUTION NO. 15-291 approving Engineering Services Agreement with Veenstra & Kimm

of West Des Moines, Iowa, in an amount not-to-exceed $76,700 for 2014/15 West Lincoln Way
Intersection Improvements (Lincoln Way and Franklin Avenue)

17. RESOLUTION NO. 15-292 awarding contract to ASK Studio for CyRide On-Call Architectural
Services

18. RESOLUTION NO. 15-293 approving preliminary plans and specifications for 2014/15 Seal Coat
Street Pavement Improvements; setting June 3, 2015, as bid due date and June 9, 2015, as date of
public hearing

19. RESOLUTION NO. 15-294 awarding contract to Independent Salt Company of Kanopolis, Kansas,
for Purchase of Rock Salt for 2015/16 Ice Control Program for Public Works Department in the
amount of $67.74/ton

20. RESOLUTION NO. 15-295 awarding contract to Stock Equipment Company of Chagrin Falls,
Ohio, for Precipitator Control Replacement in the amount of $91,843 (inclusive of applicable Iowa
sales tax)

21. RESOLUTION NO. 15-296 approving renewal of contracts for purchase of Electric Distribution
Padmounted Transformers with RESCO of Ankeny, Iowa, and for purchase of Overhead
Transformers with Wesco Distribution of Des Moines, Iowa, for period from April 1, 2015, through
March 31, 2016

22. RESOLUTION NO. 15-297 approving new Task Order to HDR Engineering, Inc., of Des Moines,
Iowa, for Pipeline Route Study (associated with Source Water Expansion Project) in an amount not
to exceed $37,500

23. RESOLUTION NO. 15-298 approving contract and bond for 2014/15 Right-of-Way Restoration
Program

24. RESOLUTION NO. 15-299 approving contract and bond for 2013/14 Asphalt/Seal Coat Street
Rehabilitation Program (Ashmore Drive, Ashmore Circle, Ashmore Court, and South Franklin
Avenue)

25. RESOLUTION NO. 15-300 approving contract and bond for 2012/13 Concrete Pavement
Improvements Program #3 (Lincoln Way Frontage Road)

26. RESOLUTION NO. 15-301 approving contract and bond for 2013/14 Concrete Pavement
Improvements Program #2 (North 2  Street)nd

27. RESOLUTION NO. 15-302 approving contract and bond for WPC Facility Make-Up Air Unit and
Heat Recovery Units Replacement

28. RESOLUTION NO. 15-303 approving Change Order No 1 to Boone County Landfill for Waste
Disposal Operations in the amount of $110,490
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29. RESOLUTION NO. 15-304 approving Change Order No. 2 with Knutson Construction Services,
Inc., for New Water Treatment Plant - Contract No. 2

30. RESOLUTION NO. 15-305 approving Change Order No. 3 with Alstom Power, Inc., for Natural
Gas Conversion Equipment, including Burners, Igniters, Scanners, Thermal Analysis, and Computer
Modeling

31. RESOLUTION NO. 15-306 accepting partial completion of public improvements and reducing
security for Brookview Place West Subdivision, 4  Additionth

32. RESOLUTION NO. 15-307 accepting partial completion of public improvements and reducing
security for South Fork Subdivision, 6  Additionth

33. RESOLUTION NO. 15-308 accepting partial completion of public improvements and reducing
security for Somerset Subdivision, 25  Additionth

34. RESOLUTION NO. 15-309 accepting completion of MEC Interconnection 161-kV Line
Construction

35. RESOLUTION NO. 15-310 approving Plat of Survey for 2257 - 240  Street (Boone County)th

Roll Call Vote: 6-0.  Resolutions/Motions declared adopted/approved unanimously, signed by the
Mayor, and hereby made a portion of these Minutes.

2015/16 ANNUAL COMMISSION ON THE ARTS (COTA) GRANTS: Moved by Goodman,
seconded by Corrieri to adopt RESOLUTION NO. 15-283 approving the 2015/16 Annual Commission
on The Arts (COTA) Grants.
Roll Call Vote: 5-0-1.  Voting aye: Betcher, Corrieri, Goodman, Nelson, Orazem. Voting nay: None.
Abstaining due to a conflict of interest:  Gartin. Resolution declared adopted, signed by the Mayor, and
hereby made a portion of these Minutes. 

PUBLIC FORUM: Joe Rippetoe, 419 Pearson Avenue, Ames, spoke about the action taken by the
Mayor and City Council members on March 10, 2015, to remove his request for a review of drive-thrus
in Campustown from the Planning Department’s program of work.  Mr. Rippetoe presented a
chronology of events since November 26, 2013, when the majority of the then-Council had agreed that
the issue he had raised was important and had referred it to staff for review. He had been assured that
a review would be done. However, on March 10, 2015, the commitment of the earlier Council was
rescinded when his request was removed from the list of Planning Department referrals. Mr. Rippetoe
noted that it was not put on a list to be addressed at some point in the future; it was removed entirely
from future consideration. He said that he cannot find any past incidents of such actions being taken by
the City Council. In addition, Mr. Rippetoe had been told that the Council had directed staff to send him
a letter explaining the removal of the referral from the Planning Department’s program of work;
however, no such letter has ever arrived.  As an individual citizen, Mr. Rippetoe believed that he did
not get the same consideration as commercial developers are given. He again noted that his was the only
citizen-initiated request on the list of 30, and he believes that citizen-initiated requests should receive
the same treatment as developer requests.

No one else came forward to speak, and Mayor Campbell closed Public Forum.

FRANCHISE UPDATE FROM ALLIANT ENERGY: Annette Renaud, Account Manager for Alliant
Energy, distributed a copy of Alliant’s Annual Report for 2014 to the Mayor and City Council. Ms.
Renaud specifically highlighted that Alliant had given 3,326 rebates, providing $706,658.16 in customer
rebate incentives. She also noted that Alliant is an employer and a taxpayer in the City; 94 people from
Ames and the surrounding area are employed in the Ames facility. Ms. Renaud reported that Alliant’s
natural gas infrastructure investment last year was $1,735,941, and  Alliant is currently working on two
large gas projects in Ames.
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CURBSIDE GARBAGE CONTAINER OPTIONS: At the inquiry of Council Member Gartin,
Building Official Seana Perkins advised that, from Spring 2014 to the present, there had been one
complainant who had contacted the Inspections Division 11 times with 130 garbage container issues
occurring on rental properties.

Ms. Perkins pointed out that the only regulation currently in the Municipal Code regulating refuse,
garbage, and other organic waste is in Chapter 13, which is the Rental Housing Code.  Therefore, staff
is only able to regulate the placement of approved garbage containers on rental properties. According
to Ms. Perkins, Inspections Division staff enforces violations on a complaint-only basis. If compliance
is not achieved after City staff works with the property manager, a Municipal Infraction may be issued.
The fine for the first offense is set by Municipal Code Section 5.501: $500 for the first offense, $750
for the second, and $1,000 for the third.  Ms. Perkins advised that the Inspections staff works hard to
educate residents so that a Municipal Infraction is not necessary.

Council Member Betcher stated her concerns that the regulation only pertains to rental properties. She
also advised that one of her constituents had emailed her suggesting that the City attempt to educate
renters through the Rent Smart Web site, emphasizing the Ames Resource Recovery Plant services, and
recycling opportunities.

Council Member Gartin pointed out that there was only one complainant, albeit calling Inspections 11
times with 130 issues about garbage containers.  He did not feel that one complainant warranted
additional regulations.

Ms. Perkins clarified that if the City receives a complaint about garbage not in a container at owner-
occupied homes, the City will investigate. 

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Nelson, to ask staff to look at how this regulation can be made
unified across all properties, i.e., rental and owner-occupied.

Ex officio Member Sam Schulte requested that it be clarified in the Code when the 24-hour time frame
actually begins.

Vote on Motion: 6-0.  Motion declared carried unanimously.

Council Member Orazem felt that the fine is out of line with the actual offense.

Moved by Orazem, seconded by Goodman, to set the fine for the first offense at $50.

City Attorney Judy Parks stated that usually the Municipal Infraction fine is uniform unless specifically
called out in the Code. 

Motion withdrawn.

Moved by Orazem to request that staff come up with a graduated fine structure.
Motion died for lack of a second.

Moved by Orazem, seconded by Gartin, to receive information from staff regarding lowering the fine
to be more in line with other Municipal Infractions.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING REPLACEMENT OF 519-521 6  STREET: Housing CoordinatorTH

Vanessa Baker-Latimer reported that in July 2014, the City acquired three properties at 519 - 601 6th

Street (formerly Ames Community Preschool). The properties were purchased with Community
Development Block Grant funds. The structures on the site have now been demolished and the three lots
are ready for redevelopment as affordable housing. The properties total approximately 27,000 square
feet and are zoned Residential Medium-Density with a Single-Family Conservation Overlay (RM O-
SFC). At its meeting of February 24, 2015, the City Council supported development of household living
uses as rental housing. 

Ms. Baker-Latimer reported that staff had sent meeting invitations to property owners within 200 feet
of the site so as to glean their input. On March 15, 2015, staff met with four interested neighbors.
According to Planning and Housing Director Kelly Diekmann, the primary concerns of the neighbors
were: parking quantity and access and fearing that parking will be along the alley; affordability levels
and types of households living in the units; increased traffic through the alley and through the Church
parking lot to the alley; option to access the lots not using the Church entrance on 6  Street; number ofth

units being built; appearance of duplexes vs. townhomes; and rental versus ownership housing options.

A summary of the major components proposed to be included in the RFP was given by Ms. Baker-
Latimer. Discussion ensued on preferences wanted to be included in the RFP.  Council Member Gartin
expressed his desire to tailor this to the areas in the community that have the greatest need.  According
to Ms. Baker-Latimer, a lack of affordable housing for families with children was the area of greatest
need.  Mr. Gartin said that, given that information, all ten units should include that preference. Ms.
Baker-Latimer pointed out that the affordability housing programs have typically given preference to
families with children, elderly persons, and disabled persons.  She noted that the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) defines an individual elderly person or a disabled person as a “family;”
however, students would not qualify under HUD’s definition. Ms. Baker-Latimer stated that income
levels would be set and monitored by the City. 

Raising the issue that parking facilities take up valuable land, Council Member Goodman asked staff
to investigate and understand what the ratios are regarding the number of parking spaces/unit for
affordable housing units.

Ms. Baker-Latimer reported that, in support of the development of affordable housing, the City will
consider one or both of the following incentives for the selected developer, if a need is proven: (1) Offer
the site at a reduced cost or no cost to the developer, and (2) Offer property tax abatement through
creation of an Urban Revitalization Area consistent with the limitations of Chapter 404 of the Code of
Iowa. 

Ms. Baker-Latimer reviewed the selection criteria upon which all applications would be scored.  The
steps to be utilized after the preferred developer has been selected were explained by Ms. Baker-
Latimer. She also outlined the proposed time frame. If directed by the City Council, staff would also
proceed with a rezoning application to remove the O-SFC Overlay to allow for a development
application to proceed. The rezoning would be complete prior to final selection of a developer.

Mary Jane Button-Harrison, representing the First Christian Church, voiced her concerns that the
Church’s parking lot would become the parking lot for the new housing units if there is a lack of parking
spaces for the units. Ms. Button-Harrison also advised that there are motorists who go the wrong way
through the Church parking lot to access 6  Street; that creates a safety concern.th

Moved by Gartin, seconded by Corrieri, to approve the criteria for the redevelopment of the City-owned
properties at 519 - 521 6  Street in connection with the CDBG 2014/15 Acquisition/Reuse forth
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Affordable Housing Program and authorize staff to issue a Request for Proposals, which gives
preference to families with children, and the elderly, and disabled; and direct staff to initiate rezoning
of the properties from RM/O-SFC to RM. 

Director Diekmann expressed his concern over including priority for the elderly and disabled because
that would mean a certain type of housing would have to built.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Gartin, to amend the motion to state that, in addition to giving
preference to families with children, preference to the elderly and disabled would also be given as long
as those criteria can be integrated without impacting the design.
Vote on Amendment: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.
Vote on Motion, as Amended: 6-0.  Motion declared carried unanimously.

RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPROVEMENTS: Director Diekmann advised that the City Council had directed
staff on February 24, 2015, to research and prepare amendments to the Ames Municipal Code to require
the installation of missing infrastructure at the time of development if a project is not already covered
by an infrastructure installation agreement.  The amendments were not to apply to single-family or two-
family construction, but would apply to commercial, industrial multi-family residential, and institutional
uses. Mr. Diekmann reported that staff had developed options in response to Council’s direction;
however, needs clarity on two issues: Industrial Sidewalk Placement and Infrastructure Triggers needed
to be given.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri, to require sidewalks in industrial areas on both sides of the
street.

Council Member Goodman said that he had run the numbers for Barilla, and the costs of the installation
of sidewalks compared to the total cost of the development were minimal. He emphasized that sidewalks
would provide access to industrial areas for those in the community without vehicles and handicapped
persons.

Council Member Orazem stated his desire to require the owner(s) whose property is located on the side
where sidewalks are not required to fill in the gaps in existing infrastructure.

Vote on Motion: 2-4.  Voting aye: Corrieri, Goodman.  Voting nay: Betcher, Gartin, Nelson, Orazem.
Motion failed.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Orazem, to direct that sidewalks be integrated into the north and east
sides of the street in the Industrial zone with criteria for exceptions.
Vote on Motion: 6-0.  Motion declared carried unanimously.

Moving to Issue 2, Infrastructure Triggers, Director Diekmann asked Council to provide direction to
staff on the definition of substantial improvement as it relates to additions and remodeling. Four options
were presented for the Council’s consideration.

City Manager Steve Schainker pointed out that, when reviewing 2014 Building Permit records, there
were seven Minor Site Plan projects that were described as additions, while there were 43 properties that
had Building Permits for remodeling alterations or additions in excess of $100,000. Staff believes that
while more projects are captured and gaps filled through a valuation threshold, it might lead to more
customer consternation as it would apply to Building Permit projects.
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Moved by Goodman, seconded by Orazem, to define “substantial improvement” as improvements
valued at $100,000 or greater.

Ex officio Member Schulte noted that staff might want to consider the aggregate total for the
improvement to discourage property owners from breaking down the improvement into amounts less
than $100,000 and applying for successive Building Permits.

Director Diekmann noted that the City Council might want to add a hardship clause.  It was understood
that staff would work on the specifics of that and bring it back to the Council.

Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

ARBOR ON THE GREEN POND: Civil Engineer Eric Cowles noted that, on January 13, 2015, the
Council had referred to staff a letter from Patrick Brooks, Arbor on the Green Homeowners’ Association
(HOA) President, 2881 Greensboro Circle, Ames. The letter had requested that the City assume
management of the Pond via an easement, instead of the Pond being managed by the HOA. He stated
that a City Neighborhood Improvement Grant had been granted in 1997 to improve the Pond and make
it into a “public” space. 

According to Mr. Cowles, the City currently maintains control of the storm water system upstream and
downstream of the existing Pond and has made significant investments in recent years in those areas.
The Pond at Moore Memorial Park was recently improved (2012/13 Flood Response and Mitigation
Project and the 2009/10 Storm Water Facility Rehabilitation Project) with a new outlet structure and
additional storage, including a forebay to reduce the amount of solids and nutrients that pass through
the Pond. Mr. Cowles also noted that currently, the creek bank along the rear of the properties on
Pinehurst Drive is under construction to stop erosion in the area.

Mr. Cowles said that, under current requirements, a subdivision would have to meet all the requirements
outlined in the new Post Construction Storm Water Management Ordinance. Property owners of
residential, commercial, and industrial properties are responsible for short- and long-term maintenance
of all water quality practices.  It was emphasized by Civil Engineer Cowles that the current condition
of the Pond in regards to the extent of siltation is not known. Mr. Cowles stated that the existing pond
was not developed as a required storm water management feature with the subdivision. The 1993 site
plan for development of townhouses to the north shows the pond as existing and the Final Plat places
the pond in Outlot A. There are no existing storm sewer connections directly into the Pond other than
the pass-through flow from Moore Memorial Park, which is considered “public” water.

Patrick Brooks, 2881 Greensboro Circle, Ames, said that the Pond was built at the time of the
Subdivision. He noted that the City had cooperated and participated with the Homeowner’s Association
in the past to dredge the Pond.

Moved by Gartin, seconded by Orazem, to direct staff to work with Legal to draft an easement giving
the City the long-term maintenance responsibilities of the existing pond.

It was clarified that if that motion passes, the City would be responsible for the dredging, or deepening
of the pond should it become necessary while the HOA would retain the responsibilities of short-term
care, such as, but not be limited to, mowing and general maintenance of the area and its amenities.  The
City would be responsible for sediment removal, and the project would need to be prioritized within the
Capital Improvements Plan.
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Moved by Goodman, seconded by Orazem, to amend the motion to include in the language that the
easement means that the City would have the right to effectively treat the storm water, if need be.
Vote on Amendment: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.
Vote on Motion, as Amended: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

LOCATION FOR AMES MUNICIPAL AIRPORT TERMINAL BUILDING AND HANGAR:
Traffic Engineer Damion Pregitzer provided a summary of the actions taken by the City Council on
February 10, 2015, and February 24, 2015. It is still the intent for Iowa State University (ISU) and the
private sector to construct the hangar portion of this project during Summer 2015. Mr. Pregitzer
acknowledged that that was a very aggressive schedule; however, the project is still on schedule at this
time. 

Mr. Pregitzer explained that a project focus group had been established to help guide the design process.
That focus group is comprised of a wide range of Airport users representing all levels of business and
recreational uses. The first meeting of the focus group was held on April 27, 2015, with its first and
foremost task being to make a recommendation on the location of the new terminal building.

According to Mr. Pregitzer, the existing approved 2008 Airport Master Plan had anticipated that a new
terminal building would be located at a central point at the southernmost point of the buildable area on
Airport property. The focus group agreed with the general location reflected in the Master Plan to move
the terminal building to the center of the property because of two key benefits: it allows the Fixed Based
Operator staff working in the facility to have a nearly unobstructed view of the entire airside operational
area (runways and taxiways) and it provides clear direction to customers where to go for services when
entering the property. From the focus group discussions, the City’s airport consultant engineers Bolton
& Menk put together two conceptual layouts: Concept A and Concept B. 

The consultants and City staff believe that Concept A is the most efficient and cost-effective design that
incorporates the highest potential for future expansion. It also provides significant improvement for
access to the terminal building by way of a new drop-off area. Concept B is different mainly in that it
has tried to keep a south-facing orientation for the hangar building. However, by doing so, the hangar
would forever be physically separate from the terminal building. Concept B also requires more paving
around the buildings, rather than utilizing the existing apron areas.

Moved by Orazem, seconded by Betcher, to approve Concept A for the Airport Terminal and Hangar
layout and direct staff to move forward with site design.
Vote on Motion:  5-1.  Voting aye: Betcher, Corrieri, Gartin, Nelson, Orazem.  Voting nay: Goodman.
Resolution declared adopted unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby made a portion of these
Minutes.

STORM WATER RETENTION EASEMENT AT 1515 INDIANA: Civil Engineer Eric Cowles
reported that he had been working with the Homeowners’ Association, the Larsons, and the City’s Legal
staff to determine the best way to handle this to allow the Larsons to build a porch onto their home.  This
process had been going on for over a year.  All had concurred that the best way to handle this was to get
an individual easement on the Larson’s property.  If other property owners come to the City, each will
be handled individually.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri, to direct staff to secure an easement for only the property
at 1515 Indiana.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.
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Since there would no longer be a need for vacating an easement, the hearing that was continued on
February 24, 2015, was canceled.

HEARING ON REVISION TO MAJOR SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR OLD ORCHARD
MOBILE HOME PARK:   Planner Jeff Benson explained that Grand Center, Ltd., is proposing to
construct a maintenance building within its Old Orchard Manufactured Home Park (1100 block of S.
16  Street). The maintenance building is proposed to be built at 97 Peach lane near the southwest cornerth

of the site. The property is zoned Residential Low-Density Park (RLP), which requires that the City
Council approve a Major Site Development Plan revision to switch from a residential use of a lot to add
the proposed maintenance building. Maintenance buildings are permitted in the RLP zone. The proposed
Plan includes the one-story 1,280 square-foot maintenance building located in conformance with the
setback requirements. The building is proposed to be accessed via an existing non-conforming gravel
driveway from an existing gravel road to the west.  According to Mr. Benson, staff has found that the
proposed maintenance building does not change the compliance of the Old Orchard Major Site
Development Plan with the exception of the proposed use of the current gravel driveway paving. Planner
Benson told the Council that the Zoning Ordinance requires that all vehicle areas be hard-surfaced. The
applicant has provided photographs documenting that the existing drive served a house that was on the
site before the standard was enacted.  Therefore, staff concurs that the driveway is legally non-
conforming. The applicant has also submitted a letter from the project engineer stating that it is
impractical to pave the driveway because it abuts an unpaved street. Staff believes, however, that it is
practical to end the non-conformity and pave the existing driveway at this time, which would be
consistent with general City standards for all new construction.

Discussion ensued as to whether a condition that the driveway be paved should be added to any approval
of the maintenance building. Mr. Benson noted that the existing gravel road is a remnant of a county
road that existed before the manufactured housing park was developed and the area was subsequently
annexed.  He stated that that gravel road is not likely to be paved in the foreseeable future. According
to Planner Benson, the Planning and Zoning Commission, at its meeting of April 15, 2015,
recommended approval of the revision to the Plan without the requirement to pave the driveway.

Mayor Campbell opened the public hearing.  

Bob Holland, Bolton & Menk, representing the owner,  indicated that there is no intent to improve the
gravel driveway. 

No one else came forward to speak, and the hearing was closed.

Moved by Gartin, seconded by Betcher, to adopt RESOLUTION NO. 15-288 approving a revision to
the Major Site Development Plan for the Old Orchard Mobile Home Park to add a maintenance
building, without conditions, at 97 Peach Lane.
Roll Call Vote: 6-0.  Resolution declared adopted unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby made
a portion of these Minutes.

HEARING ON IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY RESEARCH PARK PHASE III - ROADWAY
PAVING: The public hearing was opened by Mayor Campbell.  She closed same after no one came
forward to speak.

Moved by Nelson, seconded by Betcher, to adopt RESOLUTION NO. 15-289 approving final plans and
specifications and awarding a contract to Manatt’s, Inc., of Brooklyn, Iowa, in the amount of
$4,607,745.60
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Roll Call Vote: 6-0. Resolution declared adopted unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby made
a portion of these Minutes.

HEARING ON GRANT AVENUE (HYDE AVENUE) PAVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS: Civil
Engineer Eric Cowles advised that the lowest bid still came in over $400,000 over the Engineer’s
estimate.  Staff is in the process of scheduling a meeting with the developers to review the cost impacts
to all parties. Additionally, staff is working with the consulting engineer to determine if there are any
options to reduce costs. According to Mr. Cowles, staff prefers that the hearing be continued until the
next Regular Meeting to allow the project to be further analyzed and to come up with a recommendation
as to how to proceed.

The Mayor opened the public hearing. 

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri, to accept the report of bids and approve final plans and
specifications.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri, to continue the hearing to May 26, 2015.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

HEARING ON 2014/15 DOWNTOWN PAVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS (5  STREET -TH

BURNETT AVENUE TO GRAND AVENUE) Mr. Cowles advised that, on May 6, 2015, bids for the
project were received.  There was one bidder, and the amount came in over $200,000 higher than the
engineer’s estimate. As a result of the bid, staff is working with the consulting engineer to determine
if there are any options to reduce costs or to find alternative funding sources.  Staff would like the
hearing to be continued to the next Regular Meeting to allow time for staff to ascertain if there are any
possible options to reduce the costs of the project.

Mayor Campbell opened the hearing. 

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Betcher, to accept the report of bids, approve final plans and
specifications, and to continue the hearing to May 26, 2015..
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

HEARING ON 2013/14 AND 2014/15 RESOURCE RECOVERY SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
(HVAC IMPROVEMENTS): The Mayor declared the public hearing open. No one requested to speak,
and Mayor Campbell closed the hearing.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Betcher, to accept the report of no bids.
Vote on Motion: 6-0.  Motion declared carried unanimously.

HEARING ON VALVE MAINTENANCE AND RELATED SERVICES AND SUPPLIED FOR
THE POWER PLANT:  The public hearing was opened by Mayor Campbell.  There being no one
asking to speak, the hearing was closed.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Betcher, to accept the report of bids and delay award.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

ORDINANCE REVISING CHAPTER 23 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO
SUBDIVISIONS: Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri, to pass on first reading an ordinance 
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revising Chapter 23 of the Municipal Code pertaining to subdivisions.
Roll Call Vote: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO CHILD RESTRAINT SYSTEMS: Moved by Nelson, seconded
by Corrieri, to pass on first reading an ordinance pertaining to child restraint systems.
Roll Call Vote: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTIES AT 130 SOUTH SHELDON AVENUE, 119
HAYWARD AVENUE, AND 2622 LINCOLN WAY: Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri,
to pass on second reading an ordinance rezoning properties located at 130 South Sheldon Avenue, 119
Hayward Avenue, and 2622 Lincoln Way from Government-Airport (S-GA) to Campustown Service
Center (CSC).
Roll Call Vote: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

SECONDHAND GOODS ORDINANCE: Moved by Corrieri, seconded by Gartin, to pass on third
reading and adopt the SECONDHAND GOODS ORDINANCE NO. 4214.

Council Member Betcher advised that she had been contacted by constituents who were not clear as to
where collectibles would fall under Ordinance.  Ms. Betcher believes that there needs to be a definition
of collectibles in the Ordinance.  Management Analyst Brian Phillips advised that collectibles would
fall under the category of antiques, which are excluded from the Ordinance. Ms. Betcher suggested that
if the intent is to exclude collectibles, that should be made clear in the Ordinance. Ms. Phillips felt that
the Ordinance was clear on collectibles since an antique dealer is defined as someone who buys and sells
collectible objects. City Attorney Judy Parks said that if language were added to the Ordinance at this
point, the process would have to start over.  Council Member Corrieri voiced her opinion that the
Ordinance was clear.

Roll Call Vote: 6-0. Ordinance declared adopted unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby made
a portion of these Minutes.

WATER AND SEWER RATE ORDINANCE: Moved by Goodman, seconded by Corrieri, to pass
on third reading and adopt a WATER AND SEWER RATE ORDINANCE NO. 4215.
Roll Call Vote: 6-0. Ordinance declared adopted unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby made
a portion of these Minutes.

ORDINANCE TO ALLOW SMALL PRODUCTION FACILITIES, INCLUDING MICRO
BREWERIES, IN COMMERCIAL ZONES: Moved by Goodman, seconded by Nelson, to pass on
third reading and adopt ORDINANCE NO. 4216 to allow small production facilities, including micro
breweries, in commercial zones.
Roll Call Vote: 6-0.  Ordinance declared adopted unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby made
a portion of these Minutes.

COUNCIL COMMENTS: Referencing the comments made by Joe Rippetoe during Public Forum,
Council Member Betcher asked if there was a policy governing referrals. City Manager Schainker
advised that there is not a policy; however, staff attempts to follow-up on every referral.  Director
Diekmann acknowledged that he did not send a letter to Mr. Rippetoe.  Council Member Goodman said
he now wishes that Council would have just kept Mr. Rippetoe’s letter in the “parking lot.” 

Moved by Betcher, seconded by Goodman, to direct staff to send Mr. Rippetoe a letter explaining its
removal of the referral from the list and including an except of the Minutes from that meeting as they
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pertain to that referral.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Gartin, to refer to staff for a memo addressing the request from
Jessica and Jon Brandon for a sidewalk that connects South Dakota and Dickinson along Mortensen
Road.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

CLOSED SESSION:  Council Member Gartin asked City Attorney Parks if there was a legal reason
to go into Closed Session.  Ms. Parks replied in the affirmative. 
 
Moved by Gartin, seconded by Goodman, to hold a Closed Session, as provided by Section 21.5(1)(a)
and ©, Code of Iowa, to discuss items pending litigation or presently in litigation.
Roll Call Vote: 6-0.  Motion declared carried unanimously.

The meeting resumed in Regular Session at 10:42 p.m.

Moved by Gartin, seconded by Corrieri, to direct staff to continue negotiations consistent with the
Council’s discussion in Closed Session.
Vote on Motion: 6-0. Motion declared carried unanimously.

ADJOURNMENT: Moved by Gartin, seconded by Goodman, to adjourn the meeting at 10:48 p.m.

___________________________________ __________________________________
Diane R. Voss, City Clerk Ann H. Campbell, Mayor



        MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE AMES CITY COUNCIL

AMES, IOWA               MAY 22, 2015

The Ames City Council met in Special Session at 1:05 p.m. on the 22  day of May, 2015, in the Citynd

Council Chambers in City Hall, 515 Clark Avenue, pursuant to law with Mayor Ann Campbell
presiding.  Since it was impractical for all Council members to attend in person, Council Members
Gloria Betcher, Tim Gartin, Matthew Goodman, Chris Nelson, and Peter Orazem were brought in
telephonically.  Council Member Amber Corrieri and ex officio Member Sam Schulte were absent.

CHANGE IN BID DUE DATE FOR ELECTRIC SERVICES UNIT #7 CRANE REPAIR: 
Assistant Director of Electric Services Brian Trower explained that two technical addendums had
been issued recently, and a few interested bidders had requested bid extensions in order to review
and process.  Staff had determined that it would be in the City’s best interest to extend the bid due
date to allow interested bidders enough time to process the additional addenda.  

At the inquiry of Council Member Nelson, Mayor Campbell stated that the previous bid due date had
been May 27, 2015, and the previous award date had been June 9, 2015. 

Moved by Goodman, seconded by Betcher, to adopt RESOLUTION NO. 15-315 approving a change
in the bid due date for Electric Services Unit #7 Crane Repair; setting June 10, 2015, as the new bid
due date and June 23, 2015, as the new date of public hearing.
Roll Call Vote: 5-0.  Resolution declared carried unanimously, signed by the Mayor, and hereby
made a portion of these minutes.

ADJOURNMENT: Moved by Goodman to adjourn the meeting at 1:12 p.m.

___________________________________          ____________________________________
Diane R. Voss, City Clerk Ann H. Campbell, Mayor



REPORT OF 
CONTRACT CHANGE ORDERS  

 

 

 
 

 

Department 
General Description 

of Contract 

Contract 
Change 

No. 
Original Contract 

Amount Contractor/ Vendor 
Total of Prior 

Change Orders 
Amount this 

Change Order 
Change 

Approved By 

Purchasing 
Contact 
(Buyer) 

Public Works Engineering Services for 
Grant Avenue Pavement 
and Utility Improvements 

4 $119,756.00 Civil Design Advantage $41,774.00 $4,850.00 E. Cowles MA 

Water & 
Pollution 
Control 

Special Inspections New 
Water Treatment Plant 
Contract 2 

1 $199,782.00 Terracon Consultants, Inc. $0.00 $14,841.00 C. Murphy MA 

Public Works Hauling and Related 
Services - RRP to Boone Co. 
Landfill 

1 $213,750.00 Waste Management of 
Ames 

$0.00 $15,000.00 B. Schmitt MA 

Electric 
Services 

Valve Maintenance, 
Testing, Repair, 
Replacement and Related 
Services and Supplies for 
the Power Plant 

1 $70,000.00 Allied Valve, Inc. $0.00 $11,411.65 D. Kom CB 

                  $            $      $                  

                  $            $      $                

Period: 
 1st – 15th 

 16th – End of Month 

Month & Year: May 2015 

For City Council Date: May 26, 2015 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     

 Caring People  Quality Programs  Exceptional Service 
 

 

515.239.5105  main 

515.239.5142  fax 

515 Clark Ave. 

Ames, IA 50010 

www.CityofAmes.org 

City Clerk’s Office 

MEMO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To: Mayor and City Council  

 

From:   Diane Voss, City Clerk 

 

Date:   May 22, 2015 

 

Subject: Item No. 4 

 

 

Mayor Campbell and Mayor Pro-Tem Goodman will be absent from the June 9, 

2015, Regular City Council meeting.  It is, therefore, necessary to appoint an 

Acting Mayor for that meeting.  Mayor Campbell has suggested that Council 

Member Orazem, who is the next-longest-serving Council member, assume the 

role of Mayor on June 9, 2015, and he has agreed to do so. 

 

/drv 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

        Caring People  Quality Programs  Exceptional Service 

 

515.239.5133  non-emergency 
515.239.5130  Administration 
515.239.5429  fax 

515 Clark Ave. P.O. Box 811 
Ames, IA 50010 

www.CityofAmes.org Police Department 

MEMO 

 

                        ITEM NO.:    5 a - d         

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

TO:  Mayor Ann Campbell and Ames City Council Members 

FROM: Lieutenant Jeff Brinkley – Ames Police Department 

DATE: May 4, 2015  

SUBJECT: Beer Permits & Liquor License Renewal Reference City Council Agenda  

  May 26, 2015 
 

 

The Council agenda for May 26, 2015, includes beer permits and liquor license renewals for: 

 

 Class B Liquor with Outdoor Service – Gateway Hotel & Conference Center, 2100 Green Hills Dr 

 Class C Liquor – Old Chicago, 1610 S Kellogg Ave 

 Class C Liquor – Della Viti, 323 Main St #102 

 

 

A routine check of police records for the past twelve months found no violations for any of these 

licensees.  The police department would recommend renewal of all of these licenses. 

Caring People 

Quality Programs 

Exceptional Service 

Caring People 

Quality Programs 

Exceptional Service 



License Application (
Applicant

Name of Applicant: LJPS Inc.

Name of Business (DBA): Olde Main Brewing Company

Address of Premises: 420 Beach Ave

City
:

Ames Zip: 50010

State
:

IA

County: Story

Business 
Phone:

(515) 232-0553

Mailing 
Address:

PO Box 1928

City
:

Ames Zip: 50010

)

Contact Person

Name
:

Matt Sinnwell

Phone: (505) 400-5981 Email 
Address:

mattombc@gmail.com

Status of Business

BusinessType: Privately Held Corporation

Corporate ID Number: 286196 Federal Employer ID 
#:

77-0613629

Effective Date: 06/06/2015  

Expiration Date: 01/01/1900  

Classification
:

Special Class C Liquor License (BW) (Beer/Wine)

Term:5 days

Privileges:

Ownership

Special Class C Liquor License (BW) (Beer/Wine)

Scott Griffen

First Name: Scott Last Name: Griffen

City: Ames State: Iowa Zip: 50010

Position: Owner

% of Ownership: 50.00% U.S. Citizen: Yes

Daniel Griffen

First Name: Daniel Last Name: Griffen

City: Potomac State: Maryland Zip: 24854

Position: Owner

% of Ownership: 25.00% U.S. Citizen: Yes

Susan Griffen

First Name: Susan Last Name: Griffen

City: Potomac State: Maryland Zip: 24854

Position: Owner

% of Ownership: 25.00% U.S. Citizen: Yes



Insurance Company Information

Policy Effective Date: Policy Expiration 
Date:
Dram Cancel Date:

Outdoor Service Effective 
Date:

Outdoor Service Expiration 
Date:

Temp Transfer Effective 
Date:

Temp Transfer Expiration Date:

Bond Effective 
Continuously:

Insurance Company: Founders Insurance Company



License Application (
Applicant

Name of Applicant: Roman Lynch

Name of Business (DBA): Midnight Madness Road Races

Address of Premises: City Lot East of Ames City Hall next to Clark Av

City
:

Ames Zip: 50010

State
:

IA

County: Story

Business 
Phone:

(515) 233-6057

Mailing 
Address:

3720 Jewel Dr

City
:

Ames Zip: 50010

)

Contact Person

Name
:

Roman Lynch

Phone: (515) 231-9995 Email 
Address:

romanlynch@mchsi.com

Status of Business

BusinessType: Privately Held Corporation

Corporate ID Number: 218543 Federal Employer ID 
#:

42-1476108

Insurance Company Information

Policy Effective Date: Policy Expiration 
Date:
Dram Cancel Date:

Outdoor Service Effective 
Date:

Outdoor Service Expiration 
Date:

Temp Transfer Effective 
Date:

Temp Transfer Expiration Date:

Bond Effective 
Continuously:

Insurance Company: Scottsdale Insurance Company

Effective Date: 07/11/2015  

Expiration Date: 01/01/1900  

Classification
:

Class B Beer (BB) (Includes Wine Coolers)

Term:5 days

Privileges:

Ownership

Class B Beer (BB) (Includes Wine Coolers)

Outdoor Service

Roman Lynch

First Name: Roman Last Name: Lynch

City: Ames State: Iowa Zip: 50010

Position: Director

% of Ownership: 100.00% U.S. Citizen: Yes



License Application (
Applicant

Name of Applicant: Gateway Hotel and Conference 
Center, LLC

Name of Business (DBA): Gateway Hotel and Conference Center, LLC

Address of Premises: 2100 Green Hills Dr

City
:

Ames Zip: 50014

State
:

IA

County: Story

Business 
Phone:

(515) 331-1753

Mailing 
Address:

200 10th St., Ste 300

City
:

Des Moines Zip: 50309

)

Contact Person

Name
:

Greg Peterson

Phone: (515) 268-2211 Email 
Address:

gregp@gatewayames.com

Status of Business

BusinessType: Limited Liability Company

Corporate ID Number: 465157 Federal Employer ID 
#:

46-4160164

Insurance Company Information

Policy Effective Date: Policy Expiration 
Date:

Insurance Company: General Casualty

Effective Date: 06/15/2016  

Expiration Date:

Classification
:

Class B Liquor License (LB) (Hotel/Motel)

Term:12 months

Privileges:

Ownership

Class B Liquor License (LB) (Hotel/Motel)

Friends of ISU Hotel Holdings

First Name: Friends of ISU Last Name: Hotel Holdings

City: Des Moines State: Iowa Zip: 50313

Position: Partner

% of Ownership: 100.00% U.S. Citizen: Yes

Doug Drees

First Name: Doug Last Name: Drees

City: Des Moines State: Iowa Zip: 50313

Position: Manager

% of Ownership: 0.00% U.S. Citizen: Yes

 LB0002080 



Dram Cancel Date:

Outdoor Service Effective 
Date:

Outdoor Service Expiration 
Date:

Temp Transfer Effective 
Date:

Temp Transfer Expiration Date:

Bond Effective 
Continuously:



ITEM # 9 

DATE 05-26-15 

                                                                 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: ENCROACHMENT PERMIT FOR BRICK AT 2402-2408 LINCOLN WAY 
 
BACKGROUND:   
 
Gibbs Harris Partnership has requested an encroachment permit to allow brick to 
encroach over the City right-of-way. 
 
The proposed encroachment is for 4 inches of brick that will project out from the building 
on both the north and east sides. The east side is 49 feet long and the north side is 111 
feet long. The encroachment of the brick should not impair pedestrian movement or the 
operation of the road way. 
 
The requirements of Section 22.3 of the Municipal Code have been met with the 
submittal of a hold-harmless agreement signed by the property owner and the applicant, 
and a certificate of liability insurance coverage which protects the City in case of an 
accident. The fee for this permit was calculated at $53.33, and the full amount has been 
received by the City Clerk’s Office. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. Approve the request. 
 
2. Deny the request. 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
It is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt Alternative No. 
1, thereby granting the encroachment permit for the brick. 
 







ITEM # 10 

DATE 05-26-15 

                                                                 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: ENCROACHMENT PERMIT FOR SIGN AT 2810-2812 WEST STREET 
 
BACKGROUND:   
 
West Street Deli has requested an encroachment permit to allow a new sign to 
encroach over the City right-of-way. 
 
The proposed sign is 3.05 square feet and will project approximately 3.3 feet off of the 
building. The encroachment of the sign should not impair pedestrian movement or the 
operation of the road way. 
 
The requirements of Section 22.3 of the Municipal Code have been met with the 
submittal of a hold-harmless agreement signed by the property owner and the applicant, 
and a certificate of liability insurance coverage which protects the City in case of an 
accident. The fee for this permit was calculated at $25, and the full amount has been 
received by the City Clerk’s Office. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. Approve the request. 
 
2. Deny the request. 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
It is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt Alternative No. 
1, thereby granting the encroachment permit for the sign. 
 













ITEM # ___11__ 
DATE: 05-26-15     

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:  APPROVAL OF 2015-16 PAY PLAN  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Each year the City Council approves a Pay Plan that specifies pay ranges and steps for 
the City’s work force. The attached 2015-2016 Pay Plan reflects negotiated wage 
settlements with the five bargaining units shown below, as well as a 2.25% scale 
increase for merit employee job classifications. Actual salary increases for merit 
employees are performance based and are established by two factors – each 
individual’s performance rating, and positioning within the salary ranges for each grade. 
Each merit job grade has a minimum, midpoint and maximum within the pay plan. 
These are shown on both an annual and hourly basis. Funding for the various salaries 
was previously approved by Council in the 2015/16 Adopted Budget. 
 
The bargaining units’ respective across-the-board settlements are 2.25% for IUOE-Blue 
Collar (E Pay Plan), 2.5% for IBEW-Electric Distribution (H Pay Plan), 2.25% for IUOE-
Electric Production (I Pay Plan), 2.25% for IAFF-Fire (G Pay Plan), and 2.5% for PPME-
Police (F Pay Plan). Unclassified job categories are adjusted proportionally with merit or 
union employees or the relevant labor market. The statutory minimum wage is included 
as the scale minimum for temporary Unclassified Laborers and Office Workers. 
 
Also included in the Pay Plan is an alphabetical listing of every approved classification 
in the City of Ames. This listing includes the unique code for each position, the EEO 
(Equal Employment Opportunity) code, the FLSA (Fair Labor Standards Act) exemption 
code, and the pay grade. Pay grades for merit employees range from grade 51 to 96.  
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Approve the attached 2015-2016 Pay Plan. 
 
2. Do not approve the 2015-2016 Pay Plan. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The Pay Plan document formally establishes pay ranges and steps for City positions.   
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, thereby approving the 2015-2016 Pay Plan.   
 



PAY PLAN 
 
 

CITY OF AMES 
 
 

 
 
 

2015 - 2016 



CODE CLASSIFICATION MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM

1116 Co-op 15.6020 17.5379 19.4736

1311 Transit Driver 11.9600 12.9900 14.0100

2206 Community Safety Officer Coordinator 17.4600

2209 Community Safety Officer 16.6287

2204 Public Safety Quality Assurance Coordinator 16.0000 18.4000 20.8000

2228 Property/Evidence Technician 16.0000 18.4000 20.8000

2229 Lead Property/Evidence Technician 17.5000 20.4450 23.3900

2230 Mental Health Advocate 16.2600 20.5800 24.9000

2310 Animal Control Attendant 12.0400 14.0400 16.0400

2311 Animal Control Officer 16.2600 19.3300 22.4000

5142 Water/Wastewater Laboratory Aide 12.5154 14.4589 16.4023

9403 Unclassified Laborer 7.2500 11.6457 16.0414

9404 Unclassified Skilled Laborer 15.7611 22.1433 28.5257

9405 Office Worker 7.2500 11.6457 16.0414

9407 Technical Assistant 13.7620 16.4671 19.1721

9450 Temporary Manager 27.7928 40.7298 53.6668

UNCLASSIFIED CLASSES

Effective 7/1/15

1



PAY PAY

GRADE PERIOD MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM

51 Annual 28,774 33,077 37,380
Hourly 13.8339 15.9028 17.9713

52 Annual 30,475 35,366 40,256
Hourly 14.6515 17.0032 19.3542

53 Annual 32,405 37,857 43,309
Hourly 15.5794 18.2008 20.8218

54 Annual 34,587 40,709 46,832
Hourly 16.6285 19.5718 22.5156

55 Annual 37,020 43,910 50,803
Hourly 17.7981 21.1106 24.4245

56 Annual 39,758 47,519 55,277
Hourly 19.1148 22.8458 26.5757

57 Annual 42,864 51,614 60,364
Hourly 20.6078 24.8146 29.0213

58 Annual 46,359 56,242 66,125
Hourly 22.2880 27.0396 31.7910

59 Annual 50,301 61,470 72,639
Hourly 24.1835 29.5529 34.9227

60 Annual 54,773 67,425 80,077
Hourly 26.3333 32.4159 38.4988

61 Annual 59,832 74,203 88,573
Hourly 28.7654 35.6749 42.5834

62 Annual 65,593 81,922 98,250
Hourly 31.5353 39.3856 47.2356

62* Annual 65,594 81,922 98,250
Hourly 22.5254 28.1326 33.7397

63 Annual 72,136 90,743 109,349
Hourly 34.6811 43.6268 52.5719

90 Annual 66,710 80,440 94,168
Hourly 32.0721 38.6734 45.2732

91 Annual 72,875 88,519 104,159
Hourly 35.0364 42.5573 50.0767

92 Annual 79,891 97,713 115,534
Hourly 38.4095 46.9775 55.5456

93 Annual 87,857 108,224 128,590
Hourly 42.2391 52.0309 61.8223

94 Annual 96,915 120,237 143,556
Hourly 46.5940 57.8064 69.0177

95 Annual 107,267 134,011 160,753
Hourly 51.5708 64.4285 77.2853

C PAY PLAN

Effective 7/1/15

2



PAY PAY

GRADE PERIOD MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM

64 Annual 79,573 100,823 122,075

Hourly 38.2565 48.4730 58.6902

65 Annual 88,069 112,383 136,695

Hourly 42.3413 54.0305 65.7191

66 Annual 97,830 125,708 153,583

Hourly 47.0338 60.4367 73.8380

96 Annual 119,150 149,878 180,608

Hourly 57.2837 72.0570 86.8309

D PAY PLAN

Effective 7/1/15

3



CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE Annual Hourly Annual Hourly Annual Hourly

300 141 Meter Reader 39,291.20 18.89 44,553.60 21.42 52,416.00 25.20

302 142 Senior Meter Reader 41,225.60 19.82 46,467.20 22.34 56,908.80 27.36

304 1110 Engineering Technician I 37,481.60 18.02 42,411.20 20.39 49,961.60 24.02

306 1111 Engineering Technician II 40,664.00 19.55 47,236.80 22.71 54,184.00 26.05

308 1131 Traffic Signal Technician See page 5

309 1134 Traffic Signal Technician Lead See page 5

310 1222 Plumbing Inspector 50,856.00 24.45 57,491.20 27.64 67,308.80 32.36

312 1223 Electrical Inspector 50,856.00 24.45 57,491.20 27.64 67,308.80 32.36

313 1228 Community Codes Liaison 50,856.00 24.45 57,491.20 27.64 67,308.80 32.36

314 1225 Housing Inspector 50,856.00 24.45 57,491.20 27.64 67,308.80 32.36

315 1226 Building & Zoning Inspector 50,856.00 24.45 57,491.20 27.64 67,308.80 32.36

316 1311 Transit Driver (Full-time)* 34,195.20 16.44 40,393.60 19.42 48,484.80 23.31

318 1311 Transit Driver (PT 20 hrs)* 14.05 17.12 18.51

320 1318 Lane Worker 29,224.00 14.05 35,609.60 17.12 38,500.80 18.51

321 1307 Lead Lane Worker 30,680.00 14.75 37,440.00 18.00 40,435.20 19.44

322 1322 Mechanic Assistant 40,851.20 19.64 46,425.60 22.32 54,579.20 26.24

323 1322 Mechanic Assistant (CyRide) 39,353.60 18.92 46,425.60 22.32 54,579.20 26.24

325 1323 Mechanic (CyRide) 47,112.00 22.65 51,958.40 24.98 61,089.60 29.37

327 1324 Lead Mechanic (CyRide) 49,420.80 23.76 54,579.20 26.24 64,043.20 30.79

328 5112 Water Plant Operator 51,688.00 24.85 58,593.60 28.17 68,806.40 33.08

329 5111 Plant Maintenance Specialist 48,713.60 23.42 55,224.00 26.55 65,041.60 31.27

330 5130 Water Utility Locator 47,112.00 22.65 53,310.40 25.63 62,878.40 30.23

332 5131 Water Meter Repair Worker 44,636.80 21.46 50,668.80 24.36 59,571.20 28.64

334 5140 Water/PC Lab Technician 41,912.00 20.15 46,841.60 22.52 54,433.60 26.17

336 5141 Water/PC Lab Analyst 51,688.00 24.85 58,593.60 28.17 68,806.40 33.08

337 5115 Water Plant Asst. Operator See page 5

337 5212 WPC Plant Asst. Operator See page 5

338 5213 WPC Plant Operator 51,688.00 24.85 58,593.60 28.17 68,806.40 33.08

339 5220 Res. Rec. Lead Operator 48,651.20 23.39 55,182.40 26.53 64,833.60 31.17

340 5221 Res. Rec. Maint. Operator 46,404.80 22.31 52,603.20 25.29 61,651.20 29.64

342 5411 Plant Maintenance Operator 51,688.00 24.85 58,593.60 28.17 68,806.40 33.08

343 5412 Process Maintenance Worker See page 6

344 6112 Maintenance Worker See page 6

346 6113 Senior Maintenance Worker 45,344.00 21.80 51,376.00 24.70 60,361.60 29.02

348 6114 Parks Maintenance Specialist 45,988.80 22.11 48,547.20 23.34 56,763.20 27.29

350 6121 Building Maint. Specialist 44,636.80 21.46 50,668.80 24.36 59,571.20 28.64

352 6151 Truck Driver 35,110.40 16.88 39,707.20 19.09 46,716.80 22.46

354 6152 Senior Heavy Equipment Oper. 47,652.80 22.91 50,668.80 24.36 59,571.20 28.64

356 6153 Heavy Equipment Operator 43,388.80 20.86 46,155.20 22.19 54,225.60 26.07

358 1137 Traffic Technician See page 5

359 6117 W&PC Maint. Tech. I See page 6

360 6118 W&PC Maint. Tech. II See page 6

362 6111 Laborer See page 5

364 1319 Service Worker See page 5

366 6163 Custodian See page 5

370 1326 Fleet Technician See page 5

371 1328 Lead Fleet Technician 53,976.00 25.95 57,324.80 27.56 67,496.00 32.45

372 6154 Res. Rec. Equipment Operator 45,344.00 21.80 51,376.00 24.70 60,361.60 29.02

724 6119 RRP Maint. Tech. I See page 6

726 6120 RRP Maint. Tech. II See page 6

E PAY PLAN

Effective 7/1/15

IUOE Blue Collar Unit

STEP A (START) STEP B (18 MOS) STEP C (48 MOS)

4



CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE Annual Hourly Annual Hourly

362 6111 Laborer 35,027.20 16.84 41,204.80 19.81

364 1319 Service Worker 37,169.60 17.87 43,867.20 21.09

366 6163 Custodian 33,696.00 16.20 39,603.20 19.04

CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE Annual Hourly

308 1131 Traffic Signal Technician

   Step A (Start) 48,776.00 23.45

   Step B (12 months) 51,396.80 24.71

   Step C (24 months) 55,827.20 26.84

   Step D (48 months) 59,363.20 28.54

309 1134 Traffic Signal Technician Lead

   Step A (Start) 51,272.00 24.65

   Step B (12 months) 55,515.20 26.69

   Step C (24 months) 59,800.00 28.75

   Step D (48 months) 62,296.00 29.95

358 1137 Traffic Technician

   Step A (Start) 40,684.80 19.56

   Step B (12 months) 44,116.80 21.21

   Step C (24 months) 47,465.60 22.82

   Step D (48 months) 54,225.60 26.07

337 5212 WPC Plant Assistant Operator

   Step A (Start) 45,344.00 21.80

   Step B (within 8 months) Grade I certificate 48,505.60 23.32

   Step C (within 24 months) 21 CEU's directly related to wastewater treatment 51,688.00 24.85

337 5115 Water Plant Assistant Operator

   Step A (Start) 45,344.00 21.80

   Step B (within 8 months) Grade I certificate 48,505.60 23.32

   Step C (within 24 months) 21 CEU's directly related to water treatment 51,688.00 24.85

370 1326 Fleet Technician

   Step A - 4 ASE tests 51,376.00 24.70

   Step B - 7 ASE tests (within 1 year) 55,640.00 26.75

   Step C - 10 ASE tests (within 2 years) 59,904.00 28.80

   Step D - ASE certified (within 3 years) 64,335.20 30.94

STEP A (START) STEP B (30 MOS)

E PAY PLAN

IUOE Blue Collar Unit

Effective 7/1/15
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CLASS STEP A STEP B STEP C STEP D STEP E STEP F STEP G

HTE CODE TITLE (START) (6 MOS) (12 MOS) (18 MOS) (24 MOS) (36 MOS) (48 MOS)

343 5412 Process Maintenance Worker

   Annual 39,083.20 40,976.00 43,201.60 44,720.00 46,612.80 48,505.60 50,398.40

   Hourly 18.79 19.70 20.77 21.50 22.41 23.32 24.23

344 6112 Maintenance Worker

   Annual 39,145.60 40,206.40 41,704.00 49,025.60

   Hourly 18.82 19.33 20.05 23.57

359 6117 W&PC Maint. Tech. I

   Annual 45,656.00 53,019.20

   Hourly 21.95* 25.49

360 6118 W&PC Maint. Tech. II

   Annual 60,361.60

   Hourly 29.02

724 6119 RRP Maint. Tech. I

   Annual 49,961.60 51,854.40 53,726.40

   Hourly 24.02* 24.93* 25.83*

726 6120 RRP Maint. Tech. II

   Annual 58,489.60 60,361.60

   Hourly 28.12* 29.02*

*must also have successfully completed required skill block to be eligible for this rate

E PAY PLAN

IUOE Blue Collar Unit

Effective 7/1/15
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CLASS STEP A STEP B STEP C

HTE CODE TITLE (START) (18 MOS) (36 MOS)

400 2308 Animal Control Clerk 38,116 45,705

18.3250 21.9735

402 131 Parking Meter Attendant 34,180 36,194 43,443

16.4327 17.4010 20.8861

403 2207 Lead Police Records Clerk 40,021 43,945 52,367

19.2409 21.1274 25.1764

404 2208 Police Records Clerk 38,116 41,851 49,874

18.3250 20.1207 23.9779

416 2201 Public Safety Lead Dispatcher 44,254 46,412 53,499

21.2760 22.3135 25.7207

406 2202 Public Safety Dispatcher 41,387 43,382 50,144

19.8976 20.8567 24.1077

408 2212 Police Officer 49,970 54,690 65,226

24.1401 26.4203 31.5101

412 2311 Animal Control Officer 36,197 39,250 48,648

17.4024 18.8702 23.3885

Step A = 0 through 18 months

Step B = 19 through 36 months, or 19 months plus

Step C = 37 months plus

F PAY PLAN

PPME - Police

Effective 7/1/15
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CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE STEP A STEP B STEP C STEP D

504 2111 Firefighter 45,094 49,404 59,148 64,661

15.4855 16.9659 20.3120 22.2051

506 2112 Fire Lieutenant 71,666

24.6107

508 2114 Fire Inspector 78,713

37.8429

Step A = 0 through 18 months

Step B = 19 months

Step C = 37 months

Step D = 60 months (see also Section 16.3)

Effective July 1, 2004, the City will combine incentive pay (First Responder - .7%,

Instructor I - .7%, and DMACC classes - 1.7% for a total of 3.1%) and add to Firefighter

Step D, Fire Lieutenant, and Fire Inspector pay scale.

G PAY PLAN

IAFF - Fire

Effective 7/1/15
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CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE Annual Hourly

600 171 Storekeeper 44,574.40 21.43

602 711 Records and Materials Specialist 56,638.40 27.23

604 4209 Substation Electrician Assistant 63,419.20 30.49

606 4210 Underground Electric Serviceworker 60,424.00 29.05

608 4211 Groundsworker 55,577.60 26.72

610 4212 Truck Driver/Groundsworker 60,424.00 29.05

612 4213 Electric Serviceworker 64,916.80 31.21

614 4215 Electric Lineworker 74,817.60 35.97

616 4218 Substation Electrician 74,817.60 35.97

618 4221 Electric Line Foreman 79,268.80 38.11

620 4231 Electric Meter Repair Worker 64,521.60 31.02

622 4311 Electrical Engineering Assistant 61,776.00 29.70

624 4312 Electrical Engineering Technician 80,516.80 38.71

626 6126 Substation Foreman 79,268.80 38.11

628 4214 Apprentice Electric Lineworker

A. 1st twelve months/2000 hrs. (60%) 44,886.40 21.58

B. 2nd twelve months/2000 hrs. (70%) 52,374.40 25.18

C. 3rd twelve months/2000 hrs. (80%) 59,862.40 28.78

D. 4th twelve months/1000 hrs. (90%) 67,329.60 32.37

630 4217 Apprentice Substation Electrician

A.       0 - 1000 hours (65%) 48,630.40 23.38

B.  1000 - 2000 hours (70%) 52,374.40 25.18

C.  2000 - 3000 hours (75%) 56,118.40 26.98

D.  3000 - 4000 hours (80%) 59,862.40 28.78

E.  4000 - 5000 hours (85%) 63,585.60 30.57

F.  5000 - 6000 hours (90%) 67,329.60 32.37

632 4230 Apprentice Electric Meter Repair Worker

A.       0 - 1000 hours (75%) 48,401.60 23.27

B.  1000 - 2000 hours (80%) 51,625.60 24.82

C.  2000 - 3000 hours (85%) 54,849.60 26.37

D.  3000 - 4000 hours (90%) 58,073.60 27.92

The above listed wage rates for apprentices are based on percentages of journeymen rates as set

out in the respective apprentice agreements.  Progression within the apprentice classifications

is contingent upon training and outside coursework plus meeting the requirements set out in the

apprenticeship agreement.

H PAY PLAN

IBEW

Effective 7/1/15
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CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE Annual Hourly

700 4110 Lead Coal Handler 65,582.40 31.53

702 4111 Coal Handler

   1st 6 months 46,758.40 22.48

   2nd 6 months 49,878.40 23.98

   3rd 6 months 56,160.00 27.00

   Thereafter 62,462.40 30.03

704 4112 Power Plant Auxiliary Operator

   1st 6 months 54,433.60 26.17

   2nd 6 months 57,865.60 27.82

   3rd 6 months 61,235.20 29.44

   4th 6 months 64,708.80 31.11

   Thereafter 68,120.00 32.75

706 4113 Power Plant Fireworker

   5th 6 months 69,014.40 33.18

   6th 6 months 72,072.00 34.65

   Thereafter 74,318.40 35.73

708 4114 Power Plant Operator

   7th 6 months 77,064.00 37.05

   Thereafter 79,456.00 38.20

709 4117 Environmental Instrument & Control Technician

   1st 6 months 61,360.00 29.50

   2nd 6 months 65,520.00 31.50

   3rd 6 months 69,617.60 33.47

   4th 6 months 73,590.40 35.38

   5th 6 months 77,750.40 37.38

   6th 6 months 80,204.80 38.56

   Thereafter 82,014.40 39.43

709 4118 Instrument & Control Technician

   1st 6 months 61,360.00 29.50

   2nd 6 months 65,520.00 31.50

   3rd 6 months 69,617.60 33.47

   4th 6 months 73,590.40 35.38

   5th 6 months 77,750.40 37.38

   6th 6 months 80,204.80 38.56

   Thereafter 82,014.40 39.43

I PAY PLAN

IUOE - Power Plant

Effective 7/1/15
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CLASS

HTE CODE TITLE Annual Hourly

714 4122 Power Plant Maintenance Foreman 82,014.40 39.43

716 4124 Power Plant Maintenance Worker

   1st 6 months 42,016.00 20.20

   2nd 6 months 44,969.60 21.62

   3rd 6 months 50,523.20 24.29

   Thereafter 57,116.80 27.46

718 4125 Power Plant Maintenance Mechanic

   1st 6 months 56,513.60 27.17

   2nd 6 months 60,049.60 28.87

   3rd 6 months 63,606.40 30.58

   4th 6 months 67,100.80 32.26

   Thereafter 70,699.20 33.99

720 6123 Electrician

   1st 6 months 54,080.00 26.00

   2nd 6 months 57,574.40 27.68

   3rd 6 months 61,235.20 29.44

   4th 6 months 64,833.60 31.17

   5th 6 months 68,411.20 32.89

   6th 6 months 70,699.20 33.99

   Thereafter 72,072.00 34.65

722 6163 Custodian

   1st 6 months 35,027.20 16.84

   2nd 6 months 37,128.00 17.85

   Thereafter 40,976.00 19.70

Progression within the apprentice classification is contingent upon successful completion

of outside course work and satisfactory progress during each step interval plus meeting

the requirements set out in the apprenticeship agreement.

I PAY PLAN

IUOE - Power Plant

Effective 7/1/15
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CODE HTE EEO FLSA CLASSIFICATION PAY GRADE PAGE

0133 ----- 6 NE Account Clerk 56 2

0307 ----- 2 NE Accountant 59 2

0124 ----- 1 E Administrative Services Coordinator 60 2

2310 ----- 8 NE Animal Control Attendant Temporary 1

2308 400 6 NE Animal Control Clerk Union-F 7

2311 412 8 NE Animal Control Officer Union-F 7

2311 ----- 8 NE Animal Control Officer Temporary 1

2312 ----- 3 E Animal Control Supervisor 61 2

4230 632 7 NE Appr. Electric Meter Repair Worker Union-H 9

4217 630 8 NE Appr. Substation Electrician Union-H 9

4214 628 7 NE Apprentice Electric Lineworker Union-H 9

1227 ----- 2 E Assistant Building Official 60 2

0411 ----- 2 E Assistant City Attorney 61 2

0612 ----- 1 E Assistant City Manager 65 3

4331 ----- 1 E Assistant Director Electric Services 94 2

5311 ----- 1 E Assistant Director of Water and PC 63 2

313 ----- 1 E Assistant Director of Finance 62 2

4222 ----- 2 E Assistant Electric Distribution Supt. 90 2

0612 ----- 1 E Assistant City Manager 65 3

0611 ----- 1 E Assistant to the City Manager 64 3

1317 ----- 1 E Assistant Transit Director-Fleet & Facilities 62 2

1321 ----- 1 E Assistant Transit Director-Operations 62 2

1314 ----- 5 E Assistant Transit Operations Supervisor 60 2

3206 ----- 2 E Auditorium/Bandshell Manager 59 2

0308 ----- 2 E Budget Officer 61 2

6121 350 7 NE Building Maintenance Specialist Union-E 4

1224 ----- 1 E Building Official 62 2

1226 315 1 NE Building and Zoning Inspector Union-E 4

0608 ----- 3 NE Cable Television Coordinator 57 2

0132 ----- 6 NE Cashier 56 2

2223 ----- 1 E Chief of Police 65 3

1120 ----- 2 E Civil Engineer I 60 2

1121 ----- 2 E Civil Engineer II 62 2

0218 ----- 2 E Client Support Coordinator 60 2

0215 ----- 5 NE Client Support Specialist 57 2

1116 999 8 NE Co-op Temporary 1

4111 702 8 NE Coal Handler Union-I 10

1228 313 1 NE Community Codes Liaison Union-E 4

2209 ----- 4 NE Community Safety Officer Temporary 1

2206 ----- 4 NE Community Safety Officer Coordinator Temporary 1

1113 ----- 3 E Construction Supervisor 61 2

5133 ----- 3 NE Cross Connection Control Coordinator 59 2

6163 366 8 NE Custodian Union-E 5

6163 722 8 NE Custodian Union-I 11

2118 ----- 1 E Deputy Fire Chief, Operations 63 2

2117 ----- 1 E Deputy Fire Chief, Support Services 63 2

4332 ----- 1 E Director of Electric Services 96 3

0314 ----- 1 E Director of Finance 65 3

0174 ----- 1 E Director of Fleet Services 65 3

0514 ----- 1 E Director of Human Resources 65 3

ALPHABETICAL LISTING
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3215 ----- 1 E Director of Parks and Recreation 65 3

1232 ----- 1 E Director of Planning and Housing 65 3

6232 ----- 1 E Director of Public Works 65 3

1315 ----- 1 E Director of Transit 65 3

5312 ----- 1 E Director of Water and WPC 65 3

4224 ----- 1 E Electric Distribution Manager 91 2

4310 ----- 5 NE Electric GIS Specialist 59 2

4221 618 7 NE Electric Line Foreman Union-H 9

4215 614 7 NE Electric Lineworker Union-H 9

4231 620 7 NE Electric Meter Repair Worker Union-H 9

4232 ----- 3 E Electric Meter Supervisor 90 2

4213 612 7 NE Electric Service Worker Union-H 9

4130 ----- 2 E Electric Services Maintenance Supt 90 2

4129 ----- 2 E Electric Services Operations Supt 90 2

4318 ----- 2 E Electrical Engineer 90 2

4322 ----- 2 E Electrical Engineering Manager 92 2

4311 622 5 NE Electrical Engineering Assistant Union-H 9

4312 624 3 NE Electrical Engineering Technician Union-H 9

1223 312 1 NE Electrical Inspector Union-E 4

6123 720 7 NE Electrician Union-I 11

2200 ----- 6 E Emergency Communications Supervisor 60 2

4316 ----- 2 E Energy Services Coordinator 60 2

1110 304 5 NE Engineering Technician I Union-E 4

1111 306 3 NE Engineering Technician II Union-E 4

5305 ----- 2 E Environmental Engineer I 60 2

5306 ----- 2 E Environmental Engineer II 61 2

4117 709 3 NE Environmental Instrument & Control Tech Union-I 10

5309 ----- 2 E Environmental Specialist 60 2

2116 ----- 1 E Fire Chief 65 3

2114 508 1 NE Fire Inspector Union-G 8

2112 506 2 NE Fire Lieutenant Union-G 8

2111 504 4 NE Firefighter Union-G 8

6140 ----- 1 E Fleet Support Manager 61 2

1326 370 7 NE Fleet Technician Union-E 5

1125 ----- 2 E GIS Coordinator 61 2

1115 ----- 3 NE GIS Specialist 59 2

6221 ----- 7 NE Grounds Foreman 58 2

6222 ----- 3 E Grounds Supervisor 60 2

4211 608 8 NE Groundsworker Union-H 9

0509 ----- 2 E Health Promotion Coordinator 60 2

6153 356 7 NE Heavy Equipment Operator Union-E 4

0212 ----- 6 NE Help Desk Specialist 56 2

1216 ----- 2 E Housing Coordinator 61 2

1225 314 1 NE Housing Inspector Union-E 4

0513 ----- 2 E Human Resources Officer 61 2

0511 ----- 5 E Human Resources Analyst 59 2

0222 ----- 1 E Information Technology Manager 62 2

4118 709 3 NE Instrument and Control Technician Union-I 10

0312 ----- 2 E Investment Officer 60 2

0213 ----- 5 NE IT Operations Technician 57 2

0225 ----- 3 NE IT Specialist - Public Safety 58 2

6111 362 8 NE Laborer Union-E 5

1318 320 8 NE Laneworker Union-E 4

4110 700 8 NE Lead Coal Handler Union-I 10
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1328 371 7 NE Lead Fleet Technician Union-E 4

1307 321 8 NE Lead Lane Worker Union-E 4

1324 327 7 NE Lead Mechanic (CyRide) Union-E 4

2207 403 6 NE Lead Police Records Clerk Union-F 7

2229 ----- 6 NE Lead Property-Evidence Technician 57 2

2229 ----- 6 NE Lead Property-Evidence Technician Temporary 1

0118 ---- 6 NE Legal Secretary 57 2

0120 ----- 5 E Legal Services Administrative Assistant 59 2

0119 ----- 6 NE Legal Technician 57 2

3121 ----- 2 E Librarian 58 2

3117 ----- 5 NE Library Administrative Assistant 58 2

3108 ----- 1 E Library Adult Services Manager 61 2

3113 ----- 5 NE Library Assistant 57 2

3110 ----- 8 NE Library Building Maintenance Supervisor 57 2

3106 ----- 6 NE Library Clerk - Adult/Youth Services 53 2

3109 ---- 6 NE Library Clerk - Customer Account Services 53 2

3111 ----- 6 NE Library Clerk - Resource Services 53 2

3107 ----- 6 NE Library Client Support Technician 57 2

3114 ----- 2 E Library Community Relations Specialist 58 2

3129 ----- 2 E Library Customer Account Services Manager 61 2

3123 ----- 1 E Library Director 65 3

3120 ----- 2 E Library IT Systems Administrator 60 2

3131 ----- 2 E Library Operations Services Manager 61 2

3126 ----- 2 E Library Reference Specialist 59 2

3105 ----- 2 E Library Resource Services Manager 61 2

3132 ----- 5 E Library Resource Services Technician 57 2

3130 ----- 2 E Library Volunteer Coordinator 59 2

3128 ----- 2 E Library Youth Services Manager 61 2

0166 ----- 6 NE Mail Clerk 55 2

6112 344 8 NE Maintenance Worker Union-E 6

0614 ----- 2 E Management Analyst 58 2

4315 ----- 3 E Manager of Energy Market Operations 90 2

1323 325 7 NE Mechanic (CyRide) Union-E 4

1322 322 8 NE Mechanic Assistant Union-E 4

1322 323 8 NE Mechanic Assistant (CyRide) Union-E 4

2230 ----- 4 NE Mental Health Advocate Temporary 1

0141 300 6 NE Meter Reader Union-E 4

1122 ----- 1 E Municipal Engineer 63 2

0216 ----- 3 NE Network Technician 57 2

9405 999 6 NE Office Worker Temporary 1

0131 402 6 NE Parking Meter Attendant Union-F 7

6114 348 8 NE Parks Maintenance Specialist Union-E 4

3213 ----- 1 E Parks and Facilities Superintendent 62 2

3210 ----- 5 E Parks and Facilities Supervisor 59 2

0134 ----- 6 NE Payroll Clerk 57 2

1212 ----- 2 E Planner 60 2

1230 ----- 5 E Plans Examiner 59 2

5411 342 7 NE Plant Maintenance Operator Union-E 4

5111 329 7 NE Plant Maintenance Specialist Union-E 4

1222 310 1 NE Plumbing Inspector Union-E 4

2224 ----- 1 E Police Commander 63 2

2222 ----- 2 E Police Lieutenant 62 2

2212 408 4 NE Police Officer Union-F 7

2208 404 6 NE Police Records Clerk Union-F 7
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2205 ----- 6 E Police Records Supervisor 59 2

2221 ----- 3 E Police Sergeant 61 2

2225 ----- 2 E Police Support Services Manager 63 2

4112 704 7 NE Power Plant Auxiliary Operator Union-I 10

4323 ----- 2 E Power Plant Engineer 90 2

4113 706 7 NE Power Plant Fireworker Union-I 10

4122 714 7 NE Power Plant Maintenance Foreman Union-I 11

4125 718 7 NE Power Plant Maintenance Mechanic Union-I 11

4124 716 8 NE Power Plant Maintenance Worker Union-I 11

4132 ----- 1 E Power Plant Manager 92 2

4114 708 7 NE Power Plant Operator Union-I 10

0113 ----- 6 NE Principal Clerk 56 2

0163 ----- 7 NE Printing Services Technician 56 2

5412 343 8 NE Process Maintenance Worker Union-E 6

0175 ----- 5 NE Procurement Specialist I 57 2

0172 ----- 5 NE Procurement Specialist II 59 2

2228 ----- 6 NE Property/Evidence Technician 56 2

2228 ----- 6 NE Property/Evidence Technician Temporary 1

0713 ----- 2 E Public Relations Officer 61 2

2202 406 6 NE Public Safety Dispatcher Union-F 7

2201 416 6 NE Public Safety Lead Dispatcher Union-F 7

2204 ----- 6 NE Public Safety Quality Assurance Coordinator Temporary 1

0712 ----- 5 E Public Works Administrative Assistant 60 2

6230 ----- 1 E Public Works Operations Manager 62 2

6231 ----- 3 E Public Works Operations Supervisor 61 2

0169 ----- 6 NE Purchasing Clerk 56 2

0173 ----- 2 E Purchasing Manager 62 2

0711 602 6 NE Records and Materials Specialist Union-H 9

9500 ----- 6 E Records Manager/City Clerk 61 2

3201 ----- 5 E Recreation Coordinator 57 2

3202 ----- 5 E Recreation Coord - Aquatics & Activities 57 2

3214 ---- 1 E Recreation Superintendent 62 2

5222 ----- 2 E Resource Recovery Asst. Superintendent 61 2

6154 372 7 NE Resource Recovery Equipment Operator Union-E 4

5220 339 7 NE Resource Recovery Lead Operator Union-E 4

5221 340 7 NE Resource Recovery Maint. Operator Union-E 4

6119 724 8 NE Resource Recovery Maint. Tech. I Union-E 6

6120 726 8 NE Resource Recovery Maint. Tech. II Union-E 6

5223 ----- 1 E Resource Recovery Superintendent 62 2

0610 ----- 1 E Risk Manager 61 2

3200 ----- 8 NE Seasonal Parks and Recreation Temporary

0121 ----- 6 NE Secretary I 57 2

0122 ----- 6 NE Secretary II 58 2

0112 ----- 6 NE Senior Clerk 55 2

1112 ----- 3 NE Senior Engineering Technician 59 2

6152 354 7 NE Senior Heavy Equipment Operator Union-E 4

6113 346 8 NE Senior Maintenance Worker Union-E 4

0142 302 6 NE Senior Meter Reader Union-E 4

1319 364 8 NE Service Worker Union-E 5

2113 ----- 2 E Shift Commander 62* 2

0171 600 6 NE Storekeeper Union-H 9

1123 ----- 2 E Stormwater Specialist 59 2

6211 ----- 7 NE Streets Maintenance Foreman 59 2

6213 ----- 3 E Streets Operations Supervisor 61 2
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4218 616 7 NE Substation Electrician Union-H 9

4209 604 8 NE Substation Electrician Assistant Union-H 9

6126 626 7 NE Substation Foreman Union-H 9

0221 ----- 2 E Systems Analyst 60 2

9407 ----- 3 NE Technical Assistant Temporary 1

3116 ----- 6 NE Technical Services Assistant 56 2

0224 ----- 2 E Telecommunications/Network Specialist 60 2

9450 ----- 1 E Temporary Manager Temporary 1

1133 ----- 2 E Traffic Engineer I 61 2

1136 ----- 2 E Traffic Engineer II 62 2

1131 308 3 NE Traffic Signal Technician Union-E 5

1134 309 3 NE Traffic Signal Tech Lead Worker Union-E 5

1132 ----- 3 E Traffic Supervisor 60 2

1137 ----- 7 NE Traffic Technician Union-E 5

1316 ----- 5 E Transit Scheduler/Admin Analyst 60 2

1311 ----- 8 NE Transit Driver (< 20 hrs/week) Temporary 1

1311 316 8 NE Transit Driver Union-E 4

1310 ----- 5 E Transit Maintenance Coordinator 60 2

1313 ----- 6 NE Transit Operations Assistant 57 2

1312 ----- 2 E Transit Operations Supervisor 61 2

1305 ----- 2 E Transit Planner/EEO Officer 60 2

1320 ----- 5 E Transit Trainer 59 2

1129 ----- 2 E Transportation Planner 60 2

6151 352 8 NE Truck Driver Union-E 4

4212 610 8 NE Truck Driver/Groundsworker Union-H 9

3216 ----- 5 E Turf Maintenance Coordinator 58 2

9403 999 8 NE Unclassified Labor Temporary 1

9404 999 8 NE Unclassified Skilled Laborer Temporary 1

4210 606 7 NE Underground Electric Serviceworker Union-H 9

0310 ----- 2 E Utility Accounts Supervisor 61 2

0135 ----- 6 NE Utility Accounts Technician 57 2

0136 ----- 6 NE Utility Customer Services Clerk 56 2

4320 ----- 2 E Utility Engineer 90 2

5121 ----- 7 NE Utility Maintenance Foreman 59 2

5131 332 8 NE Water Meter Technician Union-E 4

5132 ----- 3 E Water Meter Supervisor 60 2

5141 336 3 NE Water & PC Laboratory Analyst Union-E 4

5143 ----- 1 E Water & PC Laboratory Supervisor 60 2

5140 334 3 NE Water & PC Laboratory Technician Union-E 4

6117 359 8 NE Water & PC Maintenance Technician I Union-E 6

6118 360 8 NE Water & PC Maintenance Technician II Union-E 6

5114 ----- 2 E Water Plant Assistant Superintendent 60 2

5112 328 7 NE Water Plant Operator Union-E 4

5113 ----- 1 E Water Plant Superintendent 62 2

5130 330 8 NE Water Utility Locator Union-E 4

5142 ----- NE Water/Wastewater Laboratory Aide Temporary 1

3208 ----- 5 E Wellness Program Manager 59 2

5215 ----- 2 E WPC Plant Assistant Superintendent 60 2

5212 337 7 NE WPC Plant Assistant Operator Union-E 5

5213 338 7 NE WPC Plant Operator Union-E 4

5214 ----- 1 E WPC Plant Superintendent 62 2
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ITEM #___12__ 
DATE    5/26/15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF 2015/16 ASSET CONTRACTS 
 
BACKGROUND: 
During its February 2015 budget approval process, the City Council approved a total of 
$1,212,375 in ASSET allocations for the 2015/16 fiscal year. Contracts have been 
mailed to the City-funded ASSET agencies and returned to the City. These are now 
presented for City Council approval.   

 

       
Current  

2014/2015 
Allocation 
2015/2016 Increase 

ACCESS $     71,007 $     89,164 $   18,157   

ACPC 81,688 84,160 2,472 

American Red Cross 9,000 9,000 0 

ARC 6,418 6,210 -208 

Boys & Girls Club 94,000 98,700 4,700 

Camp Fire USA 6,443 6,640 197 

Center for Creative Justice 52,948 54,007 1,059 

ChildServe 17,700 19,790 2,090 

Emergency Residence Project 66,799 73,000 6,201 

Eyerly Ball 0 18,022 18,022 

Good Neighbor 16,200 16,605 405 

Heartland Senior Services 152,638 153,749 1,111 

HIRTA 40,133 42,000 1,867 

Legal Aid Society 82,244 85,000 2,756 

Lutheran Services in Iowa 3,500 4,500 1,000 

Mary Greeley Home Health Svcs. 39,775 40,025 250 

MICA 51,492 54,059 2,567 

NAMI 5,463 5,500 37 

Raising Readers 7,690 14,000 6,310 

RSVP 27,688 28,500 812 

The Salvation Army 36,249 34,000 -2,249 

University Community Childcare 47,982 52,751 4,769 

Visiting Nurse Services 3,382 5,386 2,004 

Volunteer Center of Story County 7,000 7,475 475 

Youth and Shelter Services 205,622 210,132 4,510 

 $ 1,133,061 $ 1,212,375 $  48,043 

 
It should be noted that HIRTA did not have a board meeting during the time that its 
contract was out for approval. Therefore its contract has not been approved and 
returned for approval prior to this City Council meeting. That contract will be submitted 



for City Council approval at a later date. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 

1. Approve the ASSET agency contracts for FY 2015/16 (excluding HIRTA) 
 

2. Do not approve the ASSET agency contracts 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The City Council has allocated funds for human services activities through the ASSET 
hearing process and the approval of the City’s 2015/16 budget. The ASSET-funded 
organizations have signed and returned their contracts for services. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative #1, thereby approving the ASSET agency contracts for FY 2015/16 
(excluding HIRTA). 
 
 

 



ITEM # __13___ 
Date    05-26-15   

 
 

COUNCIL ACTION FORM 
 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF 2015/16 OUTSIDE FUNDING REQUEST CONTRACTS 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
During adoption of the FY 2015/16 Budget, the City Council reviewed requests from 
local organizations. The City Council allocated Local Option Sales Tax funds for these 
organizations to provide facilities and services to the public. In total, $138,180 was 
allocated for activities occurring in FY 2015/16. 
 
Contracts with each organization have been signed by organization representatives, 
returned to City staff, and are now before the City Council for approval. Scopes of 
services and funding amounts for each organization are listed below: 
 
Ames Economic Development Commission $7,500 

Funding will be used to purchase one year of access to the Buxton SCOUT program. Reports 
from this program will be made available to representatives of prospective businesses, existing 
businesses, and others requesting retail analysis of the Ames area. The Provider shall send a 
report to the City in January 2016 and in July 2016 summarizing the use of the program, 
including the number of times reports have been produced for potential customers. 

 

Drawdown Schedule: 

Task                                                             Date                                              Amount 

Renew Buxton Subscription                        July 2016                                       $7,500 

 
Ames Historical Society $35,000 

Funds awarded shall be used to: 

1. Present 40 presentations and open houses at the Ames History Center and in the community  

2. Take the history trailer to 15 classes of Ames 3rd graders and at least 8 community events  

3. Answer at least 200 research requests 

4. Host at least 1300 public open hours at the Ames History Center, with at least 1,500 visitors  

5. Catalog at least 500 historical Ames collections objects 

6. Present 8 new exhibits at the Ames History Center 

 

Drawdown Schedule: 

Task                                                                     Date                                                 Amount 

Present 10 presentations/open houses; take      September 2015                              $8,750 

     the history trailer to 4 3rd grade classes 

     and 2 community events; answer 50 

     research requests; host 325 public open 



     hours at the Ames History Center; catalog 

     125 historical Ames objects; present 2 

     new exhibits at the Ames History Center 

Present 10 presentations/open houses; take      December 2015                               $8,750 

     the history trailer to 4 3rd grade classes 

     and 2 community events; answer 50 

     research requests; host 325 public open 

     hours at the Ames History Center; catalog 

     125 historical Ames objects; present 2 

     new exhibits at the Ames History Center 

Present 10 presentations/open houses; take      March 2016                                     $8,750 

     the history trailer to 4 3rd grade classes 

     and 2 community events; answer 50 

     research requests; host 325 public open 

     hours at the Ames History Center; catalog 

     125 historical Ames objects; present 2 

     new exhibits at the Ames History Center 

Present 10 presentations/open houses; take      June 2016                                        $8,750 

     the history trailer to 3 3rd grade classes 

     and 2 community events; answer 50 

     research requests; host 325 public open 

     hours at the Ames History Center; catalog 

     125 historical Ames objects; present 2 

     new exhibits at the Ames History Center 

 
Ames International Partner Cities Association $5,000 

Funds provided shall be used to undertake such activities as will foster and promote friendly 
relations and mutual understanding between the people of Ames, Iowa and people of similar 
cities of other nations. These activities shall include the hosting of international delegations, the 
sending of delegation leaders, and the sending of youth delegation chaperones in sanctioned 
trips to the City’s recognized partner cities. The Provider shall also act as a coordinating 
influence among those organizations, groups and individuals desiring to engage in activities 
furthering those objectives and purposes stated above. 

 

Drawdown Schedule: 

Task                                                               Date                                                 Amount 

Hosting Expenses for visiting                         September 2015                             $2,400 

     adult delegation 

Partial travel expenses for                             June 2015                                        $2,100 

     adult delegation trip leader(s) 

Supplies and Equipment                                June 2016                                          $ 500 

 
 
 



Campustown Action Association (Ames Chamber of Commerce) $27,000 

Provider shall: 

1. Host a series of community-oriented family summer events to draw visitors to Campustown 

2. Assist the City in creating a campaign promoting the use of the Ames Intermodal Facility 

3. Evaluate and develop recommendations to enhance a) the public lighting system in 
Campustown and b) the outdoor public space of the 100 blocks of Hayward Avenue and Welch 
Avenue. 

4. Develop recommendations for the City and coordinate activities related to the Healthiest 
Ames initiative. 

5. Assist Campustown Façade Grant applicants in developing applications that meet the intent 
and requirements of the program.  

6. Coordinate the involvement of Campustown businesses in the development and 
implementation of the Long-Range Transportation Plan. 

7. Serve as a point of contact for coordinating events held in Campustown, regardless of 
whether the event is sponsored by the Provider or another entity. 

 

Task                                                                                   Date                                 Amount 

Host a series of community-oriented                                 October 2015                  $  5,000 

     family summer events 

Creating a campaign promoting the use                            November 2015              $  4,000 

     of the Ames Intermodal Facility 

Develop recommendations and coordinate activities        February 2016                 $  4,000 

     related to the Healthiest Ames initiative 

Assist Façade Grant applicants in developing                   March 2016                     $  2,000 

     applications that meet program intent and req’ts 

Coordinate businesses involvement in development        May 2016                         $  2,000 

     and implementation of the LRTP  

Evaluate and develop recommendations to                      June 2016                       $ 10,000 

     enhance public lighting and outdoor public space 

 
Homecoming Central Committee $1,000 

Funds awarded shall be used towards costs associated with contracting for and/or providing for 
a pancake feed to be held as an alcohol-free activity during the late night hours of one night of 
Homecoming weekend 2015. In turn, patrons of the pancake feed will be charged lower prices 
than they would if expenses were not subsidized. 

 

Task                                                                               Date                                 Amount 

Host pancake feed                                                         October 2015                  $1,000 

 
Hunziker Youth Sports Complex $26,680 

Funds awarded shall be used towards operating expenses for facilities, including but not limited 
to utilities, communications, supplies, equipment, professional services, and maintenance. In 
turn, participants in sports programs will be charged lower participant fees than they would if 
operating expenses were not subsidized. 

 



Task                                                                                      Date                          Amount 

Provide and maintain turf playing surfaces                           October 2015           $19,000 

Provide/maintain HYSC facilities (e.g.,                                 October 2015           $  7,680 

     garbage, utilities, etc.)     

 
Main Street Cultural District $36,000 

Fulfill all requirements to maintain Ames as a designated Main Street Iowa community: $19,000 
The Main Street Iowa program provides comprehensive support and assistance to participating 
communities to enhance local downtown and economic development efforts.  The program 
provides access to financial incentives and ongoing technical assistance in the areas of 
architectural/historic preservation, design, business development, economic development, 
market analysis, capacity building, and district marking.  Services are provided to communities 
which maintain National Main Street Accreditation and Main Street Iowa program requirements.   

 The Provider shall: 
i. Fulfill all program and accreditation requirements to maintain Main Street Iowa 

designation.   
ii. Serve as the point of local contact and base of knowledge for downtown revitalization, 

economic development strategies in the MSCD, Main Street Iowa, and the National Main 
Street Center.   

iii. Facilitate the technical services provided through the Main Street Iowa program.  
iv. Maintain current Main Street district building and business inventory. 
v. Maintain and share appropriate district statistics per Main Street Iowa accreditation and 

program requirement processes.   
vi. Represent downtown Ames and the community of Ames at local, state, and national 

Main Street conferences, marketing, and business events.   
 
Enhance the look and feel of the Main Street Cultural District: $5,000 
Improving the physical appearance of downtown provides the foundation for economic 
development and creates a catalyst for private investment.  The local Main Street program will 
continue to create an atmosphere in the Main Street Cultural District that encourages local 
residents to do their business, live, work, and be entertained in downtown Ames.     

 The Provider shall: 
i. Serve as the point of contact and base of knowledge for downtown historic preservation 

efforts, downtown development strategies, and district wide improvement efforts. 
ii. Assist in the marketing and implementation of the Ames Downtown Façade Grant 

Program. 
iii. Initiate district beautification projects, including but not limited to hosting clean up days, 

purchasing flowers/plant and mulch, labor costs of planting and maintaining downtown 
plantings throughout the spring, summer, and fall months.   

 
Reestablish the Main Street Cultural District as the social gathering space for Ames: $12,000 
Strengthening the social value of downtown through retail and special events draws people to 
the community and district, enhances the positive image of the community, and increases 
exposure and economic opportunity for downtown businesses.   

 The Provider shall: 
i. Serve as a point of contact for coordinating community events held in the Main Street 

Cultural District by other entities. 
ii. Host a series of community-oriented family summer events to draw outside visitors to the 

cultural and business center of Ames, Iowa. Including: Art Walk, June 5 ($2,000), 4th of 
July Parade, July 4 ($4,000), Summer Sidewalk Sales, July 23-25 ($1,000), Music Walk, 
September 3 ($2,000), Snow Magic, November 13- December 12 ($3,000) 



iii. Budget for each event includes any marketing and advertisement costs, administrative 
costs, permit costs, outside entertainment costs such as live music, security costs, and 
miscellaneous costs associated with putting on an event that is geared to attract 
hundreds and thousands of participants and increase business traffic and revenue within 
the Main Street Cultural District.  

 
Drawdown Schedule: 
Task                                                                                             Date                              Amount 
Host 4th of July Parade                                                                July 2015                      $4,000 
Host Summer Sidewalk Sales                                                     July 2015                      $1,000 
Fulfill req’ts to maintain Ames as an MSI community (pt 1)        August 2015                  $9,500 
Host Music Walk                                                                         September 2015            $2,000 
Host Snow Magic                                                                        December 2015             $3,000 
Fulfill req’ts to maintain Ames as an MSI community (pt 2)        January 2016                 $9,500 
Enhance the Look and Feel of the MCSD                                   March 2016                   $5,000 
Host Art Walk                                                                              June 2016                      $2,000 

 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 

1. Approve outside funding contracts with the organizations listed above for FY 
2015/16 

 
2. Modify the authorized amount or scope of services for one or more organizations 

 
3. Do not approve these funding contracts. 

 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Funding for these activities was included in the City Council’s 2015/16 Budget. These 
scopes of services have been developed in cooperation with the organizations to 
ensure that the City’s funding is used for the benefit of the public. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, thereby approving outside funding contracts with the organizations 
listed above for FY 2015/16 
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ITEM # __14___ 
Date    00-00-15   

 
 

COUNCIL ACTION FORM 
 
SUBJECT: REVISIONS TO ASSET POLICIES AND PROCEDURES MANUAL 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Each year, the ASSET Administrative Team and volunteers review the ASSET Policies 
and Procedures. In 2014, modifications were made to accommodate the creation of the 
new mental health services region, called Central Iowa Community Services (CICS). At 
that time, the goal was to integrate CICS into the ASSET process, with further changes 
to come at a later time. 
 
CICS is now organized to the point where it is prepared to appoint volunteers in the 
same manner as the other ASSET funders. Previously, Story County volunteers had 
acted to represent both the county and CICS. With the proposed changes, CICS will 
appoint three volunteers to ASSET. In addition, a change has been recommended to 
clarify the name of the BooSt Together for Children Board (Early Childhood Iowa Area 
Board). 
 
The paragraphs that require changes are as follows (additions underlined, deletions in 
strikethrough): 
 
III. TEAM STRUCTURE (subject to change and pending approval by ASSET 
funders) 

A. The City, County, UWSC, and GSB shall each appoint five (5) volunteers as 
voting members of the team (Volunteers). Due to the nature of the services 
funded by CICS, CICS shall appoint three (3) volunteers as voting members 
of the team (Volunteers). FY 2015-16 is the first year CICS is participating in 
the ASSET process. The County is a member of CICS and CICS will utilize 
the County volunteers until further determination is made on making separate 
volunteer appointments. 

 
XII. FUNDING PROCESS 

K. After completion of the funding process, the Volunteers shall refer information 
on unfunded or under funded services, if any, to the BooST Together for 
Children (Early Childhood Iowa Area Board), Decategorization Board, 
Community Partnerships for Protecting Children, United Way of Story County 
Grant Program, and any other potential funders of those services. 

 
 
 
ADDENDUM A 
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STORY COUNTY DECATEGORIZATION / EARLY CHILDHOOD IOWA AREA 
BOARDS 

The Story County Decategorization Board and the BooST Together for 
Children (Early Childhood Iowa Area Board) BooSt Together for Children 
(Boone and Story Counties) Early Childhood Iowa (ECI) Area Board will 
provide ASSET with quarterly reports to update funders and community 
stakeholders. 

 
The ASSET team met on May 14 and voted to recommend adoption of these changes 
by each funder. Amendments to the Policies and Procedures become effective upon 
approval by a majority of ASSET funders. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Approve the changes to Paragraphs III and XII and Addendum A of the ASSET 

Policies and Procedures, as recommended by the ASSET board. 
 
2. Do not approve changes to the ASSET Policies and Procedures. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
ASSET’s Administrative Team and volunteers have discussed and now recommend 
approval of the proposed changes to the ASSET Policies and Procedures Manual by 
the Funders. These changes will help clarify the ASSET process and allow for the 
appointment of volunteers by the CICS mental health region. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that City Council approve 
Alternative #1, thereby approving the changes to Paragraphs III and XII and Addendum 
A of the ASSET Policies and Procedures, as recommended by the ASSET board. 
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 ITEM # __15___ 
                                                                                                                 DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:  SAFETY TRAINING AND RELATED SERVICES CONTRACT 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The City annually contracts with an outside firm for basic safety training, OSHA 
compliance, and regulatory consultation services for City departments. These services 
have been provided by the Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities (IAMU) for the past 
eleven years. 
 
The proposed renewal contract with IAMU calls for a continuation of the agreement 
during FY 2015/16 at a cost not to exceed $127,600.  This amount is lower than the 
$134,000 included in the expiring agreement, which included a one-time $18,000 
expense for training and implementation of a new electronic safety data sheet system.  
The new amount reflects additional training and OSHA compliance activities planned for 
FY 2015/16 listed in the Comments section below.  The $127,600 amount was included 
in the Council’s approved FY2015/16 Budget.    
 
The new contract includes additional training requested by the Power Plant and other 
departments (natural gas safety and other topics), mock OSHA compliance inspections, 
a hearing program evaluation (last evaluated in 2009), and additional support for the 
City’s AED program, for which location inventory tracking, equipment assistance and 
training is now centralized by Risk Management to support all departments.   
           

        2015/16 not to exceed Contract    Comments  
 
Training, monthly & special topics $  60,000 - Regular monthly OSHA/compliance safety    

                             training and department-specific classes. 
       Same amount as expiring. 

                             
OSHA Compliance Support   $  56,000 - Same program, as in prior years.  
  $ 116,000 - Basic training and consultation program. 
   $    3,600 - Added: monthly and special training  
                              classes, requested by Power Plant and  
                             other depts., incl. natural gas safety. 
 
   $    3,100        - Added: re-evaluate Hearing program;  
    conduct sound level tests at various depts. 
 

$    4,900        - Added: conduct mock OSHA inspections  
  and follow-up on findings.  

  -------------- 
                           TOTAL                    $127,600 - FY2015/16 Not To Exceed Contract 
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IAMU’s knowledge and expertise in supporting municipal utilities and public 
works departments is recognized throughout the state of Iowa. The City of Ames 
is one of many communities benefiting from their programs. Individual 
departments regularly consult with IAMU and take advantage of their expertise 
and familiarity with the City’s safety programs. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 

1. Approve the contract with IAMU to continue the City’s program of safety and 
training professional services during FY2015/16 at a cost not to exceed 
$127,600. 
 

2. Reject the IAMU proposed contract and direct staff to seek proposals from other 
providers of these services. 
  

MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities has demonstrated its expertise and has 
leveraged its firsthand knowledge of City operations over the past eleven years by 
providing services that enhance the safety and well-being of City employees. Their 
trainers and consultants help ensure that the City stays current with industry practices 
and regulations. The planned FY2015/16 services are an integral part of our Risk 
Management program aimed at reducing the number of injuries and controlling the cost 
of workers compensation claims. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, thereby approving the renewal contract with the Iowa Association of 
Municipal Utilities for professional services for safety compliance and training during FY 
2015/16 at a cost not to exceed $127,600. 
 



1 

 

ITEM # __16___  
          DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: RENEWAL OF ICAP MEMBERSHIP TO PROCURE CASUALTY AND 

LIABILITY INSURANCE COVERAGES 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City’s annual membership in the Iowa Communities Assurance Pool (ICAP) expires 
on June 30, 2015. The City has been a member since July 1, 2004, and secures its 
casualty and liability coverages through this membership. ICAP provides similar 
protection to approximately 300 cities, 70 counties, 50 fair boards and over 250 other 
public entities. ICAP was established in 1986 under Iowa Code section 670.7 as a 
member owned and funded group insurance pool for Iowa public entities. The following 
City coverages are provided by ICAP: General (Third Party) Liability, Vehicle and 
Transit Bus Liability, Bookmobile Physical Damage, Public Officials Wrongful Acts, 
Police Professional Liability and Employee Theft (Bond). 
 
Staff did not seek alternatives to this program this year. Membership in the ICAP pool is 
a long-term commitment based on the fundamentals of rate stability, availability of 
coverages meeting the City’s needs, and the quality of services from underwriting, loss 
control and claims. A summary of ICAP’s quote for these services showing the current 
and upcoming year’s proposed fees is shown below.  
 
 

Comparison by Line of 
Coverage 

 APPROVAL 
REQUESTED 

 

 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2015-16 

Type of Coverage $15.0 million limits $15.0 million limits $15.0 million limits 

 Prior Year Quoted Renewal Budget 

    General Liability 
  --at $15.0 Million Limit          

$241,898 $257,040                  $179,300 

Bond, incl. fee             6,450    5,623 6,450 

ICAP “Profit Sharing” 
Credit* 

(69,371) (92,725)  

Liability & Bond Sub-total $178,977                $169,938                  $185,750 

    
Department Specific:    

   Fleet Services/Auto 61,029 58,565 68,650 

   Transit 173,655     183,466 176,500 

   Public Officials 29,613 31,206 31,000 

   Law Enforcement                      30,803 30,799 33,750           

   Bookmobile PD 563      578 1,000                

                        
Total Net (Invoice) Cost    $474,640 $474,552 $503,100     

    *See Comment below on Profit Sharing credit. 
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Profit Sharing Credit 
 

The City was recently notified by the ICAP Board of Directors that they have again 
declared member credits based on the size and financial condition of the pool, including 
such factors as loss experience and investment income. The amount of the credit 
distributed to the City of Ames this year is $92,725. As in past years, this amount will 
be taken as a direct offset to the July 1 renewal invoice.  
 
Although the ICAP Board has consistently taken this action since the City became a 
member, it has never been an item that is included in the Risk Management budget, 
since the issuance of the credit is not guaranteed. Also, the amount can vary from year 
to year. For example, the 2014/15 credit was $69,371, the 2013/14 credit was $45,568, 
the 2012/13 credit was $41,282 and the 2011/12 credit was $32,763. The credit is 
referred to as “Profit Sharing;” and while ICAP is not earning “profit” in the traditional 
sense, it is certainly an added benefit of membership when income that exceeds 
expenses and capital requirements is distributed to the pool members.    
 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
  

1. Accept the quote for renewal of the City’s membership in the Iowa Communities 
Assurance Pool (ICAP), with the net cost of $474,552 for the coverages listed 
above. 
 

2. Direct staff to immediately seek other alternatives for casualty and liability 
insurance. 

 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The City’s membership in ICAP continues to result in receiving excellent casualty and 
liability coverages and associated services at a competitive price. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative #1, thereby accepting the quote for renewal of the City’s membership in the 
Iowa Communities Assurance Pool, with the net cost of $474,552 for the coverages 
listed above. 
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ITEM #__17___  
           DATE: 05-26-15  

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURE FOR 2014/15 CYRIDE ROUTE 

PAVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM (24TH STREET) 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
This is the annual program for pavement improvements to streets that are or were bus 
routes. These streets were originally designed and built for lighter residential traffic. 
With these streets designated as bus routes, accelerated deterioration of the street 
pavement occurred. Planned pavement improvements will restore or improve these 
street sections to carry projected traffic volumes and weights. 
 
The 2014/15 locations included for this program are 24th Street (Union Pacific Railroad 
to Northwestern Avenue) and Bloomington Road (Eisenhower Avenue west 500 feet). 
The work to be completed on 24th Street involves removal of the existing pavement and 
replacement with new concrete pavement, storm sewer improvements, sanitary sewer 
repairs, and installation of ADA compliant pedestrian facilities. Work to be completed on 
Bloomington Road involves a mill and overlay of the existing pavement and installation 
of ADA compliant pedestrian facilities. Construction is scheduled to be completed 
through an Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT) contract during summer of 2015. 
 
The original plan for traffic control for the reconstruction of 24th Street was to 
maintain head to head traffic along 24th Street, thus maintaining one lane of east 
and west bound traffic through the construction zone.  Due to safety concerns 
and the location of the existing sanitary sewer, it has now been determined that 
the closure of the 24th Street and Hayes Avenue intersection is required.  Because 
this closure is a major change from what was first reported, it is believed that the 
City Council should authorize this new traffic control plan for this project. 
 
Public Works will work with the contractor to minimize the disruption to the traveling 
public and adjacent properties.  There will also be coordination required to notify the 
public of the street closure. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Approve a temporary street closure, as determined by Public Works, for the 

proposed sanitary manhole, sanitary sewer main, and pavement replacement at the 
intersection of 24th Street and Hayes Avenue.  

 
2. Direct staff and the contractor to pursue alternate construction arrangements. 
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MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The installation of the sanitary sewer manhole and mains are being completed as part 
of the improvement plans for 24th Street from the Union Pacific railroad tracks to 
Northwestern Avenue.  The greater safety gained from these improvements outweighs 
inconvenience to the public during the construction process. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1 as stated above. 
 
It is anticipated the street will need to be closed approximately 14 working days.  
Staff will work with the contractor to accomplish this closure once the Ames 
Community School District have completed spring classes and started the 
summer break. 



ITEM# 18 
DATE: 05/26/15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: 2015/16 AIRPORT TERMINAL BUILDING AND HANGAR 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City’s 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) includes a project to construct a 
new terminal building, itinerant hangar, and related site improvements at the Ames 
Municipal Airport. The total project budget is $2,410,000, which includes $867,000 in 
General Obligation (G.O.) Bonds, $943,000 in bonds abated by future revenues from 
the management agreement with a Fixed Base Operator (FBO), $150,000 in a State of 
Iowa vertical infrastructure grant, and $450,000 in federal entitlement funds.  
 
On February 24, 2015, the City Council approved an architectural and engineering 
services agreement with Bolton and Menk of Ames, Iowa. The consultant has 
completed plans and specifications for Phase 1 of the project that includes site grading, 
paved parking, and utilities. Estimated construction costs for the base bid are $754,600, 
along with a bid alternate of $113,100. This brings the total base plus alternate to 
$867,649. The bid alternate is for the relocation of the airfield lighting control that is in 
the basement of the existing Terminal.  
 
Engineering and construction administration are estimated in the amount of $140,000, 
which brings the total estimated cost of Phase 1 to $895,000, or $1,008,000 with the bid 
alternate. Phase 1 will use all of the Federal ($450,000) and State ($150,000) funding, 
with the remainder to be paid with G.O. bonds approximately totaling $295,000. This 
leaves an estimated $1,515,000 for the Terminal Building construction and furnishings. 
 

 



An overview of the site improvements is shown above. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Approve the plans and specifications for the 2015/16 Airport Terminal Building and 

Hangar project (Phase 1) by establishing June 17, 2015, as the date of letting and 
June 23, 2015, as the date for report of bids. 

 
2. Reject the project. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approval of these plans and specifications will initiate the letting process and should 
allow for the project to meet two critical deadlines. The first is to have a FAA grant 
application based upon a public bid prior to July 2, 2015, thereby being included in this 
fiscal year’s congressional release of funds. The second is to have the site prepared 
such that the private sector can construct a hangar facility with an anticipated 
completion date of October 2015. The overall Terminal Building construction is 
scheduled for completion in Spring/Summer of 2016. 
  
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1 as described above. 



  
ITEM# 19 

DATE: 05/26/15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: SOLE SOURCE PROVIDER (MIOVISION AUTOMATED TRAFFIC DATA 

COLLECTION SERVICES) 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In the 2014/15 Capital Improvements Plan under the Traffic Engineering Studies 
program there is a project to collect intersection turning movement counts at signalized 
intersections throughout Ames. The purpose of this study is to collect current traffic data 
to establish hourly traffic patterns and to determine modal split at these major 
intersections. Data will also be used to update the traffic signal timing and coordination 
plans. Current timing plans were last updated around 2008 based upon the availability 
of staff at the time. Past practice has been for staff to sit at an intersection and manually 
count turning movements using either an electronic or analogy counting board. National 
best practices advocate for a proactive approach to traffic management – the City’s 
count program, and specifically the use of video processing to automated collection of 
that count data, is intended to meet that requirement. 
 
Recent changes in traffic data collection technology has opened up the opportunity for 
automated traffic counts through the analyzing of intersection video. Currently there is 
only one company that offers a data collection services that are fully automated, 
this company is Miovision Technologies, Inc. They have created a software 
algorithm that processes video information to determine vehicle counts and 
classification. Because of the process power needed to perform this task, video files are 
uploaded through via a web portal and processed using Amazon’s cloud based data 
services. Staff has successfully used their services in the past and concurs with the 
justification for the City of Ames to use Miovision Technologies, Inc. as the sole provider 
of automated video process services to provide count data at various intersections in 
Ames. 
 
COST COMPARISON: 
 
Current methods available for collecting count data are; Manual Methods - Paper forms, 
Hand “Click” Counters, or Hand-held Electronic Counters; Semi-Automated to 
Automated - Pavement Loops, Radar, or Video based. Most methods require the 
physical and continuous operation by an individual in real-time.  
 
When collecting count data manually at an intersection it usually takes two staff 
members and one vehicle parked at the location to accurately enter data. This is 
because peak-hour traffic at signalized intersections have too much activity for one 
person to capture – it is especially true when you are needing to count pedestrians, 



bicycles, transit, and motor vehicles separately. Typically, manual classification of 
separate modes takes a count for each individual mode since it is almost an impossible 
task to ask a staff member to collect at the same time. (Note: Miovision method includes 
an estimated $75.00 setup cost for staff to place video equipment.) 
 
Example 1: 12 hour continuous count (no classification) 
 

Method $/hr Duration Total 

2 Interns + Vehicle  $    80.00  12  $     960.00  

2 Full-Time Staff + Vehicle  $  132.00  12  $  1,584.00  

Consultant (2 people)  $  140.00  12  $  1,680.00  

Miovision Technologies  $    26.00  12  $     387.00  

 
Example 2: 12 hour continuous count (with ped/bike/vehicle classification) 
 

Method $/hr Duration # of Counts Total 

2 Interns + Vehicle  $    80.00  12 3  $  2,880.00  

2 Full-Time Staff + Vehicle  $  132.00  12 3  $  4,752.00  

Consultant (2 people)  $  140.00  12 3  $  5,040.00  

Miovision Technologies  $    26.00  12 1  $     387.00  

 
Cost estimate, citywide, for one year’s worth of counts. 
 

Method Subtotals Signals to Count Annual Cost (x1) 

2 Interns + Vehicle  $  2,880.00  68  $         195,840.00  

2 Full-Time Staff + Vehicle  $  4,752.00  68  $         323,136.00  

Consultant (2 people)  $  5,040.00  68  $         342,720.00  

Miovision Technologies  $     387.00  68  $           26,316.00  

 
As seen in the tables above, when comparing the efficiencies of typical manual 
counting by staff members or consultant to the automated video counting 
services of Miovision Technologies there is a significant cost-benefit. These 
calculations do not include the safety benefits of not have staff parked at the corner of 
these high traffic intersections for a 12-hour period. It also does not include the human 
error associated with fatigue a person experiences when counting traffic for 12 
continuous hours that leads to inaccuracies in the data collected. The 2014/15 CIP 
programmed $50,000 from Road Use Tax in the Traffic Engineering Studies 
program for this activity. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Approve Miovision Technologies, Inc. of Kitchener, Ontario, Canada, as the sole 

provider of software that will analyze recorded raw video from an intersection, 
roundabout, highway, or mid-block location and provide a detailed, tabular report of 
vehicular counts, movements and classifications. 



 
2. Direct staff to maintain the current practice of manual traffic data collection. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Public Works staff in the Traffic Division has conducted several searches of traffic 
venders, consultants, and product demonstrations at trade shows throughout the years. 
Currently, Miovision Technologies, Inc. is the only provider of truly automated collection 
of traffic data collection with classification available on the market. The analysis above 
also clearly shows that Miovision’s services provide the best product at the most cost 
effect price. This action will only approve Miovision as a sole source provider. In the 
future, a contract will be solicited from Miovision for a specific amount depending on the 
scope of a particular data collection or traffic study effort.  
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, as described above. 
  



Attachment 1: Comparison of Municipal Traffic Data Collection Practices 
 

City Responded 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

1) Do you use 

Manual or 

Automated 

methods for 

collecting turning 

movement counts? 

(examples = Paper 

forms, Hand 

Counters, Hand-

held Electronic 

Counters, 

Pavement Loops, 

Radar, or Video 

based)  

2) Who collects the 

data? (examples = 

City Staff, 

Consultant, or other 

Vendor) 

3) How often are 

turning movement 

counts collected? 

(examples = As 

Needed or for a 

Specific Study, 

Annually or other 

time period, or 

Continuously by 

automated 

methods) 

4) Do you budget 

for data collection 

or is it just part of 

your general 

operating budgets? 

If it is separate, do 

you usually use 

Lump Sum or 

Hourly cost 

estimates? and if 

so, can you provide 

some typical 

costs?  

5) If you have some thoughts 

or experience that I did not 

cover in these questions or 

anything you think would be 

helpful please let me know. 

Waterloo We have not 

collected turning 

movement counts 

for over 10 years. 

n/a As needed. We have budget for 

temporary help 

which used to be 

used for count 

collection. 

Machine counters and video 

detection cameras can be 

helpful in collecting approach 

volumes. 

Marion Manual on hand 

counter 

city staff, 

sometimes a 

consultant 

as needed Contained in the 

project budgeted 

cost 

N/A 

Iowa City (By MPO) MPOJC uses 

manual hand-held 

counters to collect 

the bulk of our 

turning movement 

counts.  We use 

Jamar 

Technologies brand 

hand-held 

electronic counters 

and Apple iPads 

with a turning 

movement app.  

MPOJC interns 

conduct the vast 

majority of our 

counts with staff 

occasionally filling-

in.  

MPOJC turning 

movement counts 

are collected ‘as 

needed’ for specific 

studies.  We also 

collect counts for 

1/5 of the metro 

area traffic signals 

each year (on a 

rotation) so we are 

keeping up with 

signal optimization.  

Intern turning 

movement data 

collection is part of 

our general 

operating budget. 

We have found that iPads 

with a turning movement app 

are the most cost effective 

device for collecting turning 

movement counts.   

However, they are not as 

easy to use at locations with 

very high traffic volumes.  

For these locations, we find 

the Jamar Technologies 

brand hand-held counters to 

be easier to use (and thus 

more precise). 

Council Bluffs We use hand-held 

electronic counters. 

We have used 

intersection video 

detection cameras 

in the past but 

because of the 

different ideal 

camera positioning 

for intersection 

detection and count 

detection, we don’t 

consider the data 

reliable. We have 

recently installed 

intersection radar 

detection and plan 

to try using that for 

counts soon. 

City staff including 

temporary workers. 

As needed. General operating 

budget. 

A local engineering company 

working for IDOT used a 

company called Miovision 

(miovision.com) to 

collect turning movement 

count data. Miovision 

provides a specialized 

camera, but they were also 

able to extract data from 

recorded PTZ camera video. 

 









                      ITEM #__21_    
  DATE: 05-26-15         

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 

SUBJECT:   PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC METERS FOR THE ELECTRIC 
SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
This proposed action is for the purchase of residential single phase, poly phase, 
programmable demand type, and power quality socket type electric meters to meet the 
needs of the Electric Services Department inventory. These meters will be purchased 
from an Electric Services Technical Services Division inventory asset account and 
charged to the appropriate operations accounts as the meters are put into use.  
 
This contract is to provide electric meters for the period from August 1, 2015, through 
July 31, 2016. The contract includes a provision that would allow the City to renew the 
contract for up to four additional one-year terms.  
 
Under the proposed contract, electric meters would be purchased at the City’s 
discretion, which may be quarterly or on an as-needed basis. This provides the City with 
flexible inventory management and helps to reduce the need for storage space. Bid 
prices plus applicable sales taxes, which are applicable to the purchase of this 
equipment, are paid directly by the Utility. No contract amount is being authorized at 
this time, since payments will be made as these meters are purchased.   
 
On May 8, 2015, an Invitation to Bid document was issued to 45 companies. The bid 
was advertised on the Current Bid Opportunities section of the Purchasing webpage. 
 
On May 12, 2015, four bids were received as shown below.  
 

 

BIDDER 

 

Single Phase 
Meters 

Group 1 Cost 

 

Poly Phase and 
Demand Meters 

Group 2 Cost 

 

Power Quality 
Socket Type 

Electric Meters 
Group 3 Cost 

Fletcher-Reinhardt Co. 
Cedar Rapids, IA $39,217.12 $12,868.00 $38,688.00 

Schneider Electric USA, Inc 
Palatine, IL No Bid No Bid $54,000.00 

EI Electronics LLC. 
Westbury, NY No Bid 

 
No Bid $52,608.00 

RESCO 
Ankeny, IA $138,442.40 Non-responsive No Bid 

 
(Note - RESCO did not have inexpensive meters that met the City’s specification and bid their high 
end meter which resulted is the large cost difference between them and the apparent low bidder.) 
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Council should note that the evaluation amount is based on unit prices and estimated 
quantities on prior year purchases. The recommended award is based on the estimated 
total evaluated cost.  
 
Staff reviewed the bids and concluded that the apparent low bid, based on the 
City's estimated quantities, and determined that the bid submitted by Fletcher-
Reinhardt Co., Cedar Rapids, Iowa, is acceptable.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. Award a contract to Fletcher-Reinhardt Co., Cedar Rapids, Iowa, for the purchase of 

electric meters in accordance with unit price bid.   
 

Electric meters will be purchased as requested. Payments will be based on unit 
prices bid and actual quantities ordered, plus applicable sales taxes. 
 

2. Award a contract to one, or more, of the other bidders for the purchase of electric    
meters in accordance with unit price bid.  

 
3. Reject all bids and purchase electric meters on an as needed basis at unpredictable 

prices. 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
It is important to purchase electric meters at the lowest possible cost with minimal risk to 
the City. It is also imperative to have these meters available to meet customer needs for 
new service or emergency replacements.  
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1 as stated above.  
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  ITEM # __22__    
  DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:   CHEMICAL TREATMENT PROGRAM FOR POWER PLANT  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
This contract is for the chemicals and services for chemical treatment of the boilers, 
cooling tower, coal yard, and ash ponds at the Power Plant. The scope of work includes 
supplying a range of chemicals, technical expertise in boiler chemistry and analysis, the 
ability to train Power Plant staff in maintaining the system, and detailed monitoring and 
analysis of the boilers to insure they are safeguarded against damage. All of this is 
essential for the operation of the Power Plant.  
 
This contract is to provide chemical treatment services for the period from July 1, 
2015 through June 30, 2016. The contract includes a provision that would allow the 
City to renew the contract for up to four additional one-year terms. Council should note 
that the City currently has an annual renewable contract in place for these services. 
This contract is in the final year and expires on June 30, 2015.  
 
On March 27, 2015, a Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued to ten companies for 
proposals. The RFP was advertised on the Current Bid Opportunities section of the 
Purchasing webpage, and was also sent to one plan room. On May 7, 2015, staff 
received proposals from three companies. Staff evaluated the proposals and 
independently evaluated and scored all three proposals in the following two steps:  
 
STEP 1: 
 
The proposals were evaluated based on documentation of site visit and compliance with 
proposal documents. This criterion was rated on a Pass / Fail basis.  
 
STEP 2: 
 
The proposals were evaluated based on: 1) service related performance capabilities; 2) 
references, history of performance, and ability to meet ongoing services; 3) technical 
proposal; and 4) price.  
 
Based on the matrix used to quantify these proposals, the averaged scores in this step 
are shown below: 
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Offerors 
Averaged 

Scores 
Overall Annual 

Base Case Cost* 

ChemTreat, Inc 
Glen Allen, VA 

958 $111,862.62 

Veolia Water Technologies 
Vandalia, OH 

828 $123,885.64 

Jaytech, Inc. 
Des Moines, IA 

731 $216,720.20 

* Annual estimated costs to perform the specified services and supply 
of chemicals based on typical operating conditions. 

 
Each score was based on a scale of 1 to 10. Overall, 1,000 possible points were 
available cumulatively for each firm. The overall weighted score was a function of the 
aforementioned evaluation factors.  
 
Based on the averaged scores and a unanimous decision by the evaluation 
committee, staff is recommending that a contract be awarded to ChemTreat, Inc., 
Glen Allen, VA, for an amount not-to-exceed $125,000. Payments would be 
calculated on unit prices bid for actual work performed. 
 
Staff recommends that these services continue to be outsourced on an annual 
renewable contract basis. The benefits of having a contract for these services in place 
include the following:  
 

1)  Consistency of work and quality from a single contractor. 
2)  Reduction in the City’s exposure to market forces regarding prices and 

availability for labor, travel, and supplies in preparation for a scheduled outage. 
3)  Rapid contractor mobilization to start emergency repairs, thus reducing 

generation downtime.  
4)  Saved City staff time obtaining quotes, evaluating bids and preparing 

specifications and other procurement documentation. 
 
The approved FY2015/16 Power Plant operating budget includes $260,000 for this 
contract. Invoices will be based on contract rates for time and materials for services 
actually received.  
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1.     Award a contract to ChemTreat, Inc., Glen Allen, VA, for Chemical Treatment 

Program in an amount not-to-exceed $125,000. 
 

This contract includes a provision that would allow the City to renew the contract 
for up to four additional one-year terms at stated rates. 

 
2.    Reject all proposals and purchase chemical treatment services on an as-needed 

basis. 
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MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The quality of the chemicals and service that we receive under this contract is critical to 
optimal operation of the Plant. Competent treatment of the water in the boiler and 
cooling tower systems is essential to keeping the Plant in top operating condition.          
 
It is essential to receive chemicals and related treatment services for the Power Plant at 
the lowest possible cost consistent with the quality required to maintain Plant 
operations. It is also necessary to lock in prices and accountability with key contractors. 
By choosing alternative No. 1, the Plant would be able to achieve these goals. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1 as stated above.  



ITEM # __23__ 
DATE: 5-26-15  

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: LIQUID SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE PURCHASE FOR WATER 

TREATMENT 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 

This contract is for the purchase of liquid sodium hypochlorite which is used for 
disinfection in the water treatment process at the City Water Treatment Plant and 
treatment of cooling tower water at the Power Plant. The 2015/16 Water Plant operating 
budget includes $43,500 for sodium hypochlorite. The 2015/16 Power Plant operating 
budget includes $30,000 for this product. 
 
The following bids were received on April 22, 2015: 
 
Bidder Price/Gallon Total Cost 

DPC Industries, Inc., Omaha, NE $ 0.735 $73,500 

Hawkins Water Treatment Group, Slater, IA $ 0.850 $85,000 

Rowell Chemical Corp., Hinsdale, IL $ 1.100 $110,000 

Vertex Chemical Corporation, St. Louis, MO $ 1.250 $125,000 

 
The total estimated cost shown above is for the estimated quantity of 100,000 gallons 
for the 2015/16 contract period, which is shared between the Water Plant and Power 
Plant. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 

1. Award a contract for the purchase of 2015/16 liquid sodium hypochlorite to DPC 
Industries, Inc. of Omaha, NE in the amount of $0.735/gallon for an estimated total 
cost of $73,500. 

 

2. Award the contract for the purchase of liquid sodium hypochlorite to one of the other 
two bidders. 

 
3. Reject all bids and attempt to obtain the required services on an as-needed basis. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 

Liquid sodium hypochlorite is an essential treatment chemical, as it provides the final 
disinfectant barrier that keeps our drinking water and cooling tower water safe from 
microbial contaminants. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, awarding a contract for the purchase of 2015/16 liquid sodium 
hypochlorite to DPC Industries, Inc. of Omaha, NE in the amount of $0.735/gallon for an 
estimated total cost of $73,500. 



ITEM # __24__ 
DATE 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: PEBBLE LIME PURCHASE FOR WATER TREATMENT 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 

Pebble lime is used in the water treatment process to remove water hardness.  Almost 
3,000 tons are used annually and it is the largest chemical cost for the Water Plant.  
The contract for pebble lime is bid for the upcoming fiscal year plus an optional 
extension for the subsequent year.  On April 23, 2015, bids were received for fiscal year 
2015/16: 
 
 

BIDDER 

July 1, 2015 - June 30, 2016 Optional Extension 7/1/16-6/30/17 

Price Per 
Ton 

Estimated 
Total Cost Price Per Ton 

Estimated  
Total Cost 

Graymont Western Lime Inc. 
West Bend, WI $148.00 $429,200 $154.00 $446,600 

Mississippi Lime Company 
St. Louis, MO $202.40 $586,960 $212.40 $615,960 

Lhoist North America of 
Missouri, Inc. St. Genevieve, MO $251.50 $729,350 No bid  

 
The total cost in the table above is for an estimated quantity of 2,900 tons per 12-month 
period.  Actual usage will depend on water quality and demand.  The 2015/16 operating 
budget estimates 2,754 tons at $156.15 per ton for a total of $430,000. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 

1. Award a contract for the purchase of pebble lime to Graymont Western Lime Inc. of 
West Bend, WI.  The contract provides lime at $148.00 per ton for FY 2015/16.  A 
decision to award the optional second year will be made a year from now. 

 

2. Award the contract for the purchase of pebble lime to one of the other two bidders. 
 

3. Reject all bids and attempt to obtain the required services on an as-needed basis. 
 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 

Acquiring an adequate supply of pebble lime is essential for the established water 
softening process at the Water Treatment Plant.  Graymont Western Lime Inc. has 
demonstrated the ability to dependably provide this product at a competitive rate.  
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, thereby awarding a contract for the purchase of FY 2015/16 pebble 
lime requirements to Graymont Western Lime Inc. of West Bend, WI in the amount of 
$148.00 per ton. 
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 ITEM # _25____ 
 DATE: 05-26-15              

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: RENEWAL OF CONTRACT FOR NON-ASBESTOS INSULATION 

AND RELATED SERVICES AND SUPPLY CONTRACT FOR POWER 
PLANT 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
This contract involves the removal, repair, and reinstallation of non-asbestos insulation 
of all types used at the City’s Power Plant.  
 
On January 13, 2015, City Council awarded a contract to Total Insulation Mechanical, 
Inc., Story City, IA, for the Non-Asbestos Insulation and Related Services and Supplies 
Contract Power Plant to be furnished as requested from award date through June 30, 
2015. The contract was in an amount not-to-exceed $90,000. The initial contract period 
was shortened to enable future renewals to coincide with the City’s fiscal year.  
 
The contract has the option for the City to renew in one-year increments for up to four 
additional years. Staff recommends renewing the agreement for FY 2015/16. The rates 
which will be charged by Total Insulation Mechanical, Inc will be unchanged for 
this first renewal. This is the first renewal out of four maximum. 
 
Staff recommends that these services continue to be outsourced on an annual 
renewable contract basis. The benefits of having a contract for these services in place 
include the following:  
 

1)  Consistency of work and quality from a single contractor. 
2)  Reduction in the City’s exposure to market forces regarding prices and 

availability for labor, travel, and supplies in preparation for a scheduled outage. 
3)  Rapid contractor mobilization to start emergency repairs, thus reducing 

generation downtime.  
4)  Saved City staff time obtaining quotes, evaluating bids and preparing 

specifications and other procurement documentation. 
 
The approved FY2015/16 Power Plant operating budget includes $125,000 for these 
services. The budgeted amount is larger than the first year of the contract due to 
expected increased insulating work as a result of the Power Plant conversion 
project.  Invoices will be based on contract rates for time and materials for services 
actually received.  
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ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. Approve the contract renewal with Total Insulation Mechanical, Inc., Story City, IA, 

for the Non-Asbestos Insulation and Related Services and Supplies Contract for 
the one-year period from July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2016, and approve 
contract and bond. Total work in FY 2015/16 shall be an amount not-to-exceed 
$125,000. 

 
2.     Do not renew the agreement and instruct staff to seek new competitive bids. 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
This contract is needed to carry out emergency and routine non-asbestos insulation 
services at the Power Plant. The contract will establish rates for service and provide for 
guaranteed availability, thereby setting in place known rates for service. Funds will be 
expended only as work is required and in accordance with approved invoices.  
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1 as stated above.  
 



1 
 

                                                                                           ITEM # __26___    
     DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: ASBESTOS MAINTENANCE SERVICES FOR POWER PLANT – 
  CONTRACT RENEWAL 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
This contract involves the removal and proper disposal of asbestos insulation at the 
City’s Power Plant, including Units 5 and 6 (both retired) and operating Units 7 and 8. 
The two retired units and Unit 7 are primarily insulated with asbestos type insulation. Unit 8 
is considered “asbestos free" excluding some gasket material and steam pipe insulation 
around the turbine. In addition, there is other equipment and piping located in the Power 
Plant that has been insulated with asbestos type insulation. 
 
The Power Plant benefits from having a service contract with a company that provides 
both routine and emergency asbestos remediation services. These services include 
removal and disposal of asbestos containing insulation, as well as the remediation/ 
encapsulation of identified areas or areas where an encapsulated surface is damaged. 
Asbestos must be removed and disposed of per State and Federal regulations before 
retired equipment can be physically removed. In addition, asbestos should be removed 
or encapsulated where employees will be working. 
 

On May 13, 2014, the City Council awarded a contract to ESA, Inc., N. Sioux City, SD, 
for this asbestos maintenance services contract. These services were to be furnished 
as requested from July 1, 2014, through June 30, 2015, in an amount not-to-exceed 
$75,000.  
 
This contract included the option for the City to renew in one-year increments for up to 
four additional years. Staff recommends renewing the agreement for FY 2015/16. There 
is a rate provision under this contract that increases rates at fixed percentages above 
the previous fiscal year’s contracted rates at time of renewal. The yearly rate increase is 
2% for both Labor and Travel & Subsistence. This increase is in accordance with the 
contract terms initially established. This is the first renewal out of four maximum. 
 
Staff recommends that these services continue to be outsourced on an annual 
renewable contract basis. The benefits of having a contract for these services in place 
include the following:  
 

1)  Consistency of work and quality from a single contractor. 
2)  Reduction in the City’s exposure to market forces regarding prices and 

availability for labor, travel, and supplies in preparation for a scheduled outage. 
3)  Rapid contractor mobilization to start emergency repairs, thus reducing 

generation downtime.  
4)  Saved City staff time obtaining quotes, evaluating bids and preparing 
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specifications and other procurement documentation. 
  
The approved FY2015/16 Power Plant operating budget includes $150,000 for asbestos 
removal. Invoices will be based on contract rates for time and materials for services 
actually received. The anticipated expenditures for this service are expected to 
increase from $75,000 per year to $150,000 per year because there will be 
increased abatement in the Power Plant for the removal of floor tile and piping as 
well as for cooling tower demolition. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. Approve the contract renewal with ESA, Inc., North Sioux City, SD, for the 

asbestos maintenance services contract for the City’s Power Plant for the one-year 
period from July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2016; and approve the company’s 
contract and bond. Total work in FY 2015/16 shall be an amount not to exceed 
$150,000. 

 
2.     Do not renew the agreement and direct staff to seek new competitive bids. 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Asbestos removal and encapsulation will be an on-going cost, since most of the old 
equipment at the Power Plant was insulated with asbestos. This contract establishes 
rates for service and provides for guaranteed availability, thereby setting in place known 
timing and rates. Funds will be expended only as work is required and in accordance 
with approved invoices.  
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative #1 as stated above.  
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ITEM #___27__    

DATE: 05-26-15 

 

COUNCIL ACTION FORM 
 

SUBJECT: ADA HAYDEN HERITAGE PARK ASPHALT PATH OVERYLAY BID 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Since Ada Hayden Heritage Park opened in 2004, the 3.2 mile asphalt trail around the 

north and south lakes has been used by patrons for bicycling, running, walking and 

rollerblading.  To maintain the trail, annual maintenance of crack sealing has been 

performed.  When necessary, small trail sections in need of repair have been removed 

and replaced.  In recent years, larger sections of the path (as indicated on the attached 

map) have deteriorated to the point of needing more extensive repairs than what is 

described above.   

 

The 2015-2019 Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) had $200,000 appropriated in FY 

2014/15 for resurfacing the south lake trail and $200,000 in FY 2015/16 for resurfacing 

the north lake.  Through discussions with a local asphalt contractor and a City Engineer, 

it was determined approximately 75% of the 3.2 mile trail has five to ten years of life left.  

This leaves approximately 4,000 linear feet of the trail in need of resurfacing, resulting in 

the 2014/15 CIP budget being amended to $75,000.  Minor repairs throughout the rest of 

the trail will be accomplished with City staff.   

 

This project will require sections of the trail to be closed for approximately five days, 

weather permitting.  To educate park users and residents of the trail closures and 

alternate routes, signs will be posted in advance of the work being done and press 

releases will be distributed.  The contractor will have until October 1, 2015 to complete 

the project described below in the base bid. 

 

The Base Bid includes all labor, equipment, materials, transportation, traffic control 

(vehicle and pedestrian), and other components necessary to complete a two inch 

overlay of Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) on sections of the ten-foot wide asphalt path at 

Ada Hayden Heritage Park.   

 

Ada Hayden Heritage Park Asphalt Overlay 

Bidder Base Bid 

Manatts, Inc. $55,600 
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ALTERNATIVES: 

 

1. Award the Ada Hayden Heritage Park Asphalt Path Overlay contract to Manatts, 

Inc. of Ames for the bid amount of $55,660. 

 

2. Accept the report of bids for the Ada Hayden Heritage Park Asphalt Overlay but 

do not award bids on the project at this time.   

 

3. Reject all bids. 

 

MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

 

The proposed project will address needed repairs along sections of the 3.2 mile loop 

around the north and south lakes.  After reviewing the trail and realizing the amount of 

use it gets from park patrons, Staff believes it is necessary to overlay sections of the 

path to continue to provide a smooth and safe surface for bicyclists, walkers, runners, 

and rollerbladers.  Because the majority of the trail has 50% of its useful life left, staff 

believes that this project to resurface at this time only the worse sections of the path, 

rather than the total path, is the most prudent way to proceed. 

 

Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 

Alternative No. 1, thereby awarding the Ada Hayden Heritage Park Asphalt Path Overlay 

contract to Manatts, Inc. of Ames, IA for the bid in the amount of $55,660. 
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 Caring People  Quality Programs  Exceptional Service 
 

 

515.239.5105  main 

515.239.5142  fax 

515 Clark Ave. 

Ames, IA 50010 

www.CityofAmes.org 

City Clerk’s Office 

MEMO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To: Mayor and City Council  

 

From:   Diane Voss, City Clerk 

 

Date:   May 22, 2015 

 

Subject: Contract and Bond 

 

 

There is no Council Action Form for Item No. 28.  Council approval of the 

contract and bond for this project is simply fulfilling a State Code requirement. 

 

 

/drv 
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  ITEM # _29____ 
  DATE: 05-26-15 
 

COUNCIL ACTION FORM 
 
SUBJECT:   ACCEPTANCE OF SUBSTATION ELECTRICAL MATERIALS - 69 KV 

SWITCHES, INSTRUMENT TRANSFORMERS AND STEEL 
STRUCTURES 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
On June 11, 2013, City Council approved preliminary plans and specifications for 
certain electrical materials associated with the replacement of the 69kV switchyard relay 
controls at the Ames Plant Substation. This phase of the project is for the purchase of 
electrical materials consisting of 69kV Switches, Instrument Transformers, Lightning 
Arrestors and Steel Structures. The Engineer’s estimated cost of these materials is 
$175,000. A budget of $1,700,000 is included in the 2013/14 CIP for the entire project. 
 
On June 26, 2013, bids were received and evaluated by Electric Services staff and an 
engineer from Dewild Grant Reckert & Associates (DGR) Company. The recommended 
awards were as followed: 
 

 Bid No. 1 69kV Switch – Hamby-Young, Aurora, OH for $52,552.84*    

 Bid No. 2 Instrument Transformers - RESCO, Ankeny, IA for $66,160.70*  

 Bid No. 3 Lighting Arresters – Fletcher-Reinhardt Company, Bridgeton, MO for  
$11,273.52* (The delivery of this material was certified as complete by the City 
Council at a prior meeting.) 

 
          *Award amounts for Bid No.’s 1-3 are inclusive of Iowa Sales Tax  
 

 Bid No. 4 Steel Structures – Galvanizers, Inc., West Fargo, ND for $2,189.62, 
plus applicable sales taxes (in the amount of $137.72) to be paid directly by 
the City of Ames to the State of Iowa. 

 
The total cost of all four of these awards (including all applicable sales tax) was 
$132,314.40.  
 
Hamby-Young has delivered all of the 69kV switches. As a result, the Project Engineer 
has provided a certificate of completion for this phase of the electrical materials. The 
total contract amount is $52,552.84.   
 
RESCO has delivered all of the instrument transformers. As a result, the Project 
Engineer has provided a certificate of completion for this phase of the electrical 
materials. The total contract amount is $65,779.59. There was one change for this 
contract resulting in a deduction of $381.11 to change two 15kV Potential Transformers 
to double-bushing V rated transformers.  
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Galvanizers, Inc. has delivered all of the steel structures. As a result, the Project 
Engineer has provided a certificate of completion for this phase of the electrical 
materials. The total contract amount is $2,189.62. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1)    a. Accept completion of the contract for the 69kV switches phase of the Substation 

Electrical Materials with Hamby-Young, at a total cost of $52,552.84, and 
authorize final payment to the contractor. 

 
 b. Accept completion of the contract for the instrument transformers phase of the 

Substation Electrical Materials with RESCO, at a total cost of $65,779.59, and 
authorize final payment to the contractor. 

 
 c. Accept completion of the contract for the steel structures phase of the Substation 

Electrical Materials with Galvanizers, Inc. at a total cost of $2,189.62, and 
authorize final payment to the contractor. 

 
2)        Delay acceptance of the completion of the contract for the materials. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The three contractors for the 69kV switches, instrument transformers, and steel 
structures phases of the Substation Electrical Materials have delivered all of the 
materials specified under the contract. The Project Engineer has issued a certificate of 
completions on the work, and the City is legally required to make final payment.  
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1 as stated above. 
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Public Works Department 
515 Clark Avenue, Ames, Iowa  50010 

Phone 515-239-5160  Fax 515-239-5404 
 
 
May 21, 2015 
 
 
Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
City of Ames 
Ames, Iowa  50010 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
I hereby certify that the final utility fixture adjustments and street lighting, required as a 
condition for approval of the final plat of South Fork, 6th Addition have been completed in an 
acceptable manner by Manatts, Inc. of Ames, IA.  The above-mentioned improvements have 
been inspected by the Engineering Division of the Public Works Department of the City of 
Ames, Iowa and found to meet City specifications and standards. 
 
As a result of this certification, it is recommended that the financial security for public 
improvements on file with the City for this subdivision be set at $4,725.00.  The remaining 
work covered by this financial security includes the installation of a shared use path.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
John C. Joiner, P.E. 
Director 
 
JJ/jc 
 
 
cc: Finance, Contractor, Construction Supervisor, PW Senior Clerk, Planning & Housing, 

Subdivision file 



South Fork, 6th Addition (REVISED) 
May 5, 2015 
Page 2 
 
 

Description Unit Quantity 

Class 13 Excavation CY 250 

Sub-grade Preparation SY 1,725 

4” Sanitary Sewer Service, PVC EA 8 

Storm Sewer, RCP 15”, CL 3 LF 75 

Storm Sewer, RCP 18”, CL 3 LF 112 

Footing Drain Collector, 6” LF 204 

Footing Drain Cleanout, 6” EA 2 

Footing Drain Outlet and Connection, 6” EA 2 

Storm Sewer Service Stub, PVC, 1-1/2”  LF 290 

Water main, Trenched, PVC, 8” LF 290 

Water Service Connection, Curb Stop & Box, 1” EA 8 

8” 45 Degree Bend EA 2 

Fire Hydrant Assembly (includes gate valve, boot, 6” pipe and 
fittings) 

EA 1 

Intake, SW502  EA 4 

Manhole Adjustment, Major EA 1 

30” PCC Curb and Gutter LF 790 

Pavement, 8” HMA SY 485 

Pavement, 9.5” HMA SY 1,060 

Pavement Removal SY 10 

Seeding, Type 1 Lawn Mix ACRE 1 

Silt Fence-Install, Maint. & Removal LF 300 

Inlet Protection Device-Install, Maint. & Removal EA 3 

Stabilized Construction Entrance EA 1 

 



      ITEM #:__31___   
                 DATE:05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 

SUBJECT:   HUNZIKER ANNEXATION AT 3535 S. 530TH AVENUE 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Hunziker Development Company LLC is proposing annexation of land, located south of 
the Ames corporate limits and west of S. 530th Avenue (University Boulevard). The 
proposed annexation includes six parcels of land. Five of these parcels are under the 
control of Hunziker Development Company LLC as consenting properties, and one is a 
non-consenting isolated property controlled by Holly Plagmann. The total land area of 
the requested annexation is 20.26 gross acres. (See Attachment A-Annexation Plat,  
Attachment B-Location Map, Attachment D-Legal Descriptions of Parcels).  
 
Since the annexation request would create an island of unincorporated land, the non-
consenting owner has been added to the territory as allowed by Code of Iowa, Section 
368.7(a), where up to 20% of the area of an annexation may include non-consenting 
property owners. As currently proposed, 97.88% of the total territory proposed for 
annexation is consenting and 2.12% is non-consenting. A location map of the 
proposed annexation is included as Attachment B. It identifies the parcels owned by 
consenting owners as well as non-consenting owners. 
 
Land Use Policy: The Land Use Policy Plan (LUPP) identifies these parcels as 
properties within the “Southwest II Allowable Growth Area” (See Attachment C- LUPP & 
Ames Urban Fringe Map). If annexed, the LUPP designation would be 
“Village/Suburban Residential”, allowing for a broad range of residential development 
types.  Land is automatically zoned as “Agriculture” upon annexation. The developer 
intends to seek rezoning of the property to “F-PRD” (Planned Residence District) to 
consider a future multi-family development. 
 
Infrastructure:  The City does not plan to extend new infrastructure with this voluntary 
annexation. It is adopted City policy that, before development can occur, the developer 
must extend City infrastructure to the area. Capacity is available to allow for proper 
extension of utilities to the properties from adjacent locations.   
 
Notably, the City has not identified this site as being within the Xenia Rural Water 
District territory. Staff has requested an agreement from the property owner that in the 
event there was a required buyout cost of rural water service that the property would be 
responsible for the cost.  This is a standard requirement of the City of Ames for all 
annexations of land intended for development.  The consenting property owner has 
signed the agreement, described as the “Covenant and Agreement Pertaining to 
Water Service.” The non-consenting Plagmann property is under no obligation to 
provide the same agreement.   
 
Non-Consenting Property: State law allows for up to 20% of the property within a 
requested voluntary annexation to be non-consenting for the purpose of creating logical 
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and efficient boundaries or to eliminate islands. This is often referred to as the 80/20 
rule. In this case the 80/20 rule is applied to avoid creating and island that is prohibited 
under state law. Non-consenting property owners are subject to the ordinances of the 
City, but they do not have any automatic changes to use of their property, such as 
removal of non-conforming uses or structures or connections to City water or sewer 
lines.  
 
The proposed voluntary annexation area includes one non-consenting property 
owner in order to avoid creating a jurisdictional island.  The areas denoted in this 
report represent an 80/20 calculation of acreage for the annexation based on the gross 
acreage of the properties.  Upon City Council approval of an 80/20 annexation, state 
law requires that the state’s City Development Board also conduct a hearing on the 
annexation and take action to approve the annexation before it can be finalized and 
recorded with the county. 
 

Consenting Owners: Property Address/Legal Description Gross Acres 

Hunziker Development Co. 3535 S. 530th Avenue, Story County 
Parcel “B” 

18.48 

Hunziker Development Co. No Address Assigned 
Parcel “C” 

    0.53 

Hunziker Development Co. 
 

3535 S. 530th Avenue, Story County 
Parcel “G” 

    0.35 

Hunziker Development Co. 
 

No Address Assigned 
Parcel “M” 

    
    0.14 

Hunziker Devlopment Co. No Address Assigned 
Parcel “N” 

 
    0.33 

Total Consenting:   19. 83  

   

Non-Consenting: 
Holly Plagmann 

No Address Assigned 
Section 16, Township 83, Range 24 
SE, SE 50’ of Railroad Right-of-Way 

West of Center Line 

    
     
 

    0.43 

   

Total Acres (Gross):     20.26 

Total Acres (Roadway):       0.33 

Total Acres (Net):     19.93 

 
Outreach:  As part of the state-mandated process for annexations, city staff held a 
consultation with the Franklin Township Trustees and the Story County Supervisors on 
April 13, 2015. The Washington Township Clerk attended and did not indicate any 
issues or recommendations for altering the proposed annexation. 
 
Staff has contacted the Holly Plagmann, owner of the non-consenting property, as part 
of the public hearing notice for the Planning and Zoning meeting. The applicant has 
informed the City that they have offered to purchase the non-consenting parcel; 
however, the owner, Ms. Plagmann, has no interest in selling at this time, and has not 
signed as consenting to the voluntary annexation.   
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ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. The City Council can accept the covenant for water service and annex 20.26 

gross acres, generally located at 3535 S. 530th Avenue, all in Section 16 of 
Washington Township, Story County by finding that the proposed annexation is 
consistent with the Land Use Policy Plan and Urban Fringe Plan. 

 
2. The City Council can annex a smaller area of land, consistent with state law and 

the City of Ames Land Use Policy Plan and Urban Fringe Plan. 
 
3. The City Council can deny the request to annex the 20.26 gross acres, generally 

located at 3535 S. 530th Avenue, all in Section 16 of Washington Township, Story 
County by finding that the Land Use Policy Plan is not consistent with the Land 
Use Policy Plan and Urban Fringe Plan. 

 
CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The proposed annexation is consistent with the LUPP in that it is part of the Southwest 
Growth Area intended for future City expansion. Utilities are generally available to serve 
the site. Based on the annexation efforts from last year for this same area, there does 
not appear to be a broader interest in annexation and staff does not believe waiting for 
additional interest would allow for a larger or more complete annexation to further the 
development of the this part of the Southwest Growth Area.    
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council 
adopt Alternative No. 1. This would approve the annexation of 20.26 gross acres, 
generally located at 3535 S. 530th Avenue, all in Section 16 of Washington Township, 
Story County by finding that the proposed annexation is consistent with the Land Use 
Policy Plan and Urban Fringe Plan. 
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ATTACHMENT A: ANNEXATION PLAT 
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ATTACHMENT B: LOCATION MAP & OWNERSHIP OF PARCELS  
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ATTACHMENT C: LUPP & AMES URBAN FRINGE MAP 
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ATTACHMENT D: LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS OF PARCELS 
 

Consenting: 
Parcel ID:  09-21-200-200 

Owner:  Hunziker Development Company LLC 

Area:   18.61 acres 

Address:  3535 530
th

 Avenue 

Legal:  Parcel “B” of the Northeast ¼ of Section 21, Township 83 North, Range 24 West of the 

5
th

 PM, as recorded in the office of the Story County Recorder in CFN Book 14 page 19 on July 

15, 1996 as Instrument Number 96-07239 and Except Parcel “G” of the Northeast ¼ of Section 

21, Township 83 North, Range 24 West of the 5
th

 PM, as described in a Plat of Survey recorded 

in the office of the Story County Recorder on Slide 271 page 4 on February 7, 2006 as 

Instrument Number 2006-00001651. 

 

Parcel ID:  09-21-200-220 

Owner:  Hunziker Development Company LLC 

Area:   0.35 

Address:  None 

Legal:  Parcel “G” of the Northeast ¼ of Section 21, Township 83 North, Range 24 West of the 

5
th

 PM, as described in a Plat of Survey recorded in the office of the Story County Recorder on 

February 7, 2006 on Slide 271 page 4 of the Recorder’s Plat Cabinet as Instrument Number 

2006-00001651. 

 

Parcel ID:  09-21-200-235 

Owner:  Hunziker Development Company LLC 

Area:   0.48 acres 

Address:  None 

Legal:  Parcel “M” of the Northeast ¼ of Section 21, Township 83 North, Range 24 West of the 

5
th

 PM, as described in a Plat of Survey recorded in the office of the Story County Recorder on 

February 7, 2006 on Slide 271 page 3 of the Recorder’s Plat Cabinet as Instrument Number 

2006-00001650. 

 

And  

 

Parcel “N” of the Northeast ¼ of Section 21, Township 83 North, Range 24 West of the 5
th

 PM, 

as described in a Plat of Survey recorded in the office of the Story County Recorder on February 

7, 2006 on Slide 271 page 5 of the Recorder’s Plat Cabinet as Instrument Number 2006-

00001652. 
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Parcel ID:  09-16-480-305 

Owner:  Hunziker Development Company LLC 

Area:   0.53 acres 

Address:  None 

Legal:  Parcel “C” of the Southeast ¼ of the Southeast ¼ of Section 16, Township 83 North, 

Range 24 West of the 5
th

 PM, as described in a Plat of Survey recorded in the office of the Story 

County Recorder on October 12, 1998 on Slide 4 page 1 of the Recorder’s Plat Cabinet as 

Instrument Number 98-14136.  

 

Non-Consenting 
 

Parcel ID:  09-16-480-260 

Owner:  Holly Plagmann 

Area:   0.59 acres 

Address: None 

Legal:  That part of the Southeast ¼ of the Southeast ¼ of Section 16, Township 83 

North, Range 24 West of the 5
th

 PM, bounded as follows: On the Northeast by the East line of 

said Southeast ¼ of the Southeast ¼ of Section 16; On the Northwest by a line parallel with and 

distant 50 feet Northwesterly, measured at right angles, from the center line of the main track 

(now removed) of the Des Moines and Minnesota Railroad Company (now the Chicago and 

North Western Transportation Company), as said main track center line was originally located 

and established over and across said Section 16; On the Southwest by the South line of said 

Southeast ¼ of Section 16; And on the Southeast by said above described original main track 

center line, as described in a Deed recorded in the office of the Story County Recorder on 

February 8, 1991 as Instrument Number 05678. 
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                      ITEM #: __32__     
DATE: 05-26-15   

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT TO EXCLUDE PARKING 

STRUCTURES FROM DEFINITION OF FLOOR AREA RATIO  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The City Council reviewed options for considering changes to Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) standards on April 14, 2015 and directed staff to draft a text amendment 
excluding parking structures from the definition of FAR.  The proposed text 
amendment would apply city wide to all parking structures, not just to those 
within the HOC zoning district.    
 
FAR is a zoning regulation (development standard) with two purposes.  It can be used 
to limit the intensity of use of a site or to control the massing of the building. FAR can 
lead to a predictable building design and building size when lots are of the same 
general size in a zoning district, but the results will vary greatly when there is a large 
difference in lot sizes.  Other related zonings standards to intensity and massing include 
maximum building coverage, minimum required setbacks, minimum landscaped/open 
space area, and maximum height limits.  
 
The current relevant Zoning Ordinance terms are stated below. 
 
Section 29.201-Definitions 
 
(77) Floor Area, Gross means the sum of the gross horizontal area of floors of a 
building, including interior balconies and mezzanines. All horizontal dimensions are to 
be between the exterior faces of walls or from the center line of walls separating 2 
buildings.  
 
(78) Floor Area, Net means the total square foot area of all space within the outside line 
of a wall, including the total area of all floor levels, but excluding porches, garages, or 
unfinished space in a basement or cellar.  
 
(79) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) means the amount of floor area in relation to the amount of 
lot area, determined by dividing the gross floor area of all buildings on a lot by the area 
of that lot. 
 
The proposed text amendment is as follows with the underlined words: 
 
(79) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) means the amount of floor area in relation to the amount of 
lot area, determined by dividing the gross floor area of all buildings on a lot by the area 
of that lot. Parking structures are excluded from the calculation of floor area ratio. 
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Ames applies FAR as a development standards in multiple zoning districts, as either a 
minimum of maximum.  
 

Zoning District       Max. FAR 
Highway Oriented Commercial (HOC)   0.50 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC)    0.70 
Community Commercial Node (CCN)   0.75 
Community Commercial/Residential Node (CCR) 0.75 
Downtown Service Center (DSC)    None* 
Campustown Service Center (CSC)   None* 
South Lincoln Sub Area (S-SMD) Mixed Use District 0.75 
Planned Regional Commercial (PRC)   None 
Planned Industrial (PI)     0.35 

 General Industrial (GI)     None 
*CSC and DSC zoning having a minimum FAR of 1.0 to ensure buildings match the historic pattern of the 
surroundings.  An exception process exists to reduce minimum FAR in unique situations. 

 
The 0.5 FAR allowed in the HOC zoning district would generally lead to one and two 
story buildings, even though taller buildings could be built under the HOC zoning. This is 
result of the parking ratio and amount of land needed for surface parking in relation to 
building floor area.   A development standard with a 1.0 FAR would relate to more urban 
setting as it would require full use of site or multi-story buildings. FAR of 1.0 or greater is 
a common situation along Main Street or in parts of Campustown.   Other examples of 
how FAR translates to building design with standards parking requirements include: 
 

 1-Story retail commercial development will be typically 0.2 to 0.25 FAR of a site 
with 100% surface parking.   

 2-Story retail commercial development at 0.5 FAR with primarily surface parking 
and some structured parking. 

 1-Story industrial/professional office building will be 0.3 FAR with 100% surface 
parking. 

 3 to 4-Story industrial/office building of 0.5 FAR with 100% surface parking. 
 5 to 7-Story office building of 0.7 FAR with a mix of parking structures and 

surface parking. 
 
The result of changing the definition as proposed will be to generally incentive taller 
buildings on a site.  The total usable floor area of site will still be controlled by the FAR 
limitations of the base zoning district and is not directly increased with the amendment.   
Excepting parking structures will make it easier for a developer to reach maximum floor 
area limits due to more flexibility in providing parking spaces to serve the intended use.   
 
With the exception to FAR, a parking structure will still be treated as a building 
and required to conform to other building standards of a zoning district. This 
means setbacks, building coverage, height, open space, will apply to a parking structure 
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during site plan review. In situations with larger sites, building coverage will be the 
standard that is most likely to limit the overall size or footprint of all buildings on a site.   
The City also has additional specific development standards for Parking Decks in 
Section 29.406 (12) that will apply to new parking structures.  This includes design 
standards for orientation of the parking decks, shielding of cars, and minimum setback 
requirements in CSC and DSC zoning districts.    
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the proposed text amendment at its 
May 6, 2015 meeting.   The Commission recommended the Council adopt the proposed 
text amendment on a 5-0 vote. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. City Council can approve on first reading the text amendment to exclude parking 

structures from the definition of Floor Area Ratio. 
 
2. The City Council can request additional information before approving the text 

amendment. 
 
3. The City Council can deny the text amendment. 
 
CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
 

Staff previously developed options for alternative approaches to intensify development 
in the HOC zoning district at the April 14, 2015. These alternatives included allowing for 
a general exception process to exceed FAR limitations, an exemption for parking 
structures from all building development standards, or for planned commercial 
development for projects that are subject to a design review process. The proposed 
definitional change is most direct approach to dealing with the issue of promoting 
structured parking in support of development. It does not change the design 
requirements or site development plan review process.  However, the text change will 
likely have limited utility in the near term as very few projects include parking structures. 
 
Exempting Parking Structures from the definition does incentivize alternative 
development styles and probably a fuller use of a site through greater flexibility in 
providing required parking.  Excluding parking structures does not fundamentally alter 
the intensity of use planned for the base zoning when considering that the amount of 
usable floor area does not change. Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City 
Manager that the Council act in accordance with Alternative #1. 
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ATTACHMENT A  
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY
OF AMES, IOWA, BY REPEALING SEC. 29.201 (79) AND ENACTING A
NEW SECTION 29.201(79) THEREOF, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
EXCLUDING PARKING STRUCTURES FROM DEFINITION OF
FLOOR AREA RATIO;  REPEALING ANY AND ALL ORDINANCES
OR PARTS OF ORDINANCES IN CONFLICT TO THE EXTENT OF
SUCH CONFLICT AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ENACTED, by the City Council for the City of Ames, Iowa, that:

Section One.  The Municipal Code of the City of Ames, Iowa shall be and the same is hereby amended by
repealing Section 29.201(79) and enacting a new Section 29.201(79)  as follows:

“Sec. 29.201.  DEFINITIONS.

. . .

(79) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) means the amount of floor area in relation to the amount of lot area,
determined by dividing the gross floor area of all buildings on a lot by the area of that lot. Parking structures are
excluded from the calculation of floor area ratio.”

. . .

Section Two.  All ordinances, or parts of ordinances, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed to the extent
of such conflict, if any.

Section Three.  This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and publication as
required by law.

Passed this  day of , .

______________________________________ _______________________________________
Diane R. Voss, City Clerk Ann H. Campbell, Mayor
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             ITEM #: __33_       
 DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT TO ALLOW FOR A 

LINCOLN WAY MIXED USE OVERLAY ZONE 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
In February 2015 Hunziker Development Company LLC requested that City Council 
initiate a text amendment to allow for the construction of a mixed-use development 
project along West Lincoln Way on property in the Highway Oriented Commercial 
(HOC) zoning district.  (See Attachment A)  The applicant has a concept for 
development of the site which consists of a mixed commercial and residential 
development containing two separate three-story buildings, each containing first floor 
commercial space and apartment dwellings. This concept of mixed use is currently not 
allowed within HOC zoning. 
 
City Council had previously directed as part of the Planning and Housing work plan to 
begin a review of the Land Use Policy Plan and specifically to do a comprehensive 
Lincoln Way corridor study.  The Lincoln Way Corridor Study is intended to create a 
broad urban design plan recognizing Lincoln Way as signature element of the City’s 
transportation network and its aesthetic character as it ties multiple neighborhoods and 
districts of the City together. The Study will have an assessment of the surrounding 
urban environment and attributes of Lincoln Way based upon multi-modal travel 
opportunities, streetscape design, and potential for strategic infill opportunities 
supportive of the Corridor.  The study will focus on areas between Duff Avenue and 
South Dakota Avenue.  The Planning Division work plan estimate for duration of the 
Corridor study is approximately 8 months and it is to begin in the fall of 2015.  When 
responding to the Hunziker request, Council directed this text amendment to 
precede the Corridor Study as a tool that could be refined once the study is 
completed in the Spring of 2016.  
 
The proposed text amendment is to create a new zoning overlay district in the 
Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 29 of the Ames Municipal Code.  The intent is to allow 
for a case-by-case review of a Major Site Development Plan with the rezoning to 
add mixed use to a site. Upon adoption of the ordinance, individual property 
owners would need to request a rezoning of property to add the mixed use 
overlay to the underlying base HOC zoning. Upon completion of the Corridor Study, 
mixed use may be permitted by right as it is in Campustown with defined standards and 
design guidelines or continue to rely upon a case-by-case review as modeled in this 
ordinance. 
 
The Hunziker request centers upon allowing for apartment dwellings within the 
HOC zoning district.  HOC is an exclusive commercial district that currently does not 
allow for residential uses. Within the current HOC zone, permitted uses are focused on 
auto oriented office or retail trade uses, including restaurant, recreation, and 
entertainment.  HOC zoning is the most common commercial zone in the City.  With this 
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wide diversity of allowed uses and locations in the City, HOC has a larger range of 
interactions with residential and commercial uses than other zoning types in the City. In 
general, a broad allowance for housing would not further the City’s general interests in 
commercial land use and developing residential neighborhoods because of this 
diversity.  However, HOC zoning along Lincoln Way is a different context than many 
other areas because it is already an important part of areas with residential uses and 
has excellent transit access. Adding mixed use could be complementary to its 
surroundings and provide for strategic infill as supported by the LUPP.  The proposed 
overlay would add a dimension of use for household living in HOC exclusively 
along the central areas of the Lincoln Way Corridor, defined as from South 
Dakota Avenue to Duff Avenue.  It would not allow for mixed use in other HOC 
zoned areas of the City.   
 
The purpose of the Mixed Use Overlay should be to create a balance between 
permitted commercial uses of the HOC base zone and the inclusion of a well designed 
multi-family residential development. Staff believes continuing to emphasize 
commercial use as a priority in the overlay is important along Lincoln Way.  
Commercial uses must be designed appropriately for it to be successful in a mixed use 
project.  For example, the West Towne mixed use apartments along Mortenson are 
mixed use but the commercial uses are not as successful as hoped due in part to their 
design and orientation.  Poor design and orientation along Lincoln Way would be 
detrimental to the Lincoln Way Corridor. 
 
The Overlay is intended to supplement the base zone regulations of the HOC in order to 
preserve the existing commercial use pattern established within the corridor.  Typically, 
the commercial uses within HOC are compatible with mixed use.  Some concerns about 
the mixed use living environment are the types of commercial activities on the site and 
the hours or operations, noise, and odors.  This would not appeal to everyone, but some 
people seek out the variety of activities and potential interactions with people in this 
environment. Concerns about the arrangement of uses can be considered during a 
major site plan review. Staff has proposed within the ordinance to limit the range of 
HOC uses that are more likely compatible with residential uses.  Staff also believes this 
type of housing and living environment is marketable to not only students, but also to a 
more diverse young workforce and small households without children. 

  
Proposed Text Amendments: 
 
The proposed ordinance with its full language is included as an attachment.   The key 
provisions are a clear purpose of commercial use combined with residential, design 
standards for site orientation, building size and height standards, requirement for City 
Council approval of the project, and design principles to guide the commercial use of 
the site and the architectural design of the project.   The use of design principles 
provides the opportunity to state the City’s intent for development and still allows for 
some individual flexibility.   Design standards are code standards that must be met by a 
project.   Staff advises Council that this approach is preferred for pilot projects 
and initiating efforts for mixed use, but cautions that it will require negotiation of 
some design elements and to have high expectations of projects and details to 
ensure the City approves a successful project.  
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Staff reviewed the mixed-use ordinance concept with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission at the April 15th and May 6th P & Z meetings.  Hunziker development 
provided input to the P&Z at both of these meetings as well. Staff discussed many of the 
design concerns of the ordinance and whether specific standards or general design 
principles are the appropriate approach to the Overlay.  Based on that discussion, staff 
drafted the attached ordinance as a mix of some minimum expectations, including 
commercial frontage, maximum height, orientation of buildings, and floor area ratios 
with basic design principles.  The expectation is the Major Site Plan review will develop 
most site specific details about design and layout.  
 
One of the significant issues discussed with the Commission was defining commercial 
uses in the Overlay. The primary two options were to consider a standards based on lot 
frontage or on total lot area.  The proposed requirement is a minimum expectation of 
15% FAR for commercial uses without stating a density or apartment size standard.  
Staff believes the requirement for 15% FAR is generally in the lower range of 
commercial land utilization; however, it is more of a midpoint in Ames.  Staff reviewed a 
variety of uses and locations for commercial developments in Ames to create a context 
for the standard.  The general range of FAR for one-story developments was between 
8% and 23%.  These sites were relative modern commercial sites along Lincoln Way, 
Duff Avenue, and Stange Road between 0.7 acres and 4 acres.  The uses that heavily 
relied upon parking, such as restaurants, medical office, and banks, would have much 
lower FAR than retail and office uses in this comparison.   
 
Hunziker Development believed a lower FAR better fit their particular project site and 
preferred that 15% was not a mandatory standard. The Planning and Zoning 
Commission felt the 15% FAR was a good benchmark to work from, but felt it best as a 
general design principle to be reviewed on a case by case basis as part of the design 
and layout review of the Major Site Development Plan process.   Staff has incorporated 
the 15% FAR as a Design Principle rather than as a standard.   
 
For the amount of residential use on a site, staff has not indicated a density limit or 
desired unit type for the apartments.  The controls on size and density will be the 3-story 
height limit and 100% FAR combined with parking requirements.  The City’s standard 
parking requirements for apartments based upon bedrooms will apply to development 
within the Mixed Use Overlay.  There is not a lower parking standard as part of this 
ordinance.  Staff also included a Design Principle that the parking provided on the site 
exceeds minimum retail and office parking to allow for more intensive commercial uses 
that include restaurant.  This is meant to ensure that sites are not parked at the 
minimum commercial levels to maximize the amount of available parking for 
apartments. 
 
The remaining discussion items focused on the design principles and elements of 
ensuring a successful commercial appearance and layout to a site.  This included a 
minimum commercial height standard, minimum commercial floor area sizing, use of 
glazing along Lincoln Way, requirement of 75% of building frontage as commercial 
along Lincoln Way, and architectural design and materials standards. 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission voted with a vote of 5-1 to recommend that City 
Council adopt the proposed zoning text amendment to Chapter 29, Article 11 to allow 
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for the creation of a Lincoln Way Mixed Use Overlay district, with the exception that the 
minimum commercial FAR be moved from a standard to a design principle and that the 
language for minimum commercial frontage be revised to reference the front facade of 
the building(s), and that the commercial floor to ceiling height principle be clarified to 
allow for a tenant to drop the internal ceiling height for customization of the tenant 
space. Staff has incorporated all of the Commission’s changes into the recommended 
ordinance.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. The City Council can approve on first reading an ordinance to amend the City of 

Ames Zoning Ordinance Chapter 29, Article 11 to allow for the creation of a Lincoln 
Way Mixed Use Overlay District.  
 

2. The City Council can approve alternative specific standards, definitions, or other 
criteria for the creation of a Lincoln Way Mixed Use Overlay District. 
 

3. The City Council can modify the proposed text amendment based on general design 
principles rather than specific standards. 
 

4. The City Council can deny the proposed zoning text amendment to Chapter 29 
Article 11. 
 

5. The City Council can request additional information before approving an ordinance 
on first reading.  

 
 
CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Staff believes that the approach to create a framework of design principles with a case- 
by-case site review will reasonably address the Hunziker request and Council’s interest 
to have a preliminary tool for mixed use development until the completion of the Lincoln 
Way Corridor Study. The attached ordinance is a combination of minimum standards 
intended to promote commercial development while allowing for additional multi-family 
housing types. The design principles are intended to allow for some diversity of design 
but to also have a framework for design review to make decisions on proposed Major 
Site Development Plans.  The Overlay will likely function as interim standards and 
process until such times as the Lincoln Way Corridor Study is complete in 2016. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council 
approve Alternative #1, thereby approving an amendment to Article 11 of the 
Zoning Code to allow for the creation of a Lincoln Way Mixed Use Overlay Zone 
as described above. 
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Attachment A 
Hunziker Development Letter
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Attachment B 
Land Use Policy Plan 

 
Related Goals and Objectives 
 
Goal No. 4.  It is the goal of Ames to create a greater sense of place and connectivity, 

physically and psychologically, in building a neighborhood and overall community identity and 

spirit.  It is the further goal of the community to assure a more healthy, safe, and attractive 

environment. 

 

Objectives.  In achieving an integrated community and more desirable environment, Ames 

seeks the following objectives.   

4.A. Ames seeks to establish more integrated and compact living/activity areas (i.e. 

neighborhoods, villages) wherein daily living requirements and amenities are 

provided in a readily identifiable and accessible area.  Greater emphasis is 

placed on the pedestrian and related activities. 

4.B. Ames seeks to physically connect existing and new residential and commercial 

areas through the association of related land uses and provision of an intermodal 

transportation system. 

4.C. Ames seeks to psychologically connect the various living/activity areas through 

closer proximity of residential areas and supporting commercial uses, common 

design elements, and inclusion of community amenities such as parks and 

schools. The connections should promote community identity. 

 

 

Goal No. 5.  It is the goal of Ames to establish a cost-effective and efficient growth pattern for 

development in new areas and in a limited number of existing areas for intensification.  It is a 

further goal of the community to link the timing of development with the installation of public 

infrastructure including utilities, multi-modal transportation system, parks and open space. 

 

Objectives.  In defining the growth pattern and timing of development, Ames seeks the following 

objectives. 

5.C. Ames seeks the continuance of development in emerging and infill areas where 

there is existing public infrastructure and where capacity permits. 
... 

 

Goal No. 6.  It is the goal of Ames to increase the supply of housing and to provide a wider 

range of housing choices. 

 

Objectives.  In increasing housing opportunities, Ames seeks the following objectives. 

 

6.C. Ames seeks to establish higher densities in existing areas where residential 

intensification is designated with the further objective that there shall be use and 

appearance compatibility among existing and new development. 

 

... 
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Attachment C   
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Attachment D 
Major Site Development Plan Criteria 29.1502(4) 

 



ITEM #:  34   
DATE: 05/6/15  

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:   REVISION TO MAJOR SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR 2710-2810 

BOBCAT DRIVE IN RINGGENBERG PARK SUBDIVISION 4TH 
ADDITION 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On October 14, 2014, the City Council approved a Major Site Development Plan for 
property located at the southwest corner of Cedar Lane and Oakwood Road. (See 
Attachment A Location Map) The approved Plan was for the construction of five 12-unit 
apartment buildings along a new private road, Bobcat Drive, which extends from Cedar 
Lane west and north to Oakwood Road. Subsequently, the City Council approved a 
subdivision dividing property such that the five buildings will be on separate lots, 
addressed as 2710 to 2810 Bobcat Drive. At this time, a revision to the Major Site 
Development Plan is being submitted for approval to change the entrance of 
Bobcat Drive from Oakwood Road. (See Attachment B Revised Major Site 
Development Plan) 
 
On the approved plan, Bobcat Drive is divided into two 16-foot wide lanes with a 12-foot 
wide median in the center for a distance of 70 feet south from the right-of-way line of 
Oakwood Road and 30 feet north into the right-of-way. The median would have been 
planted with annual flowers and other plants. The applicant proposes a change for 
this driveway segment to consist of a 26-foot wide pavement with no median, 
which is the same as the rest of Bobcat Drive to the south and east. The 
proposed change reflects how the driveway has already been constructed.  The 
landscape plan includes prairie grasses and forbs extending on both sides of this 
pavement. For ease of comparison, a diagram is included that shows both options 
(Attachment B). The applicant has provided more detailed drawings and images of the 
proposed change and explanation of the reasons for the revision, which accompany this 
report. 
 
The applicant states that this change was made for several reasons. It is intended 
to improve fire access. Also, the Bobcat Drive entrance was changed to reduce 
the impact on a large 100+ year-old bur oak tree near the drive to the west. 
Additionally, the reduced pavement width also reduces storm water runoff and 
construction cost. 
 
City of Ames staff notes that the divided entrance with two 16-foot wide lanes was 
accepted by the Fire Department, before it was presented to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and City Council, because Bobcat Drive also has access 
from Cedar Lane to the east that is 26 feet wide. Staff agrees that locating 
pavement outside of the drip line of the oak tree will reduce potential impacts. 
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While reduced paving will reduce storm water runoff, it is not significant in this 
case.  
 
The change affects the appearance from the north approach to the site. The 
divided drive with annual flowers will be different than a drive with prairie plantings on 
both sides. Throughout the various reviews of the Ringgenberg Park project, the 
neighborhood to the north has emphasized the importance of the appearance of the 
development along Oakwood Road. This is one of the reasons the plan includes 
perimeter tree plantings and landscaping and to plant them with the initial phase of 
apartment development. 
 
In addition to the general development standards applicable to all development and the 
development standards of the Suburban Residential Medium Density zoning district, the 
zoning ordinance provides standards and criteria for approval of a Major Site 
Development Plan. (See Attachment C). Staff has reviewed all of these standards 
and concludes that the proposed plan revision does not affect compliance with 
these standards, with the exception of determining consistency with Design 
Standard 7, which states: 
 

The design of outdoor parking areas, storage yards, trash and dumpster areas, 
and other exterior features shall be adequately landscaped or screened to 
minimize potential nuisance and impairment to the use of adjoining property 

 
Generally, the City does not have enhanced driveway standards that are applied to 
project review. Project entrances are considered as part of the overall landscape design 
and site layout as can be interpreted from the above standard for general project 
conformance. 
 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
At its meeting of May 6, 2015, without discussion or questions, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission recommended that City Council approve the proposed revision to the 
Major Site Development Plan for 2710-2810 Bobcat Drive in Ringgenberg Park 
Subdivision 4th Addition, by a vote of 5 to 0 and one abstention. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. The City Council can approve the proposed revision to the Major Site Development 

Plan for 2710-2810 Bobcat Drive in Ringgenberg Park Subdivision 4th Addition. 
 
2. The City Council can deny the proposed revision to the Major Site Development 

Plan for 2710-2810 Bobcat Drive in Ringgenberg Park Subdivision 4th Addition and 
require the installation of the decorative median 

 
3. Action on this request can be postponed and referred back to City staff and/or the 

applicant for additional information. 
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MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
When City Council approved the Major Site Development Plan for development of the 
properties addressed as 2710-2810 Bobcat Drive, it determined that the Plan meets the 
minimum criteria and standards for approval listed in Ames Municipal Code Section 
29.1502(c)(d). Staff concludes that, of these criteria and standards only Design 
Standard 7 is relevant to the proposed revision to that approved Plan. It can be 
concluded that the proposed revision to the entrance of Bobcat Road from Oakwood 
Road is not inconsistent with this Design Standard for a Major Site Development Plan. 
The change affects the driveway landscaping, but does alter the general enhanced 
perimeter landscaping. Therefore, it is the City Manager’s recommendation that the 
City Council adopt Alternative #1 to approve the proposed revision to the Major 
Site Development Plan for 2710-2810 Bobcat Drive in Ringgenberg Park 
Subdivision 4th Addition. 
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Attachment A 
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Attachment B 
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Attachment B-1 
PROPOSED MAJOR SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
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Attachment B-2 
PROPOSED MAJOR SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN  
2710-2810 Bobcat Drive, Ringgenberg Park 4th Addition 

 

 

  

Existing Approved Entrance on Oakwood 

Proposed Revised Entrance on Oakwood 

PRAIRIE 
GRASS 

AND 
FORBES 
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Attachment c 
Design Standards for Major Site Development Plans 

(from Ames Municipal Code Section 29.1502(4)(d) 
 

When acting upon an application for a Major Site Development Plan approval, the 
Planning and Zoning Commission and the City Council shall rely upon generally 
accepted site planning criteria and design standards. These criteria and standards are 
necessary to fulfill the intent of the Zoning Ordinance, the Land Use Policy Plan, and 
are the minimum necessary to safeguard the public health, safety, aesthetics, and 
general welfare.   
 
1. The design of the proposed development shall make adequate provisions for 

surface and subsurface drainage to limit the rate of increased runoff of surface 
water to adjacent and downstream property. 

 
2. The design of the proposed development shall make adequate provision for 

connection to water, sanitary sewer, electrical, and other utility lines within the 
capacity limits of those utility lines. 

 
3. The design of the proposed development shall make adequate provision for fire 

protection through building placement, acceptable location of flammable materials, 
and other measures to ensure fire safety. 

 
4. The design of the proposed development shall not increase the danger of erosion, 

flooding, landslide, or other endangerment to adjoining and surrounding property. 
 
5. Natural topographic and landscape features of the site shall be incorporated into the 

development design. 
 
6. The design of the interior vehicle and pedestrian circulation shall provide for 

convenient flow of vehicles and movement of pedestrians and shall prevent hazards 
to adjacent streets or property. 

 
7. The design of outdoor parking areas, storage yards, trash and dumpster areas, and 

other exterior features shall be adequately landscaped or screened to minimize 
potential nuisance and impairment to the use of adjoining property. 

 
8. The proposed development shall limit entrances and exits upon adjacent streets in 

order to prevent congestion on adjacent and surrounding streets and in order to 
provide for safe and orderly vehicle movement.  

 
9. Exterior lighting shall relate to the scale and location of the development in order to 

maintain adequate security, while preventing a nuisance or hardship to adjacent 
property or streets. 
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10. The proposed development shall ensure that dust and other forms of air pollution, 
noise disturbances, odor, glare, and other nuisances will be limited to acceptable 
levels as prescribed in other applicable State and City regulations. 

 
11. Site coverage, building scale, setbacks, and open spaces shall be in proportion with 

the development property and with existing and planned development and 
structures, in adjacent and surrounding property. 
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 ITEM #: _35_  _  
 DATE: 05-26-15  

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:   GRANT AVENUE (HYDE AVENUE) PAVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS 

 
BACKGROUND: 

 

Since 2009, the City has been working with developers, land owners, and current residents 

within the northern growth area to plan for the installation of public infrastructure to serve this 

area. The northern growth area, generally located north of Bloomington Heights Subdivision to 

190th Street between George Washington Carver Avenue and Ada Hayden Heritage Park, has 

been identified by the Council for residential development.   

 

To facilitate this growth, Council directed that the water main and sanitary sewer main 

extensions to serve the area along Grant Avenue be included in the 2012/13 Capital 

Improvements Plan (CIP), and the 2014/15 CIP included paving of Grant Avenue.  

 

The City will up-front the costs to design and install each of these improvements. Utility 

connection districts were established to recover the utility costs as developments are platted 

and as existing homesteads connect to these mains. The major work items for the water main 

and sanitary sewer were substantially completed during the fall/winter of 2014.  

 

Street construction costs will be shared and recovered through a special assessment district. 

The annexation agreements previously signed between the City and the three developers (Rose 

Prairie, Quarry Estates, and Hunziker) confirmed these financing arrangements. Auxiliary 

turning lanes in adjacent to specific developments will be the responsibility of the 

developer and have not been included in assessment project. 

 

This project also has an alternate bid item for the installation of a new 23 stall parking lot 

on the northwest corner of Ada Hayden Heritage Park with access from Grant Avenue.  

These costs are independent of the roadway project and will be funded through the Park 

Development Reserve designated in the 2014/15 CIP and savings from completed 

projects. 

 

On May 6, 2015, bids for the project were received as follows: 
 

Bidder Base Bid Alternate Bid Total 

Engineer’s Roadway Estimate $ 2,364,702.00 $70,821.00 $2,435,523.00 

Manatt’s Inc $ 2,779,587.90 $87,495.00 $2,867,082.90 

Godberson-Smith Construction $ 2,935,114.05 $74,831.00 $3,009,945.05 

 

Civil Design Advantage prepared plans and specification for the project and the bid alternate.  

The funding and estimated expenses for the roadway project are shown below: 



2 

 

 

 

 
 Funding  Expenses  

G.O. Bonds (City's share of roadway)  $649,750  
 G.O. Bonds (Abated by Developer assessments) $2,175,250  
 Roadway Construction  

 
$2,779,587.90  

Engineering/Administration (Est.) 
 

$514,223.76  

 
$2,825,000  $3,293,811.66  

 
The Ada Hayden parking lot alternate bid was $87,495. In addition, engineering costs were  
$2,500 for a total project cost of $89,995.  FY 14/15 CIP included funding of $84,000 for 
construction of this small parking lot. The additional $5,995 will come from savings related to 
completed CIP projects ($5,000 from Community Center lockers, and $995 from a heating and 
air conditioning project at the Gateway administrative office and Park Maintenance facility). 
 
Development agreements call out the roadway costs are to be split as follows: 
 

 

Original 
Estimate 

 
 Bid  Difference 

Construction $2,364,702.00 
 

$2,779,587.90 $414,885.90 

Engineering (Est) $437,320.00 
 

$514,223.76 $  76,903.76 

 
$2,802,022.00 

 
$3,293,811.66 $491,789.66 

     Rose Prairie (37%) $1,036,748.14 
 

$1,218,710.31 $181,962.17 

Hunziker (23%) $644,465.06 
 

$757,576.68 $113,111.62 

City of Ames (23%) $644,465.06 
 

$757,576.68 $113,111.62 
Quarry Estates 

(17%) $476,343.74 
 

$559,947.98 $83,604.24 

 
$2,802,022.00 

 
$3,293,811.66 $491,789.66 

 
Since the low bid received for the paving of Grant Avenue was substantially greater than 
the amount original estimates and budget amounts, the City Council was asked on May 
12, 2015 to delay the award of this bid until staff was able to obtain feedback from the 
other funding parties. 
 
After reviewing this information with the parties, the developers agreed that delaying the 
project further provided no guarantee that the costs would be reduced and all 
recommended moving forward with the project in order to keep the schedule for 
construction completion this fall.  
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Award the Grant Avenue (Hyde Avenue) Paving, including the bid alternate to construct the 

parking lot on the west side of Ada Hayden Park, to Manatt’s Inc. of Brooklyn, Iowa, in the 
amount of $2,867,082.90.   

 
 This action will approve the roadway construction project as well as the alternate for the 

paving of a small parking lot in the Ada Hayden Heritage Park adjacent to Grant Avenue. 
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2. Reject the bids as received and re-bid the project at a future time. 
 
 In discussing this alternative, there was a consensus among the engineers involved with 

project that there is a very low likelihood that additional savings would come from rebidding 
the project. 

 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
By awarding the project, it will be able to be completed during the 2015 construction season and 
will allow for the developers to continue to move forward with their proposed developments in 
the area.  In addition, another access will be provided to Ada Hayden Heritage Park.  

Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt Alternative 
No. 1, as noted above. 
 
It is important to note that with the approval of this contract, an additional $468,812 must 
be identified in order to finance this project.  The City's share of this amount will be 
$107,827. The remaining $360,985 will be up-fronted with City funds and eventually 
repaid through special assessments against the three developments.  In the coming 
weeks the staff will determine whether the $468,812 should come from other bond 
supported project savings or from an increase in the amount of bonds to be issued this 
summer. Once a source is identified, the staff will bring this matter before the City 
Council for approval. 
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 ITEM # __36___ 
 DATE: 05-26-15              

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:   SPECIALIZED HEAVY DUTY CLEANING SERVICES CONTRACT FOR 

POWER PLANT BOILERS 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On April 14, 2015, City Council approved preliminary plans and specifications for the 
Specialized Heavy Duty Cleaning Services Contract for Power Plant Boilers. These 
units require regular professional maintenance and repair. This consists of emergency 
service, as well as regularly scheduled planned repairs. The repair of the boilers on 
these generation units requires professional trade crafts such as boilermakers, 
steam/pipe fitters, and millwrights, to list a few. 
 
The boiler units operate under environmental conditions with high heat and high 
pressure. Due to the operational conditions and fuel burned, the internal surfaces of the 
boilers are often covered with hardened ash, molten glass, and other substances, which 
coat the internal boiler tubes and boiler walls. Because of the conditions resulting from 
burning Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF), a reducing atmosphere exists in portions of the 
boiler and there are chlorides present from burning plastics. As a result, parts of the 
boiler units such as the superheat tubes and boiler wall tubes would eventually fail due 
to tube wasting. 
 
When tube failures occur, the City contracts with private firms who have the expertise to 
perform the emergency repairs needed to bring the unit back into operation. Prior to the 
professional crafts entering the boilers to carry out inspections and repairs, the surfaces 
must be cleaned of ash coating and debris. This “heavier duty” cleaning process 
requires high-pressure water washing, grit blasting, or use of explosives to 
loosen and remove the materials. After loosening or breaking up these 
substances, they are removed from the boiler using the sluice system or by large 
industrial vacuums. 
 
This contract is to provide specialized heavy duty cleaning services for the period from 
July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016. The contract includes a provision that would allow 
the City to renew the contract for up to four additional one-year terms.  
 
Bid documents were issued to fifteen companies. The bid was advertised on the Current 
Bid Opportunities section of the Purchasing webpage and a Legal Notice was published 
in the Ames Tribune. The bid was also sent to one plan room.  
 
On May 13, 2015, a bid was received from one company as shown on the attached 
report.   
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Electric Services staff has determined that additional time is needed to evaluate 
this bid to determine if it can meet the requirements of the contract. 
 
The approved FY2015/16 Power Plant operating budget includes $175,000 for boiler 
cleaning services to be performed under this contract. Invoices will be based on 
contract rates for time and materials for services actually received.  
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
    

1.   Accept report of bids and delay award for the Specialized Heavy Duty Cleaning 
Services Contract for Power Plant Boilers.      

 
2.    Award a contract to the single bid received.        

 
3.    Reject the bid and direct staff to rebid.       

 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
This work is necessary to properly maintain Unit No. 7 and Unit No. 8 and to carry out 
emergency and scheduled repairs resulting from equipment failures. This contract 
allows the Power Plant to have reliable contractors available to perform these 
specialized cleaning services on very short notice in the event of an emergency repair. 
This contract also allows the Power Plant to control the costs of these services to the 
extent possible. By choosing alternative No. 1, staff will have enough time to 
evaluate the bid received and recommend an award that best meets the needs of 
the City of Ames. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative #1 as stated above.  
 



DESCRIPTION Hourly Rate (ST) Hourly Rate (OT) Hourly Rate (DT)

Superintendent $55.00 $70.00 $85.00 

General Foreman

Foreman / Driver $37.00 $51.00 $65.00 

Journeyman

Laborers $27.50 $39.00 $48.00 

Standby: Safety Manager as requested $45.00 $60.00 $75.00 

Material Costs: 

Superintendent

General Foreman

Foreman

Journeyman

Laborers

Standby

Superintendent travel

Superintendent mileage

General foreman travel

General foreman mileage

Foreman travel / Driver

Foreman mileage

Journeyman travel (Detonation tech)

Journeyman mileage (Detonation tech)

Laborers travel

Laborers mileage

Standby travel

Standby mileage

DETONATION BLASTING:

DESCRIPTION Daily Rate (ST) Daily Rate (OT) Daily Rate (DT)

Hours per day (10 hrs. or 12 hrs) $3,780.00 $4,500.00 $5,616.00

Number of crew members 3 3 3

Explosive Specialist $1,260.00 $1,500.00 $1,872.00

Explosive Foreman

Foreman

Journeyman

Operator

Lancemen

Drop charge (safe)

Subsistence:

Superintendent

General Foreman

Foreman

Journeyman

Operator

Lancemen

Travel and Mileage:

Superintendent travel

Superintendent mileage

General foreman travel

General foreman mileage

Foreman travel

Foreman mileage

Journeyman travel

Journeyman mileage

Operator travel

Operator mileage

Lancemen travel

Lancemen mileage

EQUIPMENT:

DESCRIPTION (10 hour day) Per Hour Per Day

Grit blasting comp, grit pot, hoses $200.00 $2,000.00

Hydro blast 20k pump and hoses $80.00 $800.00

Hydro blast 10k pump and hoses (250 hp pump) $60.00 $600.00

Hydro blast 10k plus auto head (525 hp hi-flow) $170.00 $1,700.00

Hydro blast straight tips $2.00 $20.00

Hydro blast spin tips (Barracuda Type) $15.00 $150.00

Vacuum truck w/ operator $107.50 $1,075.00

High pressure pumping service $145.00 $1,450.00

MISCELLANEOUS:

DESCRIPTION Bid Amount Per U/M

Mobe and demobe mileage (foreman) $0.71 Mile

Mobe and demobe mileage (journeyman) Mile

Mobe (personnel) $0.52 Mile

Mobe & demobe (vac truck) (indludes drive) $2.03 Mile

Mobe & demode (support vehicle) $0.80 Mile

Per Diem Day

Explosive material $27.00 each shot

Blasting nozzles each

6” plastic flex hose (ft) $1.25 each foot

300 hp pump $95.00 each hour

Pump each

High pressure pumping services listed above service

Set-up each

Grit media $150.00 each

Mobe & Demobe grit blast pot and hoses $1,400.00 each

Mobe & Demobe 1,600 cfm compressor $750.00 each

Price Incrrease escalators for annual renewal terms (if applicable):

Description

Labor Rates: 

Travel & Subsistence

Equipment & Tools

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

GRIT BLASTING AND HYDRO BLASTING:

 2% per year 

ITB 2015-165 SPECIALIZED HEAVY DUTY 

CLEANING SERVICES CONTRACT FOR POWER 

PLANT BID SUMMARY

 Cost Plus 10% 

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

Increase

 2% per year 

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$85.00 per day per person

$ _________ per  day

$ _________ per  day

$ _________ per  day

$ _________ per  day

$85.00 per day per person

(Above rates include all labor for a 12 hour shift conducting 

detonation services)

Subsistence: * Per Diem charged only if manpower is deployed from branches outside of Iowa

$27.50 per hour  

$.52 per mile

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$85.00 per day per person

Travel and Mileage: Amount Per Mile

Bodine Services of Clinton LLC                               

Clinton, IA

$95.00 per day per person

$ _________ per  day

 2% per year 

$55.00 per hour  

$1.04 per mile  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  

$ _________ per  day

$37.00 per hour  

$.71 per mile

$.75 per mile

$.75 per mile

$85.00 per day per person

$ _________ per  day



 ITEM # ___37___ 
 DATE: 05-26-15    

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:  WPC RAW WATER PUMP STATION ELBOW REPLACEMENT 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The City’s Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF) was constructed in 1989. The piping in 
the facility is original to the 1989 construction. On September 4, 2014, in the Raw Water 
Pump Station (RWPS), a 30” elbow pipe sprung a leak due to age and wear on the pipe.  
An emergency repair was made, but staff became concerned about the integrity of two 
other elbows in the same stretch of process piping.   
 
On April 14, 2015 Council issued a Notice to Bidders to replace the elbows in the RWPS.  
Bids were opened for the project on May 14, 2015.  Four bids were received and are 
summarized below:   

Bidders 
Total Project 

Bid Price 

Eriksen Construction Co., Inc. $35,000 

C. L. Carroll Co., Inc. $42,000 

Story Construction Company $55,000 

Woodruff Construction, LLC $126,500 

 
The Engineer’s Estimate for the project was $82,000.  An additional cost for pump rental 
will be paid directly by the City and are estimated at $8,000.  The FY 2014/15 operating 
budget includes $16,000 to procure the elbows, and the FY 2015/16 WPC CIP includes 
$74,000 for an outside contractor to install them. This contract includes the purchase of 
two elbows and their installation. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Award the elbow replacement contract to Eriksen Construction Company of Blair, 

Nebraska in the amount of $35,000. 
 
2. Do not award a contract at this time.    
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The Raw Water Pump Station is critical for the operation of the WPC Facility, and elbows 
of this size are not always readily available. Another pipe failure could shut down the plant 
and result in environmental harm. Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City 
Manager that the City Council adopt Alternative Number 1 as described above. 
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           ITEM #      38      
DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:  2014/15 DOWNTOWN STREET PAVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS  
 (5TH STREET – BURNETT AVENUE TO GRAND) 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The annual Downtown Street Pavement Improvements program is for rehabilitation or 
reconstruction of streets within the downtown area. The 2014/15 program location is 5th 
Street from Burnett Avenue to Grand Avenue. The project includes removal and replacement 
of the existing pavement, storm sewer improvements, water quality improvements, and sanitary 
sewer improvements, as well as and a ribbon of colored sidewalk concrete to match the 
previously constructed areas of downtown. 
 
City staff and the engineering consultant, Bolton & Menk, held a project information meeting 
with area businesses and the Main Street Cultural District (MSCD). The project will be staged to 
maintain access to all businesses during construction and is scheduled for completion in fall 
2015.  This project is being coordinated with recently awarded water quality grants received 
from the State (IDALS and SRF Sponsored Projects).  Staff has also coordinated to avoid 
having street closures during the Midnight Madness Road Race. 
 
On May 6, 2015, bids for the project were received as follows: 
 

Bidder Bid Amount  

Engineer’s estimate $1,152,380 

Con-Struct $1,397,677 

 
 
Funding available for this project summarized below: 
 

 
 Revenue  Expenses 

5th Street (Burnett to Grand) 
 

 $ 1,397,677 

General Obligation Bonds (FY14/15 CIP for Street)  $     900,000 
 Sanitary Sewer Funds (13/14  Sanitary Sewer Rehab Program)  $       75,000  
 Sanitary Sewer Funds (14/15  Sanitary Sewer Rehab Program)  $       64,500  
 15/16 Storm Sewer Improvement Program  $       70,000  
 Unused GO Bonds from 11/12 Asphalt Pavement Improvements 

(Ironwood)  $       75,000 
 Unused GO Bond from 13/14 Downtown Pavement Improvements  $     111,671 
 Engineering/Administration    $    140,000 

 
 $  1,296,171  $ 1,537,677  
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At the May 12, 2015 meeting, City Council accepted the report of bids and approved the 
final plans and specifications. Staff has reviewed the bid and recommends rejecting the 
bid as received. Project alternatives will be explored and the project will be rebid at a 
future date.  Alternatives could include adding an alternate asphalt pavement section in 
the bid and/or expanding the time frame to complete the project.  Other alternatives may 
be discovered prior to rebidding of the project and will be evaluated for consideration. 
Staff has reached out to the Main Street Cultural District and there are no significant 
negative impacts to their activities by adjusting the contract as noted above.   
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 

1. Reject the bid as received and rebid the project at a future date. 
 

2. Award the project bid to Con-Stuct of Ames, Iowa in the amount of $1,397,677. 
 
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
This project represents City Council’s continuing commitment to reinvest in downtown 
infrastructure.  However, due to high bids, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the 
City Council adopt Alternative No. 1, and thereby reject the bid as received. This action will 
allow staff time to re-evaluate the project and determine if there are alternatives that will reduce 
the cost of the project. 
 
 



 

 

ITEM # 39 
DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: FINAL AMENDMENT TO FISCAL YEAR 2014/15 ADJUSTED BUDGET 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The Code of Iowa requires that city spending by program not exceed Council 
approved budget amounts at any time during the year.  To maintain compliance, the 
City of Ames monitors spending against the approved budget, and prepares 
amendments to the budget several times during the fiscal year. Last fall, for the first 
time, a fall amendment was prepared to carry over unspent project amounts from Fiscal 
Year 2013/14. The 2014/15 budget was amended again as part of the adoption process 
for the fiscal year 2015/16 budget in March.  A final spring amendment is done to 
adjust for any significant changes that have occurred since the March 
amendment. This amendment typically is restricted to the early start of CIP projects 
approved for the following fiscal year, new grants that have been received and their 
associated project expenses, and any significant changes in CIP projects, operating 
expenses, or revenues.    
 
A summary is attached describing the revenue and expense changes by fund.  
The final fiscal year 2014/15 budget includes an increase in revenues of 
$1,257,347 and an increase in expenses of $2,336,393.  Please note that much of 
the increase in expenditures is due to the early start of CIP projects budgeted for 
FY 15/16 and are not increases in planned costs.   
   
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 
1. Adopt a resolution amending the fiscal year 2014/15 budget by increasing revenues 

by $1,257,347 and increasing expenses by $2,336,393.   
 
2. Refer this item back to staff for additional information or other adjustments to the 

amendments.   
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Amending the FY 2014/15 budget will allow for the early start of several CIP projects 
approved for FY 2015/16.  The amended budget will also better reflect new grant 
funded projects and significant changes in CIP projects and operations. 
 
Therefore it is recommended that City Council approve Alternative No. 1, thereby 
adopting a resolution amending the fiscal year 2014/15 budget by increasing revenues 
by $1,257,347 and increasing expenses by $2,336,393.  
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SUMMARY OF TOTAL REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 

 
ALL FUNDS – REVENUE SUMMARY 

 
 

  
 

2013/14 
Actuals 

 
 

2014/15 
Adopted 

 
 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

 
2014/15 

Final 
Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

      
Property Taxes 25,209,338  25,543,129 25,543,129 25,543,129 0.0% 
   
 State Replacement Tax 

 
- 

 
524,239 

 
524,239 

 
524,239 

 
0.0% 

  Utility Excise Tax 64,592 69,896 69,896 69,896 0.0% 
  Local Option Sales Tax 6,648,615 7,122,355 7,996,943 7,996,943 0.0% 
  Hotel/Motel Tax 1,832,470 1,650,000 1,750,000 1,750,000 0.0% 
Other Taxes 8,545,677 9,366,490 10,341,078 10,341,078 0.0% 
      
Licenses & Permits 1,921,654 1,381,200 1,626,449 2,026,200 24.6% 
      
  Federal Grants 3,391,856 2,467,995 3,635,949 4,210,449 15.8% 
  State Road Use Tax 5,859,929 5,805,989 5,805,989 5,805,989 0.0% 
  Monies and Credits 17,819 17,818 17,818 17,818 0.0% 
  State Grants 11,873,573 36,151,229 36,492,760 36,892,760 1.1% 
  County Contributions 118,916 119,000 128,530 128,530 0.0% 
  Government Participation 4,938,209 5,391,034 5,829,252 5,829,252 0.0% 
Intergovernmental Revenue 26,200,302 49,953,065 51,910,298 52,884,798 1.9% 
      
  Utility Charges 77,335,491 75,553,309 76,469,004 76,469,004 0.0% 
  Other Charges for Services 8,546,808 8,927,185 8,821,138 8,667,647 -1.7% 
Charges for Services 85,882,299 84,480,494 85,290,142 85,136,651 -0.2% 
      
Fines, Forfeit, and Penalty 800,552 798,000 814,840 789,840 -3.1% 
      
  Interest Revenue 1,245,830 709,882 805,200 805,200 0.0% 
  Other Uses of Money 995,050 958,898 967,654 996,859 3.0% 
Use of Money and Property 2,240,880 1,668,780 1,772,854 1,802,059 1.7% 
      
  Proceeds from Bonds - 32,840,000 9,840,000 9,840,000 0.0% 
  Other Miscellaneous Revenues 1,882,390 1,418,505 1,966,938 1,993,320 1.3% 
Miscellaneous Revenues 1,882,390 34,258,505 11,806,938 11,833,320 0.2% 
      
Internal Services 15,763,937 15,245,084 15,638,145 15,644,145 0.0% 
      
Total Before Transfers 168,447,029 222,694,747 204,743,873 206,001,220 0.6% 
  Transfers 14,576,019 14,962,382 15,705,465 15,705,465 0.0% 
Total Revenues 183,023,048 237,657,129 220,449,338 221,706,685 0.6% 
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ALL FUNDS - EXPENDITURES 
 
 

  
 

2013/14 
Actuals 

 
 

2014/15 
Adopted 

 
 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

 
2014/15 

Final 
Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

      
OPERATIONS      
Public Safety:      
  Law Enforcement  8,221,769  8,614,405 8,752,273 8,752,273 0.0% 
  Fire Safety 6,030,496 6,412,166 6,325,726 6,325,726 0.0% 
  Building Safety 1,197,591 1,385,906 1,345,482 1,345,482 0.0% 
  Traffic Control 914,846 928,044 977,442 977,442 0.0% 
  Animal Control 380,665 386,464 406,331 406,331 0.0% 
  Other Public Safety 739,827 734,500 746,500 746,500 0.0% 

Total Public Safety 17,485,194 18,461,485 18,553,754 18,553,754 0.0% 
      
Utilities:      
  Resource Recovery 3,556,391 3,730,439 3,724,588 3,624,588 -2.7% 
  Water Operations 2,808,308 2,971,583 2,916,730 2,988,037 2.4% 
  Storm Sewer Maintenance 230,684 207,579 251,155 251,155 0.0% 
  Water Pollution Control 2,517,843 2,840,560 2,836,003 2,832,246 -0.1% 
  Electric Services 48,023,791 49,880,481 49,827,393 49,827,393 0.0% 
  Utility Support Services 4,261,018 4,268,403 4,431,998 4,444,366 0.3% 

Total Utilities 61,398,035 63,899,045 63,987,867 63,967,785 0.0% 
      
Transportation:      
  Street System 3,448,508 3,646,002 3,814,596 3,814,596 0.0% 
  Public Parking 790,560 838,985 848,129 848,129 0.0% 
  Transit System 8,869,683 9,440,489 9,770,653 9,770,653 0.0% 
  Airport 145,399 123,068 132,710 132,710 0.0% 

Total Transportation 13,254,150 14,048,544 14,566,088 14,566,088 0.0% 
      
Community Enrichment:      
  Parks and Recreation 3,771,085 3,991,646 4,094,529 4,128,338 0.8% 
  Library Services 3,493,706 3,891,464 3,952,621 3,952,621 0.0% 
  Human Services 1,060,788 1,155,850 1,159,563 1,159,563 0.0% 
  Art Services 161,104 181,401 206,948 206,948 0.0% 
  Cemetery 126,703 148,693 161,317 161,317 0.0% 
  Citywide Housing 32,477 42,898 46,827 46,827 0.0% 
  Community Dev. Block Grant 653,164 523,489 1,191,895 1,191,895 0.0% 
  Economic Development 235,619 231,291 221,573 221,573 0.0% 
  FEMA Disaster Activity 10.364  -    - - 0.0% 
  Cable TV 124,595 124,991 142,250 142,250 0.0% 

Total Community Enrichment 9,669,605 10,291,723 11,177,523 11,211,332 0.3% 
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ALL FUNDS – EXPENDITURES, continued 

 
 

  
 

2013/14 
Actuals 

 
 

2014/15 
Adopted 

 
 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

 
2014/15 

Final 
Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

      
General Government:      
  City Council 301,209  342,770 371,316 371,316 0.0% 
  City Clerk 367,865 341,187 349,173 349,173 0.0% 
  City Manager 693,022 692,031 711,542 711,542 0.0% 
  Financial Services 1,647,606 1,719,344 1,748,205 1,748,205 0.0% 
  Administrative Services 1,833,060 1,992,693 2,635,814 2,635,814 0.0% 
  Public Works 1,050,030 1,204,946 1,208,085 1,208,085 0.0% 
  Facilities 511,608 535,809 572,494 578,494 1.1% 
  Merit Adjustment  -    174,111  -      

Total General Government 6,404,400 7,002,891 7,596,629 7,602,629 0.1% 
      

TOTAL OPERATIONS 108,211,384 113,703,688 115,881,861 115,901,588 0.0% 
      
CIP      
  Public Safety CIP 1,213,245 717,175 4,050,741 4,072,236 0.5% 
  Utilities CIP 18,096,770 63,594,850 68,060,521 68,237,987 0.3% 
  Transportation CIP 12,513,019 15,220,170 26,706,578 28,578,827 7.0% 
  Community Enrichment CIP 12,055,872 1,276,500 7,200,074 7,200,074 0.0% 
  General Government CIP 745,848 50,000  2,658,301 2,758,301 3.8% 
  Internal Services CIP 11,667 122,500 134,241 134,241 0.0% 

TOTAL CIP 44,636,421 80,981,195 108,810,456 110,981,666 2.0% 
      
DEBT SERVICE      
  General Obligation Bonds 10,082,600 9,800,973 9,743,158 9,743,158 0.0% 
  SRF Loan Payments 148,300 - 301,716 301,716 0.0% 
  Bond Costs 2,000  -    53,000 53,000 0.0% 

TOTAL DEBT SERVICE 10,232,900 9,800,973 10,097,874 10,097,874 0.0% 
      
INTERNAL SERVICES      
  Fleet Services 3,593,491 4,071,485 4,689,221 4,759,440 1.5% 
  Information Technology 2,154,660 2,201,223 2,659,489 2,680,726 0.8% 
  Risk Management 2,116,398 2,349,903 2,301,047 2,355,047 2.4% 
  Health Insurance 7,380,865 7,613,656 7,652,072 7,652,072 0.0% 

TOTAL INTERNAL SERVICES 15,245,414 16,236,267 17,301,829 17,447,285 0.8% 
      

TOTAL EXPENDITURES  
BEFORE TRANSFERS 

 
178,326,119 

 
220,722,123 

 
252,092,020 

 
254,428,413 

 
0.9% 
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ALL FUNDS – EXPENDITURES, continued 
 
 

  
 

2013/14 
Actuals 

 
 

2014/15 
Adopted 

 
 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

 
2014/15 

Final 
Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

TRANSFERS      
  Transfers  14,576,019  14,962,382 15,705,465 15,705,465 0.0% 
  Hotel/Motel Pass Thru 1,308,384 1,178,571 1,250,000 1,250,000 0.0% 

TOTAL TRANSFERS 15,884,403 16,140,953 16,955,465 16,955,465 0.0% 
      

GRAND TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES 

 
194,210,522  

 
236,863,076 

  
269,047,485 

 
271,383,878 

 
0.9% 

  
 
 
 
 
 

WHERE THE MONEY IS SPENT... 
2014/15 FINAL AMENDED BUDGET 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

UTILITIES, 25.1% 

PUBLIC SAFETY, 
7.3% 

INTERNAL 
SERVICES, 6.9% 

DEBT SERVICE, 
4.0% 

GENERAL GOV'T, 
3.0% 

COMMUNITY 
ENRICHMENT, 4.4% 

TRANSPORTATION, 
5.7% 

CIP, 43.6% 

Excluding Transfers 
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ALL FUNDS – EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY 

2013/14 
Actuals 

2014/15 
Adopted 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

2014/15 
Final 

Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

Personal Services  51,784,508 54,627,441 54,342,129 54,356,796 0.0% 

Contractual 49,315,824 42,985,607 45,166,915 45,177,042 0.0% 

Commodities 21,526,851 24,393,680 23,603,869 23,588,579 -0.1% 

Capital 38,514,059 81,949,246 111,544,992 113,817,881 2.0% 

Debt Service 10,232,900 9,800,973 10,097,874 10,097,874 0.0% 

Other (Refunds, Insurance 
  Claims, etc.) 6,951,977 6,965,176 7,336,241 7,390,241 0.7% 

Total Expenditures Before 
 Transfers 

178,326,119 220,722,123 252,092,020 254,428,413 0.9% 

Transfers 15,884,403 16,140,953 16,955,465 16,955,465 0.0% 
Total Expenditures 194,210,522 236,863,076 269,047,485 271,383,878 0.9% 

BREAKDOWN BY MAJOR EXPENSE CATEGORY 
2014/15 FINAL AMENDED BUDGET 

Excluding Transfers 

PERSONAL 
SERVICES, 

21.4% 

DEBT, 4.0% 

COMMODITIES, 
9.2% 

CONTRACTUAL, 
17.8% 

OTHER, 2.9% 

CAPITAL, 44.7% 
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ALL FUNDS – EXPENDITURES BY TYPE 
 

  
 

2013/14 
Actuals 

 
 

2014/15 
Adopted 

 
 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

 
2014/15 

Final 
Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

      
Operations  108,211,384  113,703,688 115,881,861 115,901,588 0.0% 
      
CIP 44,636,421 80,981,195 108,810,456 110,981,666 2.0% 
      
Debt 10,232,900 9,800,973 10,097,874 10,097,874 0.0% 
      
Internal Services 15,245,414 16,236,267 17,301,829 17,447,285 0.8% 
      
Total Expenditures Before Transfers 178,326,119 220,722,123 252,092,020 254,428,413 0.9% 
      
Transfers 15,884,403 16,140,953 16,955,465 16,955,465 0.0% 
Total Expenditures 194,210,522 236,863,076 269,047,485 271,383,878 0.9% 

 
 
 
 

EXPENDITURES BY TYPE 
2014/15 FINAL AMENDED BUDGET 

 

 
 
 

OPERATIONS, 
45.5% 

INTERNAL 
SERVICES, 6.9% 

DEBT,4.0% 

CAPITAL 
PROJECTS, 

43.6% 

Excluding Transfers 
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SUMMARY OF 
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

 
 
 

  
 

2013/14 
Actuals 

 
 

2014/15 
Adopted 

 
 

2014/15 
Adjusted 

 
2014/15 

Final 
Amended 

% 
Change 

From 
Adjusted 

      
PUBLIC SAFETY:      
  Operations  17,485,194  18,461,485 18,553,754 18,553,754 0.0% 
  CIP 1,213,245 717,175 4,050,741 4,072,236 .05% 
    Total Public Safety 18,698,439 19,178,660 22,604,495 22,625,990 0.1% 
      
UTILITIES:      
  Operations 61,398,035 63,899,045 63,987,867 63,967,785 0.0% 
  CIP 18,096,770 63,594,850 68,060,521 68,237,987 0.3% 
    Total Utilities 79,494,805 127,493,895 132,048,388 132,205,772 0.1% 
      
TRANSPORTATION:      
  Operations 13,254,150 14,048,544 14,566,088 14,566,088 0.0% 
  CIP 12,513,019 15,220,170 26,706,578 28,578,827 7.0% 
     Total Transportation 25,767,169 29,268,714 41,272,666 43,144,915 4.5% 
      
COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT:      
  Operations 9,669,605 10,291,723 11,177,523 11,211,332 0.3% 
  CIP 12,055,872 1,276,500 7,200,074 7,200,074 0.0% 
    Total Community Enrichment 21,725,477 11,568,223 18,377,597 18,411,406 0.2% 
      
GENERAL GOVERNMENT:      
  Operations 6,404,400 7,002,891 7,596,629 7,602,629 0.1% 
  CIP 745,848  50,000  2,658,301 2,758,301 3.8% 
    Total General Government 7,150,248 7,052,891 10,254,930 10,360,930 1.0% 
      
DEBT SERVICE: 10,232,900 9,800,973 10,097,874 10,097,874 0.0% 
      
INTERNAL SERVICES:      
  Operations 15,245,414 16,236,267 17,301,829 17,447,285 0.8% 
  CIP 11,667 122,500 134,241 134,241 0.0% 
    Total Internal Services          15,257,081 16,358,767 17,436,070 17,581,526 0.8% 
      
Total Expenditures Before Transfers 178,326,119 220,722,123 252,092,020 254,428,413 0.9% 
      
Transfers 15,884,403 16,140,953 16,955,465 16,955,465 0.0% 
      
GRAND TOTAL EXPENDITURES 194,210,522 236,863,076 269,047,485 271,383,878 0.9% 
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FINAL AMENDMENT CHANGES BY FUND 
 

General Fund 
 
The General Fund’s projected revenue has been increased by $417,960 based on the following 
changes: 

• Increased building permit revenue $    399,751 
• Reduced municipal infraction revenue (25,000) 
• Increased Parks and Recreation program revenue 21,386 
• Increased Airport revenue (sale of farmland soil) 21,823 
 $     417,960 

 
Various program expenses in Parks and Recreation were amended for a net increase in 
expenses of $21,445.  The net effect of the increases in revenues and expenses is a projected 
increase in the General Fund’s balance of $396,515. 
 
 
Community Development Block Grant Fund 
 
Unspent funds of $127,990 allocated to the purchase of property on 6th Street have been 
allocated to the purchase of property at 1228/1230 Stafford Avenue. 
  
 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
 
Expenses of $926,100 have been added to the budget to cover early spending for the ISU 
Research Park project. 
 
 
Special Assessments Fund 
 
The Woodview Drive Water and Sewer project was completed at a lower than budgeted cost, 
resulting in a $100,435 reduction in budgeted expenses. 
 
 
Street Construction Fund 
 
The Iowa State Research Park Phase III project budgeted in FY 2015/16 will begin early, with 
$300,000 added to the Street Construction fund budget for RISE grant eligible expenses.  RISE 
grant revenue of $300,000 has also been added to Street Construction revenues. 
 
Expenses of $21,495 have also been added for a traffic study for the Bricktowne development.  
A matching offsetting revenue has also been included for the developer reimbursement from 
Dickson Jensen for the study. 
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Airport Construction Fund 
 
The Terminal Building project budgeted for FY 2015/16 is expected to begin early.  Both 
revenues and expenses have been increased by $450,000 for project expenses that will be 
reimbursed by the FAA.  
 
 
Bond Funds 
 
Expenses for bond funded projects have been increased by $196,149 based on budget changes 
for the following projects: 
 

• 5th Street Reconstruction (Grand to Burnett) $    213,931 
• Ridgewood Avenue Concrete Paving 80,000 
• Hayward Avenue Concrete Paving 300,000 
• Woodland/West Street Reconstruction 150,000 
• Early work on the Airport Terminal project 250,000 
• Savings on completed street construction projects (797,782) 

 $      196,149 
 
 
Water Utility Fund 
 
Expenses in the Water Utility Fund have been decreased by $2,521 due to the following 
changes: 
 

• Increase in lime sludge disposal expenses $   70,153 
• Other operating expense increases 7,654 
• Water Plant CIP project savings (80,328) 

 $     (2,521) 
 
Savings of $92,370 in the Toronto Area Water Main project were also shifted to the Water 
System Improvements program. 
 
 
Sewer Utility Fund 
 
Expenses in the Sewer Utility Fund have been increased by $2,111 due to the following 
changes: 
 

• Operating budget increases $   2,111 
• Digester Improvements project increase 46,476 
• Mechanical/HVAC improvements increase 54,548 
• WPC Plant CIP project savings (101,024) 

 $     2,111 
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Electric Utility Fund 
 
Total expenses have been increased by $275,000 in the Electric Utility Fund to allow for the 
early start of two CIP projects budgeted in FY 2015/16.  A total of $150,000 is being added for 
the Feedwater Heater Tube Replacement project, and another $125,000 for Cooling Tower 
Repairs.  Funds of $150,000 are also being shifted from the 69 kV Transmission Reconstruction 
project to Demand Side Management to cover higher than anticipated expenses in that 
program. 
  
 
Storm Sewer Utility Fund 
 
A FEMA grant of $124,500 has been added to the Storm Sewer Utility fund’s revenues.  This 
grant will be used to offset $134,471 in expenses that have been added for the Squaw Creek 
Water Main Protection project.  A grant has also been received from the Iowa Department of 
Agriculture and Land Stewardship for storm water improvements to be done  in conjunction with 
the City Hall parking lot project.  Both revenues and expenses have been adjusted by $100,000 
for the grant and related project expenses. 
 
Expenses were also reduced by $51,242 for several completed projects, resulting in a net 
increase of $183,229 in expenses.  The effect of these changes is an expected increase to the 
fund balance of $41,271. 
 
 
Ames/ISU Ice Arena 
 
Ice Arena revenues have been increased by $10,892 to reflect increased admissions and 
equipment rental at the facility.  Operating expenses have also been increased by $12,364, for a 
net reduction in the Ice Arena’s anticipated fund balance of $1,472. 
 
 
Resource Recovery 
 
Resource Recovery revenues have been decreased by $173,000.  Commercial accounts were 
reduced by $50,000, over-the-scale revenue was decreased by $8,500, and the sale of metals 
was reduced by $115,000.  Operating expenses in ferrous metals operations were reduced by 
$100,000 as well, resulting in a net decrease of $73,500 to Resource Recovery’s anticipated 
fund balance. 
 
 
Fleet Services 
 
Expenses in Fleet Services have been increased by $6,000 to construct an office at the Fleet 
Maintenance Facility for the Public Works Operations Manager.  A total of $6,000 has also been 
added to Fleet Service revenues as the office construction will be reimbursed by Public Works 
through their building user fees.  There is no net effect on Fleet Service’s fund balance.  
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Fleet Reserve Funds 
 
Expenses in the Fleet Reserve Fund have been increased by $70,219 for additional purchases 
of fleet equipment. 
 
Technology Reserve Funds 
 
The use of Technology Reserve funds has been increased by $21,237. Of this amount, $5,077 
is for additional computer purchases, and $16,160 is for additions to the phone system related 
to the City Hall basement project. 
 
 Risk Management Fund 
 
The expense budget for liability claims in the Risk Management fund has been increased by 
$54,000.  Five large claims, where the City was responsible for deductible and legal fee 
payments, were settled this year.  Four of these claims were from prior fiscal years. 
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ITEM #: __40__      
DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
REQUEST:  LAND USE POLICY PLAN AMENDMENT OF FUTURE LAND USE MAP 

FOR 5571 GRANT AVENUE (ROSE PRAIRIE) 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On November 24, 2014, the City Council directed staff to initiate and Minor Map 
Amendment in regard to the request of William J. Ludwig (representing Diligent Rose 
Prairie) for a Land Use Policy Plan (LUPP) Map Amendment. On April 2, 2015, the 
Developer submitted an application for a Land Use Policy Plan (LUPP) Minor Map 
Amendment for the property at 5571 Grant Avenue. The application is for a 
Village/Suburban Residential land use designation and an 8-acre commercial 
component for their 170 acre property located west of Grant Avenue and south of 
190th Street. The subject area is an undeveloped parcel west of Grant Avenue and Ada 
Hayden and south of 190th Street (see Attachment B).   
 
The subject property was annexed in 2011. The property has no current LUPP land use 
designation, as it was annexed before the current policy that designates Urban 
Residential Fringe Plan lands as Village/Suburban Residential upon their annexation. A 
development agreement applies to the property regarding certain development 
parameters, including, but not limited to zoning of the property to FS-RL (Floating 
Suburban Residential Low Density), and participation in the cost of Grant Avenue 
improvements. The proposed LUPP Amendment for the Commercial Node is not 
reflected in the development agreement and the development agreement would 
need to be amendment prior to considering rezoning for a commercial 
component.  Additionally, the applicant intends to apply for a Planned Residential 
District (PRD) rezoning for the residential component that also differs from the 
development agreement.  An amendment to the development agreement would 
also be necessary to move forward with future zoning of the property to PRD.  
However, this LUPP Amendment request can proceed without changes to the 
development agreement as it is not binding on the timing of zoning of the 
property as defined by the development agreement.  
 
The LUPP application identifies an intent to the develop the site with 579 dwelling units 
including single family detached, single family attached, multifamily housing units, and a 
commercial retail/office component on approximately 8 acres.  The residential 
component of the development is proposed on approximately 132 acres of the 170 
equating to a net density of 4.43 dwelling units per acre for the property.   Development 
of the site will be subject to Conservation Subdivision Ordinance standards in additional 
to zoning regulations. 
 
The Village/Suburban Residential designation is a category created with the 1997 
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adoption of the LUPP and intended for one of two types of development: the village 
concept or the suburban residential concept.  Suburban residential developments are 
intended for new lands area where the village residential development is not chosen.  
Suburban residential designated areas are anticipated to develop similar to past 
residential development patterns, such that it is generally a singular residential use 
pattern with little design integration as compared to a village. This concept generally 
requires that landscape buffering be used as a separation of land use types. 
 
The LUPP intends for Suburban Residential, however while vehicular focused, to 
provide for improved pedestrian connection to parks, schools and open space areas 
using such amenities as sidewalks on both sides of the street, bike connections, and 
open space area. It is also required that the conservation of designated natural 
resources areas, such as designated environmental sensitive areas, be protected 
through design features incorporated into the development. The requested 
designation for Village/Suburban Residential is consistent with the LUPP for 
newly developing areas of the City.  
 
The Commercial Node request is a process required by the LUPP to consider adding 
neighborhood commercial development to new residential areas.  Commercial Nodes 
are assigned to a general area and are to range in size from 2-5 acres, but not to 
exceed 10 acres.  The node size is proportionate to population. The City has included a 
limited number of nodes for growth areas on the Future Land Use Map and provides 
criteria for considering additional nodes (See Addendum Pg. 5).  The LUPP describes 
siting of a node based upon its proximity to other commercial areas and for it to 
be located in concentrated population areas. Generally, the City desires 
neighborhood services for concentrated population areas subject to criteria for their 
location and size of the area.   
 
The applicant’s proposed location is situated on the north boundary of the City 
along 190th Street and the intersection with Grant Avenue.  This is the edge of the 
Growth Area and there is no plan for the City to grow and expand across 190th 
Street. The North Growth Area at its southern limits is approximately 1 mile from 
the Fareway/Casey’s commercial area and about 1.75 miles from the north 
boundary.  Although the proposed node overlaps the service area of the existing 
commercial, the applicant believes the population justifies the request. The 
applicant’s request is based upon the projected population of 2,300 people in the 
North Growth Area rather than its location within the City and its relationship to 
other areas.     
 
A full analysis of the LUPP Amendment is included in the attached addendum. 
 
The property is currently zoned Agricultural. (See Attachment C)  The PRD  zoning 
intended for the property is allowed for under a Suburban Residential land use concept 
being requested by the applicant.  However, PRD zoning does not specifically allow for 
the commercial development desired at the corner of 190th Street and Grant Avenue.  
The “CVCN” (Convenience Commercial Node) zoning district would be required to 
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address the proposed Commercial Node Designation for retail, restaurant, and office 
uses proposed for the development.   
 

Planning and Zoning Commission Recommendation. The Planning and Zoning 
Commission considered the request at their meeting on May 6, 2015.  The Commission 
discussed concerns focused around the proposed location of the commercial area on 
the edge of the community, as well as the proposed size of such commercial area.  The 
After a discussion questioning any further expansion of the city north of 190th Street and 
the number of potential people in the vicinity of the proposed future commercial area, 
the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to approve creating a Convenience 
Commercial Node and to designate the property at 5571 Grant Avenue as 
Village/Suburban Residential on the Future Land Use Map. Commission comments 
expressed concern about the size of the requested 8 acres and its integration into the 
area, but reserved these issues for discussion along with a zoning request. 
 
 

ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. The City Council can approve the amendment to the LUPP Future Land Use Map 

for Village/Suburban Residential only.   
 
 The Council would choose this request if the Council determines that the 

requested Convenience Commercial Node does not comply with the criteria 
of the Land Use Policy Plan for the use or location of the proposed 
Convenience Commercial Node on the site.  

 
2. The City Council can approve an amendment to the LUPP Future Land Use Map 

to designate the property located at 5571 Grant Avenue, as Village/Suburban 
Residential with a Convenience Commercial Node located at the northeast corner 
of the site at Grant Avenue and 190th Street.  (Planning and Zoning Commission 
Recommendation) 

 
3. The City Council can refer this request back to staff or the applicant for more 

information. 
 
 
CITY MANAGER’S RECOMENDATION: 
 
The applicant notes a lack of commercially designated area within the North Growth 
Area on the fringe of the city.  This area of the community has not been planned within 
the LUPP for future commercial development. The LUPP establishes the criteria in 
which to designate future area for commercial development.  The developer indicates 
that the residential development of Rose Prairie and surrounding neighborhoods is 
suitable for a future Convenience Commercial Node at the intersection of 190th Street 
and Grant Avenue due to the projected population in the North Growth Area.   
 
While the Rose Prairie residential development of a Suburban Residential concept 
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within the Village/Suburban Residential land use designation complies with the policies 
of the LUPP, staff has concerns regarding the location of the commercial 
component of the proposed development. Staff’s principal concerns are related 
to locating commercial services on the edge of the City where no additional 
expansion of residential development is anticipated within the LUPP.  The area 
north of the subject site is not part of the North Growth Area and the Ames Urban 
Fringe Plan identifies the area between Ames and Gilbert as agriculture/special 
study area making it unlikely to become an area of expansion.   
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council 
approve Alternative #1, which is to amend the LUPP Future Land Use Map to 
designation of the property located at 5571 Grant Avenue as Village/Suburban 
Residential without a Convenience Commercial Node. 
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ADDENDUM 
 

On April 2, 2015, the Developer submitted an application for a Land Use Policy Plan 
(LUPP) Minor Map Amendment for the property at 5571 Grant Avenue.  The applicant 
has also submitted an application for a rezoning request to Planned Residential District 
(PRD) for the Rose Prairie site, which will be processed subsequent to an approval of a 
the LUPP Map Amendment. 
 
The application indicates the Rose Prairie development site is intended for development 
of up to 579 dwelling units including single family detached, single family attached and 
multiple family housing units as well as a commercial retail/office component on 
approximately eight acres.  The residential component of the development is proposed 
on approximately 132 acres of the overall 170 acre site, equating to a potential net 
density of 4.43 dwelling units per acre for the property. The eight acre commercial site 
of the development is noted as potentially including a gas station/convenience story, 
15,000 square feet of office space and 18,000 square feet of leasable area for retail and 
sit-down restaurant uses.  See the concept development plan, Attachment D. The 
developer intends to subdivide the site into parcels, “sub-neighborhoods”, that will be 
separated by a green belt park and lake, but connected by use of sidewalks and a trail 
system.  
 
Land Use Policy Plan  
The concept of convenience nodes was originally developed back in 2004. The intent 
under this concept was to provide nodes of commercial development within the 
Village/Suburban Residential Land use designation in close proximity to, and for the 
convenience of, the immediate neighborhood, but in a manner and scale that would be 
compatible with the residential character of the surrounding neighborhood.   
 
The LUPP describes, as it pertains to the expansion of commercial areas within the new 
lands area, the criteria for size, intensity, and location of a Convenience Commercial 
Node, for best locating nodes of commercial activity to ensure both compatibility and 
overall sustainability of each node. There is also need to ensure that uses within the 
node do not compete with or undermine the economic vitality of a village or other 
commercial areas within close proximity of the node, and that there is a demonstrated 
need for more commercial land so close to other designated commercial areas.   
 
Convenience Commercial Nodes.  Convenience scale commercial land uses in areas 
designated as Village/Suburban Residential in the New Lands Area shall be located in 
strategic locations.  The following criteria shall be used to locate convenience scale 
commercial land uses: 

 
1. Convenience Commercial Nodes should be located with distribution frequency 

of approximately one (1) mile in radius unless a more frequent distribution is 
determined appropriate under the locational criteria described for convenience 
commercial nodes. 
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2. The size of any one node should be between two (2) and five (5) acres, but not 
greater then ten (10) acres. 

3. The building intensity within the node should be limited to 35,000 square feet in 
any given building and no more than 100,000 square feet total. 

4. The node should be located adjacent to or within the center of the highest 
possible concentrations of population. 

5. The node should be located on a major or minor thoroughfare. 
 
The Convenience Commercial Node consists of a cluster of “neighborhood scale” 
commercial land uses appropriate for and accommodating to surrounding residential 
land uses. Higher standards apply to ensure that the land use relationship between the 
commercial activity and the adjacent residential land uses will be compatible.  These 
standards include such items as building placement, signage, lighting, landscaping, 
screening, and building materials. 
 
Uses.  Uses within a Convenience Commercial Node should be commercial activities 
that are most compatible with residential land uses, serving convenience and localized 
neighborhood needs. 
 
Pedestrian connections to adjacent neighborhoods should be used to reduce vehicular 
traffic.  Floor area ratios should be maximized and shared parking is encouraged.  The 
intent of the Convenience Commercial Node is to create a clustered, localized 
convenience shopping/entertainment environment involving one trip to two or more 
destinations within the node. 
 
Locations.  Three locations within the New Lands Area are identified for Convenience 
Commercial Nodes.  Within the New Lands Area, each location represents a 
generalized area that meets minimum locational criteria within the Suburban/Village 
Residential land use designation.  The locations are as follows: 
 

1. Northwest Growth Corridor at the intersection of North Dakota Avenue and Union 
Pacific Railroad. 

2. Southwest Growth Priority Area near the intersection of Lincoln Way and Boone 
County/Story County line. 

3. Southwest Growth Priority area in the vicinity of the intersection of State Avenue 
and Oakwood Road. 

 
Additionally, there are locational criteria to assure the compatibility, and overall 
sustainability of each Convenience Commercial Node location.  The timing of 
development will determine what type of commercial land uses shall be located within 
the Village/Suburban Residential land use designation.  The following are the standards 
that should be used to locate Convenience Commercial Node land uses in 
Village/Suburban Residential areas within the New Lands Area: 
 

1. To assure clustering, minimize vehicular trips and traffic impact on adjacent 
neighborhoods, and assure residential compatibility, Convenience Commercial 
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Nodes should not be located within two (2) miles of an existing neighborhood 
commercial area, convenience commercial node, and/or village commercial 
center development. 

 2. Convenience Commercial Nodes should not be located where there are more 
intense commercial activities (Community Commercial Node, Highway-Oriented 
Commercial, Regional Commercial, Downtown Service Center) that serve a 
higher commercial function and as a convenience commercial land use within 
the location criteria as stated above. 

 
 
Analysis: 
The Developer requesting the land use change, states in his application materials that 
currently no commercial areas are indentified within the North Growth area of the LUPP.  
That the “land use policy plan identified just this objective: “Ames seeks to establish 
more integrated and compact living/activity areas (i.e., neighborhoods, villages) wherein 
daily living requirements and amenities are provided in a readily identifiable and 
accessible area. Greater emphasis is placed on the pedestrian and related 
experiences.”  Staff would agree that the North Growth Area of the community has not 
been planned at this point for commercial growth as it was not clear originally that this 
was a needed or desired use in the area.   
 
The developer is interested in creating an 8-acre area for convenience/neighborhood 
commercial uses. The LUPP uses the previously noted text for designating commercial 
nodes on the Future Land Use Map within Village/Suburban Residential areas. The 
proposed area for the convenience commercial node meets some of the criteria, such 
as the land area, intended uses, building intensity and the location of the site on a major 
thoroughfare.  The location of a Commercial Node in this area does not meet other 
criteria, such as distance from other commercial areas (commercial area at the 
intersection of Stange and Bloomington Road is 1 ¾ miles apart) and being located 
within the center of a high population concentration. When measuring the distance of 
the growth area from other commercials areas, not just the location of the proposed 
node, services are as close as 1 mile away from the south properties in the North 
Growth Area. 
 
Staff believes that due to its physical separation from Stange/Bloomington it is not likely 
to undermine the viability of Stange/Bloomington, but does call into question the 
sustainability of a commercial node in the North Growth Area due to existing services in 
other areas.  This leads to one of staff’s greatest concerns with the proposed location at 
the planned northern limits of the City of 190th Street.  It would seem that this edge 
location would meet needs of the North Growth residents, but also rely upon 
pass-by traffic and rural residents in order to succeed due to only half of the 1 
mile radius of the planned node area is planned for development.    
 
Location and Population 
The LUPP identifies location criteria for the development of a commercial node to 
assure clustering, sustainability, and compatibility with surrounding residential 
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neighborhoods.  The LUPP states that the CVCN should not be located within 2 miles of 
an existing commercial area and should also be located within the center of the highest 
populated area.   
 
The proposed location of the node is within approximately 9,000 feet (approx. 1.7 miles) 
of the CVCN Node located at the intersection of Stange and Bloomington Roads and 
approximately 12,000 feet (2.2 miles) from the community commercial area along Grand 
Avenue (Northern Lights Center).  This is measured as traveled on roadways. As a a 
radial distance described in the LUPP, the proposed node is even closer to these two 
areas. This potential location does not meet the intent of the LUPP for separation of 
convenience commercial nodes by 2 miles.   
 
As part of the submitted application, a population table was also provided depicting the 
potential unit counts and population anticipated in the Rose Prairie Development and 
looking at the potential of the Quarry Estate Development and Hunziker Development. 
The applicant notes that with the potential for this development, as well as the 
developments of Quarry Estates and the future Hunziker property, this area of the 
community could see approximately 808 new residential units equating to 2,316 new 
residents (See Attachment E, Applicant Population Table). Staff would note that those 
numbers may be a bit overstated as the average household size based on the previous 
census citywide averages from 2010 and estimated values for 2013 are between 2.1 to 
2.5 people per household. Staff generally applies an estimate of 3 persons per 
household on average for new residential single-family development that would be 
similar to the proposed suburban development of the North Growth Area. This area is 
planned for a mix of detached and attached housing.   Staff projects the full buildout of 
the north  growth area for all developable areas to be around 2,700 people. 
 
Size and Intensity 
The LUPP suggests a typical area of a node to be within 2 to 5 acres, but not exceeding 
10 acres.  With a proposed commercial area of 8 acres, the node is on the larger size of 
the intended range of a Convenience Commercial area but still within the maximum limit 
of the policy.  Based upon the population projections, it appears six acres would more 
closely match with the expected population.  
 
The LUPP also indicates criteria to limited Convenience Commercial notes to a 
maximum of 35,000 square feet in any given building and no more than 100,000 square 
feet total for the node.  The proposal includes approximately 15,000 square feet of office 
space, 11,000 square feet of retail space and 6,500 square feet for a restaurant and 
outdoor dining space.  Also included in the plan is the potential for a gas station and 
convenience store.  The size of such space has not been supplied as part of the 
application. The proposed intensity of the buildings is not beyond the scope of a 
Convenience Commercial Node under the criteria of the LUPP.  
 

 

Capacity of Public Utilities.  In any proposed change to the Land Use Policy Plan 
Future Land Use Map, the City examines possible impacts to public utilities, such as 
storm sewer, sanitary sewer and water capacity, storm drainage. This review is based 
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on overall system capacities and staff finds that the capacities of storm sewer, sanitary 
sewer, and water are acceptable with the level of information that is now available. 
 
Infrastructure. City and developer have a pre-annexation agreement that, among other 
commitments, confirms the developers’ contributions to City infrastructure costs. 
Installation of water and sanitary sewer mains serving the developments along Grant 
Avenue are underway and paving of Grant Avenue will be completed during the 2015 
construction season. Developers have agreed to assume responsibility for any buy-out 
amount due to a rural water provider, as well as to pay prorated portions of the City’s 
costs for installation of the water and sanitary sewer mains serving the area through 
utility connection districts.  
 
Transportation Impacts. Based on a Traffic Study from 2008, which analyzed the 
North Growth Area and identified the Rose Prairie Development site as well as Quarry 
Estates and Hunziker properties, the Rose Prairie Development accounted for 140 
single family detached residential units and 168 condo units for a total of 1,807 average 
daily trips for the site with no specific impact identified at the intersection of Grant 
Avenue and 190th Street. The study did not account for the proposed commercial area 
as the site was intended at that time for a strictly residential development type.  
 
The trip generation analysis supplied by the applicant (Attachment F), which identifies 
approximately 33,000 square feet of commercial uses and a total of 687 residential units 
of varying types, indicates an increase in the average daily trips for the site from 1,807 
in 2008 to 7,533 trips as proposed.  In comparison with the previous traffic study, staff 
has concerns regarding potential offsite traffic impacts from development of the project 
in combination with the other pending developments in the area. Staff will require a 
more in-depth traffic assessment that considers the project and cumulative 
effects of changes to traffic volumes in the project area be completed prior to any 
subsequent rezoning of the development parcels. Any significant impacts identified 
by the traffic study may need mitigation per city standards and may be included in a 
development agreement as conditions of the subdivision and/or rezoning.  
 
If the LUPP Amendment is approved by the City Council, the applicant will subsequently 
request approval to subdivided and rezone the properties to “PRD” (Planned Residential 
District) and “CVCN” (Convenience Commercial Node) for the purpose of constructing 
single family, single family attached, and multiple family housing as well as, 
incorporating a commercial component to the overall development area. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Location Map 
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ATTACHMENT B 
Proposed LUPP Map 
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ATTACHMENT C 
Existing Zoning Map 
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ATTACHMENT D 

Concept Plan 
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ATTACHMENT E 

APPLICANT POPULATION TABLE 
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ATTACHMENT F 

APPLICANT TRIP GENERATION TABLE 
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ITEM #          41    
         DATE: 05-26-15  

 
 COUNCIL ACTION FORM 
 
SUBJECT: MINOR SUBDIVISION FINAL PLAT WOODBRIDGE SUBDIVISION 

PLAT 3  
 
BACKGROUND:   
 
Karin and Rand Sevde, property owners, are requesting approval of a Final Plat for a 
Minor Subdivision for the property located at 2013 Oakwood Road (See Attachment A). 
A Minor Subdivision allows for filing of a Final Plat with the need of a Preliminary Plat. 
This is permitted when the subdivision does not require installation of public 
infrastructure, with exceptions of sidewalks, and there are less than three lots created 
by the plat. The proposed Final Plat divides Lot 2 of Woodbridge Subdivision Plat 2 into 
two lots (Lot 1 and Outlot A) in the “HOC” (Highway Oriented Commercial) zoning 
district (See Attachment B). Full frontage improvements exist along University 
Boulevard. Oakwood Road is a rural street section that was not required to be improved 
at the time of the original subdivision, with the exception of a deferral agreement for 
sidewalks. 
 
The applicant proposes to subdivide the existing Lot 2 of Woodbridge Subdivision Plat 2 
into two lots.  Attachment B shows the subject site with the division of property, as 
requested by the owner. A total of 2.36 acres are included in the plat.  Lot 1 will be a 
developable lot of 1.56 acres and Outlot A is intended to be a private street that 
includes 0.80 acres. Outlot A will contain the existing private drive that serves the 
abutting five properties and 55 foot wide Private Access and Utility Easement. The 
proposed Lot 1 will not have direct access to University Boulevard or Oakwood Road 
and will continue to rely upon access from the proposed Outlot A 
 
The original subdivision of the area created lots with frontage along University 
Boulevard and Oakwood Road. Access to each of the lots in the subdivision is restricted 
to one shared common access point from University Boulevard and Oakwood Road.  
Access from Oakwood Road was originally part of the lot area of the subject site and 
restricted as a private driveway with cross access easements to serve all of the lots. 
Access to University Boulevard was configured similarly with a private driveway and 
easements as part of individual lots.  Each of the existing lots are addressed from 
University Boulevard as this the only recognized street serving each of the lots.  
 
The applicant proposes to create Outlot A, which is intended to consist of just the 
private street for the abutting five lots, covered by the entire 55’ private access 
and public utility easement and therefore not a developable lot. Typically under the 
Subdivision Code, a street would be placed in a separate lot and then when all public 
improvements were completed for the subdivision, the street lot would be dedicated to 
the City as public right-of-way for continued maintenance of the public street.  The street 
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construction would be required to meet the City’s minimum design and improvement 
standards before such street is accepted by the City. Requirements include minimum 
pavement specifications, sidewalks, etc. to meet city standards. In this case, the drive 
was originally built as a private driveway with an access easement on a private lot and 
did not meet the minimum street standards at the time of installation.  
 
Being the applicant is requesting that the drive be located in a separate lot and it 
does not meet City standards for a public street, staff would considered it a 
private street However, the Subdivision Code is silent on the allowance of private 
streets or any minimum standards that should be associated with such streets.  A 
private commercial street is a unique proposal in Ames as staff has not identified a 
similar existing situation where a common driveway is a separate outlot. The parking 
lots in Somerset are separate parcels and the closest example to this proposal. The 
applicant does not propose for the City to take over maintenance of the Outlot A 
and it will continue to be the maintenance responsibility of the abutting property 
owners in accordance with the cross access and maintenance agreements that 
are in place for the current use of the driveway. 
 
Staff has considered the proposed Outlot in regards to “lot” requirements of the 
Subdivision Code rather than as a street improvement standard.  Staff has made this 
determination of which standard to apply based upon each of the abutting properties 
meeting public street frontage requirements without Outlot A becoming a formal street 
to meet lot standards.  
 
A sidewalk deferral agreement was enacted in 2004 with the original Woodbridge 
Subdivision and amended in 2008 which required that sidewalks be installed at such 
time as sidewalk connections were made to the site or when deemed necessary by the 
City. A financial security was required to secure the installation of such sidewalk at a 
later date.  A total of $8,162 is currently held in cash escrow by the City for the 
installation of sidewalk for the two existing lots that front on Oakwood Road (Lot 1 
Woodbridge Subdivision and Lot 2 Woodbridge Subdivision, Plat 2).  
 
Staff has determined that the total security currently held in escrow is not 
sufficient to cover the total cost to install 4-foot wide sidewalks for the 583 lineal 
length of frontage required under the original sidewalk agreement. Therefore, staff 
has requested that an amended agreement be signed with this Minor Subdivision for 
continued deferral of the sidewalk with an increase in the total security from $8,162 to 
$17,490 ($9,328 additional) to allow for future sidewalks along the Oakwood Road 
frontage and required access ramps for crossing of the private street on Outlot A.  
Section 23.403(14) of the Municipal Code allows for City Council to grant deferment of 
sidewalks with financial security when installation is considered premature rather than 
installing sidewalks or bond for sidewalks at the time of the final plat.   
 
Full utilities exist to serve this proposed new Lot 1. No new public improvements are 
needed at this time, if Council agrees to the continued deferral of the sidewalks with the 
amended sidewalk deferral agreement. As part of the City’s roundabout project at the 
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intersection of Airport Road and University, the City may need to acquire easement 
rights for the southeast corner of Lot 1 in the future.   
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
  
1. The City Council can approve the Minor Final Plat for Woodbridge Subdivision Plat 3 

and approve the waiver of requirements to install sidewalks and accept the First 
Amendment to the Supplemental Sidewalk Agreement with financial security to defer 
the installation of public sidewalk along Oakwood Road.  
 

2. The City Council can deny the Final Plat for Woodbridge Subdivision Plat 3 if it finds 
that it does not comply with the applicable ordinances, standards or plans. 
 

3. The City Council can refer this request back to staff for additional information. 
 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The proposed Final Plat for Woodbridge Subdivision Plat 3 is consistent with the City’s 
subdivision and zoning regulations, to other City ordinances and standards, to the City's 
Land Use Policy Plan, and to the City's other duly adopted plans subject to approval of 
the amended sidewalk agreement.   
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council 
accept Alternative #1, thereby approving the Final Plat for Woodbridge 
Subdivision Plat 3 and the First Amendment to the Supplemental Sidewalk 
Agreement to defer the installation of sidewalks along Oakwood Road. 
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ATTACHMENT A:  
LOCATION MAP 
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ATTACHMENT B 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION 
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ATTACHMENT C 
APPLICABLE LAWS 

 
The laws applicable to this case file are as follows: 
 
Code of Iowa, Chapter 354.8 states in part: 

A proposed subdivision plat lying within the jurisdiction of a governing body shall 
be submitted to that governing body for review and approval prior to recording.  
Governing bodies shall apply reasonable standards and conditions in accordance 
with applicable statutes and ordinances for the review and approval of 
subdivisions. The governing body, within sixty days of application for final 
approval of the subdivision plat, shall determine whether the subdivision 
conforms to its comprehensive plan and shall give consideration to the possible 
burden on public improvements and to a balance of interests between the 
proprietor, future purchasers, and the public interest in the subdivision when 
reviewing the proposed subdivision and when requiring the installation of public 
improvements in conjunction with approval of a subdivision.  The governing body 
shall not issue final approval of a subdivision plat unless the subdivision plat 
conforms to sections 354.6, 354.11, and 355.8. 

 
Ames Municipal Code Section 23.303(3) states as follows: 
 
(3) City Council Action on Final Plat for Minor Subdivision: 

 
(a) All proposed subdivision plats shall be submitted to the City Council for 
review and approval in accordance with Section 354.8 of the Iowa Code, as 
amended or superseded. Upon receipt of any Final Plat forwarded to it for review 
and approval, the City Council shall examine the Application Form, the Final Plat, 
any comments, recommendations or reports examined or made by the 
Department of Planning and Housing, and such other information as it deems 
necessary or reasonable to consider. 
 
(b) Based upon such examination, the City Council shall ascertain whether the 
Final Plat conforms to relevant and applicable design and improvement 
standards in these Regulations, to other City ordinances and standards, to the 
City's Land Use Policy Plan and to the City's other duly adopted plans. If the City 
Council determines that the proposed subdivision will require the installation or 
upgrade of any public improvements to provide adequate facilities and services 
to any lot in the proposed subdivision or to maintain adequate facilities and 
services to any other lot, parcel or tract, the City Council shall deny the 
Application for Final Plat Approval of a Minor Subdivision and require the 
Applicant to file a Preliminary Plat for Major Subdivision.  
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 ITEM # __42___ 
 DATE: 05-26-15 

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: LOW HEAD DAM SAFETY COST SHARE GRANT 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
In 1984, the City constructed a low-head dam in North River Valley Park. The sole 
function of this dam is to create a pool of water in the primary recharge location for the 
City’s downtown well field during drought conditions. The process for the proposed 
modifications began in March, 2008 when the City Council received a letter from a 
representative of the Skunk River Paddlers outlining the inherent dangers of low-head 
dams. In 2009, City staff secured $75,000 in funding from the Iowa Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) to improve safety at the dam.  At the time, City staff did not 
have a complete design concept that met all the necessary requirements, and the City 
did not formally enter into the grant agreement with the Iowa DNR at that time.   
 
Since that time, City staff has continued to work with the DNR to try and resolve some 
of the outstanding design issues to move the project forward.  Some of these issues 
included finding an engineer to sign and seal the planned modifications and meeting the 
“no rise” requirement for work taking place in the flood way.  In 2008 when the project 
started, the City was one of the first to consider a modification of this nature and most of 
the modifications that had been done were out of state.  City staff does not have the 
requisite expertise and was uncomfortable signing the engineering certification for the 
design.   
 
Since that time, several low head dam modification projects have taken place in the 
state including Manchester, Elkader, Story City, Boone, and Charles City; and there are 
now engineering firms that will do this type of work.  DNR worked to develop some 
alternatives so the “certificate of no rise” can be issued.  An acceptable alternative has 
been identified that would remove a portion of the south wing wall of the dam and cut 
back the south bank of the river. This will still allow the dam to serve its primary 
function, and the modification has been agreed upon by the City.   
 
The design has undergone several changes since 2008 which have improved safety, 
but also increased the cost of the project. The original concept was to place a small 
number of large boulders on the downstream apron of the dam, mitigating the deadly 
recirculation effect that low head dams can create.  The revised concept is now a 
rock arch rapids design that has been successful in other locations.  This design 
will withstand high water events better, and also functions as a “fish ladder,” 
allowing fish and other aquatic life to migrate upstream past the dam.   
 
In the fall of 2014, during discussions for meeting the certificate of no rise criteria, DNR 
staff suggested the City consider adding some additional recreational opportunities to 
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the new design. The additional features proposed would help improve bank access, 
increase shoreline fishing access, and provide a possible whitewater feature to the last 
weir of rock arch rapids.  City staff met internally to discuss the options and then 
decided to approach the Parks and Recreation Commission to ask for additional input 
and funding for these types of features.  Several members of the community 
representing various stakeholder groups attended the meeting and voiced their support 
of the project and the additional recreational features.  The Commission was also in 
favor and supported approval of the additional funds in the FY 15/16 Capital 
Improvements Plan.   
 
Current funding for the project is as follows: 
 
 Water Utility Fund - FY 13/14 CIP   $75,000 
 Low Head Dam Safety Grant   $75,000 
 Other Grant Funding  (TBD-not secured)  $35,000 
 In-Kind Donations  
  Manatts of Ames (asphalt restoration) $  8,000 
  Martin Marietta  (rock donation)  $32,000 
 Parks & Recreation - FY 15/16 CIP (LOST) 
  Additional Recreation Features  $40,000 
 Total               $265,000 
 
A preliminary estimate of the proposed cost for the project is as follows: 
 
 Construction (2012 Estimate)   $183,000 
  Additional Recreation Features  $  35,000 
  Additional Concrete Wall Work  $  15,000 
 Engineering (dam + recreation features)  $  23,000 

Contingency      $  10,000 
 Total       $265,000 
 
The engineering fee is still to be negotiated with the DNR, and they may cover some of 
these costs as part of their dam safety program.  In recent years, staff has not pursued 
any additional grant opportunities because of the outstanding design related issues.  
Now that those are resolved, staff will again work with our stakeholders to look for 
additional grant opportunities to help offset the cost of the project.  The additional 
$35,000 will be offset from saved engineering fees to the Iowa DNR, additional grant 
funds thru the low head dam safety grant program that Iowa DNR has indicated are 
available and could be applied to the project if need be, or thru securing additional 
outside grants or donations. 
 
The current proposed timeline for the project is as follows: 
 
 May 2015    Approve IDNR Grant Agreement 
 July 2015   Consultant Selection 
 August 2015   Public Input Meeting 
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 Fall/Winter 2015  Finalize Design/Obtain permits 
 Winter 2015 thru 2016 Bidding and Construction   
 
Council should note that the grant agreement is back-dated by several years.  
Procedurally, the DNR has indicated that they need the original grant agreement 
to be executed.  Once executed, the DNR and the City will extend the original 
milestone dates of the grant to better reflect the current timeline.  Also, an 
amendment to the original grant will be developed by the DNR and the City that outlines 
more specifically some of the design requirements that the City will require in order to 
protect the integrity of the dam.  The amendment will outline a more specific delineation 
of responsibilities of both the City and the DNR, with the DNR leading the design 
through an outside consultant and the City handling the bidding and contracting for the 
project. The City will provide construction administration with the assistance of the DNR.   
 
This project continues to be of high interest by several groups including the Skunk River 
Paddlers, Hawkeye Fly Fishing Association (HFFA), Story County Conservation, Prairie 
Rivers RC&D, Linda Manatt & Family, as well as other groups and interested citizens. 
City staff has continued to inform and engage in discussion with those interested in the 
project. Now that the project is slated to move forward, staff intends to host another 
public open house once a design consultant is on board.  Staff then will meet with 
interested stakeholders at intervals in the design process to gather feedback on the 
design.  Staff will also continue to meet with Parks and Recreation staff and the 
Commission to go over the impacts to North River Valley Park. These interested 
stakeholders have continued to express a desire to complete this project.  
 
The driving concerns for the project continue to be recreation, fish passage, and water 
quality, but most importantly improving safety.  The outcome of this project has the 
potential to create a unique and safe opportunity for the Ames community to enjoy the 
river. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 

1. Approve a resolution to enter into the Iowa DNR Low Head Dam Safety Grant 
agreement in the amount of $75,000. 

 
2. Do not approve a resolution at this time and direct staff to find alternative funding 

sources. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
As a result of the inherent danger of the City’s low head dam in North River Valley Park, 
staff has continued to pursue a modification to the dam that will significantly reduce the 
downstream recirculation effect.  Staff has reviewed and agreed upon a preliminary 
design concept that will both improve safety and provide improved fish passage, fishing 
access, and recreational opportunities for the Ames community, all while maintaining 
the integrity and intended purpose of the dam.  Although the City has never promoted 
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recreation at the dam, staff understands the attraction and potential danger of activities 
which are undertaken by both experienced recreational enthusiasts and by those 
experiencing the river for the first time.  Therefore, it is the recommendation of the 
City Manager that the City Council adopt Alternative Number 1, thereby approving 
a resolution to enter into the Iowa DNR Low Head Dam Safety Grant agreement in 
the amount of $75,000.  Staff will continue to engage with vested stakeholders as the 
project moves into the design phase. 
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ITEM # __43___ 
DATE: 05-26-15   

 
COUNCIL ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT:   YOUTH COLLABORATIVE PLANNING WORKSHOP 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
During its 2015 Goal-Setting Session, the City Council directed staff to plan a workshop 
regarding evidence-based youth collaborative planning. The City Council allocated 
$20,000 in the FY 2015/16 budget to host this and another workshop regarding 
entrepreneurship. City staff has developed a framework for how the youth collaborative 
planning workshop might take place, and now requires specific direction to proceed. 
 
CONSULTING ORGANIZATION 
The City Council requested that this workshop include a consultant with experience in this 
field and representatives of another community that has gone through a similar process. 
After conducting research into this topic, City staff has approached an organization that 
specializes in this type of work, called the Forum for Youth Investment (FYI). This 
organization developed the Ready By 21 initiative, which is a widely used set of standards 
for communities to improve the likelihood of youth being prepared for college, work, and 
life. FYI has also facilitated planning processes in a variety of communities across the 
country to achieve different youth development goals. 
 
FYI staff has proposed two options to share its expertise with the City Council. One option 
is to have an in-person session with an expert who can provide an overview of collective 
impact, including the mechanics of getting started, sustainability, and sharing examples of 
other communities that have undertaken similar efforts. This option would include planning 
calls, analysis, and follow-up with debriefing and recommendations for next steps. FYI 
estimates this option to cost approximately $6,000 in fees, plus travel expenses. 
This estimate does not include costs for representatives from another community to 
travel to Ames to discuss their experiences. 
 
The second option is for FYI to host a webinar or video conference call for the City 
Council, in which the same overview of collective impact, getting started, sustainability 
suggestions, and examples from other communities would be presented, but the 
preparatory and follow-up work would be less substantial. FYI would identify 
representatives from one or two communities that have already undertaken this type of 
planning process to participate in the webinar. This option is estimated at 
approximately $750, including arranging for the participation of outside community 
representatives. 
 
Based on the fact that the City Council’s experience with this topic is in initial stages, FYI 
has recommended the webinar option. This option would allow the City Council to get a 
more basic understanding of what the collaborative planning process entails before 
committing to a course of action. FYI has suggested that having an in-person discussion is 
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generally more appropriate for a community that is further along in this process (i.e., the 
exact issues to be addressed and the partnering organizations are known). 
 
EXAMPLE COMMUNITIES 
FYI has suggested several communities that might be able to provide representatives to 
discuss their experiences. These are: 
 

 Muscatine, Iowa - Working for the past year to align local efforts for youth, following 
the successful model of collective impact to improve healthy eating and behaviors 
 

 Pottawattamie County, Iowa - Mapping and inventorying the existing provider 
network to inform funding choices 

 

 Columbus, Indiana - Working to better define cross-cutting outcomes that multiple 
sectors can engage in 
 

 Alexandria, Virginia - Developed a children and youth well-being profile, and then 
created a community-wide youth master plan. Currently transitioning to the 
implementation phase. 
 

The City Council may request that one or more of these communities participate in the 
workshop. If none of these is satisfactory, the Council may identify certain characteristics it 
would like the participating community(-ies) to have (e.g., college town, similar population, 
Midwestern), and request that other options be identified. 
 
FORMAT 
City staff proposes that this be a roundtable discussion. The City Council has indicated 
interest in inviting the ASSET funders, the Ames School Board, organizations funded 
under the ASSET Youth and Children Services panel, the faith community, ISU Student 
Affairs representatives, and representatives from Mary Greeley Medical Center. 
 
The discussion would open with a presentation by the youth planning experts, followed by 
remarks from the perspective of the other communit(ies) having gone through a similar 
planning process. This would be followed by City Council discussion. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 

1. Authorize staff to do the following: 
 

a. Use funds from the City Council’s FY 2015/16 workshop budget to retain the 
Forum for Youth Investment for a workshop regarding youth programming 
 

b. Prepare for a webinar or video conference workshop regarding collaborative 
youth planning 
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c. Request the participation of representatives from one or more of the 
communities suggested by the Forum for Youth Investment (NOTE: The City 
Council is being asked to identify which communities should be 
pursued) 

 
2. Authorize staff to do the following: 

 
a. Use funds from the City Council’s FY 2015/16 workshop budget to retain the 

Forum for Youth Investment for a workshop regarding youth programming 
 

b. Prepare for an in-person workshop discussion regarding collaborative youth 
planning 

 
c. Request the participation of representatives from one or more of the 

communities suggested by the Forum for Youth Investment (NOTE: The City 
Council is being asked to identify which communities should be 
pursued) 

 
3. Direct staff to gather alternative proposals from other organizations that specialize 

in collaborative youth planning. 
 
MANAGER’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The Forum for Youth Investment is a larger organization with experience assisting 
communities in collaborative planning processes. It can draw on a variety of examples to 
help the City Council better understand what such a process might look like in Ames. A 
web-based discussion would be an effective method to understand how this process works 
without a significant financial investment, thereby preserving funds to explore this topic 
further at a later date if desired. The City Council must identify which communities it would 
like to request the participation of, regardless of the discussion delivery method. 
 
It should be noted that under Alternative No. 2, City staff would have to gather 
further information regarding the costs to obtain in-person participation of 
representatives from another community. It should be noted that although the City 
Council’s budget includes $20,000 for this and the entrepreneur workshop, cost 
details for the entrepreneurship workshop have not yet been completed, and it is 
likely that bringing representatives from another community for an in-person 
discussion would increase costs further. 
 
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt 
Alternative No. 1, thereby authorizing staff to use funds from the City Council’s FY 2015/16 
workshop budget to retain the Forum for Youth Investment for a workshop regarding youth 
programming, prepare for a webinar or video conference workshop regarding collaborative 
youth planning, and request the participation of representatives from one or more of the 
communities suggested by the Forum for Youth Investment. Under this alternative, the 
City Council is being asked to identify which communities should be pursued. 
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ITEM #44 
 

Staff Report 
 

OUTSIDE FUNDING REQUEST PROCESS 
 

May 26, 2015 
 

BACKGROUND: 
 
In 2011, the City Council directed City staff to develop a streamlined process to manage 
requests for funding from outside community organizations. These organizations provide 
services that do not fit with the ASSET or COTA processes. City staff developed a grant 
application process, which has been in use for the last four budget approval cycles. 
 
In this process, applications are made available in the fall and are due by November 
15th. Initial request amounts are reported to the City Council at the budget guidelines 
meeting in late November. In January, the requests are reviewed by a committee made 
of City staff and at least one community member. This committee recommends funding 
amounts and provides comments regarding the requests to the City Manager. The 
recommendations are then forwarded to the City Council for discussion at the Budget 
Wrap-Up meeting during the second week of February. 
 
ISSUES: 
This process has been successful in streamlining the receipt of requests and 
standardizing the information gathered from the organizations. However, its timing and 
process have yielded several issues. In each area, this process may benefit from using 
steps similar to the ASSET process. The issues are as follows: 
 
1. What Are The City Council’s Priorities? 
Both the applicants and the review team conduct their work without any knowledge of 
the City Council’s interests. The review team evaluates applications based on the 
previous set of services offered by that applicant, and based on three broad priorities 
approved by the City Council when establishing the program: 1) a program or activity 
that would otherwise be operated by the City at a greater cost; 2) requests that have a 
broad-based appeal to the community; and 3) requests that provide a unique benefit or 
service to the community. Only when the City Council makes its final decisions 
does the public become aware of what the Council’s priorities are. 
 
For the ASSET process, the City Council identifies its priorities in the summer, prior to 
the applicants developing their budgets. This allows applicants to understand what 
services the City is interested in purchasing and provides for more successful 
applications. That same type of prioritization may help improve the process for 
outside funding requests. However, the types of services purchased through the 
outside funding request process vary widely. The City purchases special events, 



coordination activities, facilities for the public, and international delegation hosting, 
among others. It may be challenging to develop clear priority categories. 
 

Issue 1- Options to Consider 
Option 1: Direct staff to prepare for a City Council discussion of outside 

funding priorities each summer prior to publishing the annual application. 
City staff would analyze past applications and recommend priority categories. 

 
Option 2: Do not provide priorities in advance of receiving applications (status 

quo). This option allows applicants to offer the services that they believe should 
be the priority for the City Council to fund. 

 
2. How Much Funding Should Be Made Available? 
Funding for the 2015/16 contracts is authorized at $138,180. Over the past four years, 
the amounts authorized have outpaced the growth in the Local Option Sales Tax Fund, 
which is the source of revenue for this process: 
 

Year Authorized Funding 
Avg. Annual 

Change 
Avg. Annual LOST 

Fund Change 

2015/16 $138,180 

8.2% 2.1%* 
2014/15 

$167,000 (total) 
$128,500 (excl. one-time requests) 

2013/14 $128,200 

2012/13 $111,000 

*using FY 2015/16 projected LOST revenue 
 
Currently, the Review Team does not know how receptive the City Council might 
be to large request increases or to new services, because there has not been a 
discussion as to the City Council’s interest in the total funding amount allocated. 
This process differs from the ASSET process, in which the City Council identifies an 
amount in advance that can be used towards the total program allocations. The ASSET 
model requires the volunteers to evaluate the tradeoffs between different programs to 
determine where City funds may be best spent.  
 

Issue 2 - Options to Consider 
Option 1: Direct staff to ask the City Council for a maximum amount of funding 

that may be considered by the review team. This discussion would take place 
at the budget guidelines session in November. The maximum amount of funding 
available could be adjusted based on the initial look at proposed services, the 
projected Local Option Sales Tax revenue, or other factors. 

 
Option 2: Do not provide advance guidance regarding the amount of funding 

allowed (status quo). Under this option, the review team would have discretion 



to determine the recommended funding amount without regard to the total 
amount recommended. 

 
 
3. How Should Staff Pursue Contracts When Purchasing Less Than Applicant 

Request? 
In situations where the City Council approves funding in an amount equal to the 
applicant requests, developing the contract is a straightforward process of documenting 
what the applicants indicated their services would be and inserting the amount 
approved. Where the City Council approves less than the applicant request, however, 
City staff is left to identify what the City Council is interested in purchasing and at what 
cost. 
 
ASSET services are purchased on a cost per unit basis. For example, the City might 
purchase 76 dental clinic visits for $34.23 per visit through ASSET. If the City decides it 
wants to pay less in total for an ASSET service, the cost per unit remains the same and 
the number of units purchased decreases. The current outside funding request process 
makes it difficult to break requested services into units that can be purchased a la carte 
because outside funding requests are not always as service-focused as ASSET. 
 
If the City Council establishes outside funding priorities, City staff would be able to focus 
contract discussion on purchasing those priorities. There may also be an opportunity to 
indicate on the application what services are the lowest priority if the full request is not 
funded. The application could be modified to gather details about the unit cost of each 
service, so the City may elect to not fund entire units based on the amount awarded by 
the City Council. 
 

Issue 3 - Options to Consider (note that more than one option may be selected) 
Option 1: Direct staff to modify the application to focus more specifically on 

the unit cost of each activity. This would disallow applicants from seeking City 
funds for items such as “overhead” or “administration” and would require that 
funds be tied to specific, tangible services for the public. 

 
Option 2: Direct staff to modify the application to ask the applicant to prioritize 

their own proposed services. This would allow for a clearer understanding of 
the activities that the applicant would prefer to cut if full funding from the City was 
not received. 

 
Option 3: Do not direct staff to modify the application (status quo). Under this 

option, in situations where the City Council approves less funding than the 
request, City Council has the option to provide guidance for services or costs that 
must be in the contract. It would be up to City staff and the applicant to negotiate 
the services based on what the applicant wants to provide and what City staff’s 
understanding is of the Council’s priorities. 

 
 



STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
This outside funding request process, initiated by the City Council in 2011, has been 
helpful in consolidating the requests so they can be considered at one time. The City 
has had substantial success with the process employed by ASSET to allocate an even 
larger pool of money. ASSET funding is similar in that the organizations and services 
funded are very different. The outside funding request process could benefit from 
borrowing some of the characteristics that have made ASSET successful to clarify 
the expectations both for applicants and the team that reviews applications prior 
to City Council review. These characteristics include the City Council identifying 
priorities in advance, the City Council identifying a maximum amount of funding 
in advance, and greater focus on a prioritized list of service-focused activities to 
aid in decision making.  
 
Therefore, City staff recommends that the City Council consider directing the following 
changes to be made to the outside funding request process: 
 
Issue 1: What are the City Council’s priorities? 

 Option 1: Direct staff to prepare for a City Council discussion of outside 
funding priorities each summer prior to publishing the annual application. 

 
Issue 2: How much funding should be made available? 

 Option 1: Direct staff to ask the City Council for a maximum amount of 
funding that may be considered by the review team. 

 
Issue 3: How should staff pursue contracts when purchasing less than the applicant 
request? 

 Option 1: Direct staff to modify the application to focus more specifically on 
the unit cost of each activity. 
 
AND 
 

 Option 2: Direct staff to modify the application to ask the applicant to 
prioritize their own proposed services. 
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