
 
 

            

                                       AGENDA 
City of University Heights, Iowa 
 City Council Meeting 
Tuesday, June 14, 2011 
Note LOCATION change: University Club 
1360 Melrose Ave. 
7:00 – 10:00 P.M. 
Meeting called by Mayor Louise From 

Time  Topic Owner 

7:00 
 
 
 
7:05          
 
 
 
 
 
7:30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8:00 
 
 
 

Call to Order Meeting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public Input 

Roll Call 
Approval of Minutes May 10, 2011 
 
 
 
-Preliminary Presentation of TIF (Tax 
Increment Financing) Proposal. 
 
 Note: A Council work session is scheduled 
to discuss in depth details of the TIF on 
Tuesday, June 28th at the University Club @ 
7:00pm. 
 
John Danos preliminary response 
 
 
 
Public and City Council comments/questions 
  
 
-Presentation of One University Place 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) updates, 
reports and 3D model presentation.  
 
Planning Staff report 
-Discussion of sending another mailing with 
updates including TIF. 
 
 
Public comments 
 
 
 
Further Discussion/Comments by City 
Council of the Maxwell Development 
including the PUD, TIF, 3D Model.  

Louise From 
 
 
 
 
Kevin Monson 
Jeff Maxwell 
 
 
 
 
 
 
John Danos, city attorney 
 for TIF 
 
 
Public & City council 
members 
 
Kevin Monson 
Jeff Maxwell 
 
 
John Yapp/Kent Ralston 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                          

  
Administration 

  

 -Mayor 
 

Mayor’s Report Louise From 
 
 



Time  Topic Owner 

 

 -City Attorney 
 
  

Legal Report 
-Consideration of Resolution No. 11-05 
authorizing the Mayor to sign and the clerk 
to attest a 28E agreement with Johnson 
County SEATS for service for FY2012. 
-Consideration of Resolution No. 11-06 
authorizing the Mayor to execute and the 
clerk to attest to the FY2012 Agreement 
between the city of Iowa City and the city of 
University Heights for the Provision of 
Transit Services within the corporate limits 
of University Heights. 
-Consideration of Resolution No. 11-07 
Adopting Policy Relating to Authority to 
Establish Committed and Assigned Fund 
Balances Under GASB Statement 54. 
-Consideration of motion to incorporate into 
the City Council’s record for consideration of 
the Maxwell PUD application the prior public 
documents and submissions made to the 
Zoning Commission and to the City Council 
regarding the rezoning of the PUD property. 
 
 

Steve Ballard 
 
 
 

 -City Clerk City Clerk Report 
-Renewal of Stella Restaurant Liquor License 
-City audit letter and information  

Chris Anderson 

   
Committee Reports: 

   

 Finance  Committee Report 
 
Treasurer’s Report/ Payment of Bills  
 
 

Brennan McGrath 
 
Lori Kimura 

 Community Protection Committee Report 
 
Police Chief report 
 

R. Hopson/M. Haverkamp 
 
Ron Fort 
 
 
 

 Streets and Sidewalks Committee Report 
-Consider and Approve Forestry            
Questionnaire 
-Discuss identifying consulting firm for 
Sunset Wide Sidewalk Project.  
-Approve Sign Inventory data collection 
service from MPO-JC. 
  
Engineer Report 
-Consideration of “On-Call” tree trimming, 
removal, and maintenance services with 
Total Tree Care of Iowa City. 
 
 
 
 

Pat Yeggy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Josiah Bilskemper 
 
 
 



Time  Topic Owner 

 
       
 
 

 Building, Zoning & Sanitation Committee Report 
-Discussion of keeping chickens and chicken 
coops within the city 
Zoning Report 

Stan Laverman 
 
 
Pat Bauer 

  
e-Government 

 
Committee Report  

 
Mike Haverkamp 

 MPO-JC (Metropolitan 
Planning Organization of 
Johnson Co.) - formerly 
known as JCCOG 
 

Committee Report Louise From 

  Announcements  Anyone 

10:00 Adjournment  Louise From 

 
 
 
Work Session of the City Council to discuss TIF (Tax Incremental Financing) will be held Tuesday, June 
28,  2011 at the University Club at 7:00pm 
 
Next Regular Council Meeting:  Tuesday, July 12, 2011 at the University Club at 7:00pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 















Responses to June 8, 2011 Memo from City Engineer 

Re: One University Place PUD Submission (05.25.11) 

 

1. An additional sheet will be submitted that shows only the property lines, 

right of way lines, building setback lines, and easement lines. 

2. The developer would prefer to leave the sidewalk at the current location.  

Moving it to the south right of way line will require removal of existing 

landscaping. 

3. We agree with this comment and it will be addressed when the construction 

plans for the widening are submitted. 

4. We agree with this comment and it will be addressed when the construction 

plans for the widening are submitted. 

5. The bus shelter will be furnished by Iowa City Transit and will match their 

standards. 

6. The elevation on page 10 will be revised to match page 4.  Elevations will also 

be clarified on pages 11 and 17. 

7. The retaining walls are intended to be modular block walls.  The details of 

the top and bottom of the wall will be submitted with the construction plans. 

8. The rear patio and retaining wall are not a part of the building and not 

limited to the 20’ minimum distance from the lot line. 

9. They will not be determined until the PUD application is approved and design 

documents begin and finally after the project is completed. 

10. A geotechnical report has been completed and will be submitted. 

11. The off street parking places have been increased to 20 feet. 

12. Accessible parking stalls will be indicated on the plan. 

13. Accessible parking stalls will be indicated on the plans. 

14. One more space will be added on pages 8 and 9 for a total of 53 spaces. 

15. It is our intention to provide new traffic signals without acquiring additional 

right of way.  This detail will be submitted with the construction plans. 

16. These details will be provided with the construction plans. 

17. We agree with the recommendation to locate meters inside both buildings 

and to coordinate those locations with Mid-American Energy. 

18. If required the contractor could use a crane to get the equipment into the 

ravine.  A trench box and sheet piling can be used to keep the excavation out 

of the protected slopes. 

19. We acknowledge this comment. 

20. a. The existing conditions plan can be relabeled “Existing Conditions and 

Sensitive Areas Development Plan.  It already shows the sensitive areas. 

b. The sensitive areas ordinance does not require any buffers. 

c. We disagree with this review.  The slopes asked to be adjusted in the east 

ravine do not meet the definition of a protected slope.  The slope rises 8 

feet at a slope of 40%+.  The definition requires the slope to rise 10 feet 

or more.  The slopes asked to be adjusted in the west ravine only have 6 

feet of elevation change on our site.  The rest of the slope is on another 



property.  It is our interpretation that the entire 10 foot of slope needs to 

be on the development property to be regulated. 

d. We feel that the aerial topography is sufficient for use and additional 

field survey work is not required. 

21. The site grading and erosion control plan shows the information required of 

a sensitive areas site plan and will be relabeled “Site Grading and Erosion 

Control Plan and Sensitive Areas Site Plan”. 

22. We disagree with this review.  The slopes asked to be adjusted in the east 

ravine do not meet the definition of a protected slope.  The slope rises 8 feet 

at a slope of 40%+.  The definition requires the slope to rise 10 feet or more.  

The slopes asked to be adjusted in the west ravine only have 6 feet of 

elevation change on our site.  The rest of the slope is on another property.  It 

is our interpretation that the entire 10 foot of slope needs to be on the 

development property to be regulated. 

23. A geotechnical engineer has evaluated these slopes and has determined they 

have been previously altered by human activity. 

24. We acknowledge this comment. 



 
 

   
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
To: University Heights City Council  Prepared by: John Yapp 
    Kent Ralston  
 
Item: May 27, 2011 PUD submittal Date:  June 7, 2011 
         1300 Melrose Avenue  
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
Applicant:  Maxwell Development LLC. 
  319-354-5858 
 
Property Owner:   St. Andrew Presbyterian Church 
   
Requested Action: Planned Unit Development Review 
 
Purpose: Neighborhood commercial and 

multi-family residential; 58 condo 
units (rear building), 21 condo units 
and 17,008 square feet of 
commercial space (front building) 

 
Location: The NW corner of the Melrose 

Avenue /Sunset Street intersection  
 
Size: 5.30 more/less 
 
Existing Land Use: One building (church) 
 
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: North:  Institutional Land; owned by 

the University of Iowa 
 South:  Single Family Residential; 

R1 
 East:   Single Family Residential; 
   R1 
 West:  Planned Unit Development; 

PUD, and Single Family 
Residential; R1 

 
 
Zoning: Multiple-Family Commercial  PUD 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This report was created by the Metropolitan Planning Organization of Johnson County 
(MPOJC) planning staff at the request of the City of University Heights.  This report is 
intended to provide general guidance to the City during review of the Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) submittal (dated May 27, 2011) for the St. Andrew Presbyterian 
Church property at 1300 Melrose Avenue.   
 
What is a Planned Unit Development?: “A planned unit development (PUD) is a 
comprehensive development plan intended to provide flexibility in design and building 
placement, promote attractive and efficient environments that incorporate a variety of 
uses, densities and dwelling types, provide for economy of shared services and facilities, 
and preserve natural resources” (APA Planned Unit Developments, Mandelker page 4). 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
The City of University Heights has received a Planned Unit Development submittal from 
Jeff Maxwell with interest in redeveloping the current St. Andrew Presbyterian Church 
property at 1300 Melrose Avenue. The applicant has been working with the City for 
several years on the concept and wishes to redevelop the property for both 
neighborhood commercial and multi-family residential uses. The applicant was 
successful in his request to have the property rezoned to allow for a mixed-use PUD.  
The subject property was rezoned from R1 Single-Family Residential to a Multiple-
Family Commercial PUD zone on December, 14, 2010 - Ordinance No.180 (a previous 
request for a similar rezoning was denied in June of 2009). 
 
The subject property is approximately 5.30 acres currently containing one principal 
building with access via Melrose Avenue. The remainder of the property exists as paved 
parking and sloping undeveloped land. There is a University of Iowa owned parking lot to 
the north of the property with access via the subject property owned by St. Andrew 
Presbyterian Church.  
 
The property, zoned Multiple-Family Commercial PUD, is abutted by Institutional/Public 
property owned by the University of Iowa to the north, several wooded undeveloped lots 
zoned Multiple Family Commercial to the east, developed Single-Family Residential lots 
to the south (across Melrose Ave), and a Planned Unit Development and undeveloped 
wooded ravine to the west.  
 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
Zoning: The subject property was rezoned from R1 Single-Family Residential to 
Multiple-Family Commercial PUD in December 2011.  As stated in University Heights’s 
Ordinance No.180, the subject parcel is allowed to hold no more than two total buildings, 
80 residential units, and 20,000 square feet of commercial space, among other 
limitations and restrictions.    
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Table 1 compares how the proposed PUD conforms with the development regulations 
and restrictions set-forth in University Heights Zoning Ordinance No.180. 
 
 
Table 1:  Comparison of Zoning Criteria to Proposed Planned Unit Development 

UH Zoning Ordinance No.180 Planned Unit Development Submittal 

 

• 2 total buildings  

 

• 2 total buildings 

• 80 residential units • 79 residential units  

• 20,000 sq/ft commercial space  • 17,008 sq/ft commercial space 

• 45,000 sq/ft total building footprints • 44,708 sq/ft building footprints  

• 38’ max front building height  • 38’ front building height 

• 76’ max rear building height • 72’ rear building height 

• 185 parking spaces (min) 

• 55 above ground parking spaces (max)  

• 33’ front setback 

• 20’ side setback from any lot line 
 

• 219 parking spaces  

• 53 above ground parking spaces  

• 33’ front setback 

• 20.50’ setback (min) 
 

 
 
As demonstrated in Table 1, the PUD submittal meets all of the quantifiable 
development regulations and restrictions set forth in University Heights Zoning 
Ordinance No.180 Section 13.B.  Provisions in Section 13.B (4) and (8), as follows, 
cannot be measured at this time and will need to be addressed as development occurs 
and as the Developers Agreement and Condominium Declarations are prepared.  
 

• Section 13.B(4): ‘No more than one person not a member of the family as defined in 
Section 3 of this Ordinance may occupy each dwelling unit as part of the individual 
housekeeping unit.’ 

 

• Section 13.B(8): ‘The University Heights City Council may impose additional 
reasonable conditions as it deems necessary to ensure that the development is 
compatible with adjacent land uses, will not overburden public services and facilities, 
and will not be detrimental to public health, safety, and welfare.’ 

 
Another item that cannot be evaluated at this time is the developer’s right to establish 
certain uses in the commercial portion of the development.   As provided in Section 12.F 
(b), the following commercial uses are permitted:  professional offices, bakeries, drug 
stores, grocery stores, barber/beauty shops, catering businesses, restaurants, coffee 
shops (or similar), but not drinking establishments, retail shops  (not liquor), art galleries, 
or further uses as provided in the Development Agreement between the City and 
developer.  It will be important to discuss other specifics in the Developers Agreement / 
Condominium Declaration regarding the hours of operation and specific uses of 
commercial property (if different than granted in Section 12.F (b) of the City Code).  
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Map 1: University Heights Zoning  

 
 
 
 
In terms of application requirements set-forth in Ordinance No. 180 Section 13.D, staff 
reviewed the PUD submittal and finds several areas where additional information is 
necessary: 

 

• The City Engineer should verify that the storm drain located in the ravine east of the 
development will not disturb the critical and protected slopes at this location.  

 

• A description of building materials to be used for all exterior surfaces is not 
definitively provided.  Possibilities for the commercial building include limestone/cast 
stone, and low-E-glazing. For the residential building material possibilities listed 
include pre-cast panels, low-E-glazing, and metal sunshades.  The City Council may 
want to obtain more specific information when available. 

 
 
 

Planned Unit Development*  
Institutional – University of Iowa  
R1 – Single Family Residential  
* Underlying zones include Single-Family Residential and Multiple-Family Commercial uses 
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Land Use and General Layout:  The general layout of the commercial portion of the 
PUD submittal is consistent with the older commercial node on the east side of 
University Heights in that the building is close to the street with parking located behind 
the building. This will result in an urban presentation of the commercial space in that it is 
pedestrian-oriented and a majority of the parking will be hidden from the street. With 
front doors and windows facing the street, the commercial area should be inviting to 
pedestrians as well as vehicular traffic.  University Heights should examine the building 
concepts provided by the developer. Officials will want to articulate what amenities would 
be seen as favorable for the plaza area at the southeast corner of the development.  
More detail on the plaza features may become necessary if requests for specific features 
are made from the City Council (e.g., seating areas, multi-use ‘open’ space, tables, etc.).  
 
Regarding the proposed residential structure at the rear of the property: University 
Heights representatives should further analyze the images and renderings provided by 
the developer to gain an understanding of the height and character of the building. 
Although the developer has provided computer generated simulations of how the 
proposed buildings may appear from north, south, east and west, it may be helpful for 
the developer to produce a scale model of the PUD so that decision makers can grasp 
the scale and bulk of the buildings in the proposed setting.  For instance, if buildings are 
set on lower topography than the surrounding neighborhood, or are obscured by tall 
trees that are preserved during the development process, the taller building may not be 
as visible. 
 
For the general layout of the site, it is important for the development to be “connected” to 
the larger neighborhood. The PUD submittal accomplishes much of this by proposing 
over width sidewalks on both the south and east frontages of the development. 
University Heights will want to request a set of detailed landscape plans as the proposed 
development is finalized to ensure adequate landscaping around the proposed 
structures and that the development blends-in with the surrounding neighborhood.   
 
 
Building Materials and Design: The PUD submittal indicates that possible construction 
materials to be used would be a combination of limestone/cast stone and low-E-glazing 
for the mixed-use commercial building, and pre-cast panels, low-E-glazing, and metal 
sunshades for the residential building at the rear of the property (pages 11 & 17).  While 
these materials would generally conform with the comprehensive plan’s statement that 
environmentally-friendly construction materials should be used, University Heights 
representatives should request to see examples of the building materials before 
finalizing and approving the PUD.  
 
Regarding energy efficiency, information provided by the developer indicates the intent 
for the proposed structures to meet certain LEED requirements.  This is consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan goal of encouraging energy efficient construction.   
Representatives should discuss what level of LEED certification, if any, the city will 
require from the developer.  
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Mass and Scale: Mass and scale are important determining factors of how a building 
will blend-in with the surrounding neighborhood. Tall buildings can appear to loom over 
the surrounding neighborhood due to their bulk. This effect can be mitigated through the 
use of design strategies such as those shown in the building concepts submitted by the 
developer that attempt to break up the mass by using setbacks, offsets, and other 
methods to articulate both the horizontal and the vertical planes of the building.   
 
The façade modulation and pitched rooflines in the mixed-use building fronting Melrose 
Avenue helps to reduce the perceived bulk of the building. It should be noted the 
proposed building height at 38’ conforms with City Ordinance No.180 that sets the 
maximum building height for this building at 38’.  The building is also proposed to be set-
back 33’ from the Melrose Avenue right-of-way which will decrease the perceived mass 
of the building and provide more continuity with the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
The PUD submittal indicates that the proposed condo building at the rear of the property 
will have an overall height of 72’ which is 4’ lower than allowed by current zoning 
standards set forth in Ordinance No.180.  To minimize the perceived mass of the 
building the developer has proposed a flat terraced roof design.   The PUD submittal 
indicates that the building would step-up from 4-6 stories on the east and 3-6 stories 
when viewed from the west.  The building heights indicated in the PUD are measured 
from the first floor grade at the building entrances to the top of the roof.  Elevations are 
based on aerial contour mapping.   A notable change from previous concepts submitted 
by the applicant is that the condo units on the sixth floor have been eliminated and 
replaced with both an indoor meeting/reception space for residents and an extensive 
outdoor rooftop terrace.  While this may not change the overall appearance of the 
building, it may have an effect on traffic generation and noise produced by gatherings 
using the outdoor venue.   
 
The proposed density of the PUD is approximately 15 dwelling units per acre.  The 
architect has provided information that each unit in the PUD will have the potential for 
two bedrooms.  An emphasis on units with fewer bedrooms results in fewer people per 
unit than would three or four bedroom units.  If each unit has two bedrooms, there would 
be a total of 158 bedrooms; 167 underground parking spaces are proposed (plus an 
additional 53 surface public parking spaces), providing more than 1 parking space per 
bedroom.   
 
 
Streetscape: The perimeter of the site is an important element to consider in that it 
serves as the transition from the new development to the existing neighborhood. In a 
mixed-use development, elements like large windows, canopies, and appropriate 
signage integrated into the building façade can enhance the appearance. The PUD 
submittal includes a large plaza area in the southeast corner of the proposed 
development that would ease the transition from the surrounding neighborhood to the 
newly constructed buildings.  Ornamental and overstory trees like those proposed in the 
site illustration concept on page 10 can enhance the appearance of the street right-of-
way as well; benches and bike racks can further contribute to the site becoming a 
destination for University Heights residents.  The creation of a destination within 
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University Heights for University Heights residents is, in our opinion, an attractive goal. 
 
While the developer has provided a site concept illustration, University Heights’s officials 
should request additional details on street furniture and landscaping plans. 
 
 
Slopes and Drainage: The subject property exhibits steep slopes (18-25%) in the 
northwest, east, and northeast quadrants of the subject property as indicated in the 
University Heights Sensitive Areas Ordinance (Comprehensive Plan page A-9). The 
storm water management system will need to be designed as part of the development of 
final design plans.  The developer has proposed some fill near the top of the ravines on 
the east and northwest sides of the property and shows a retaining wall adjacent to the 
proposed exit onto Sunset Street.  The City will want to ensure that the proposal does 
not affect the critical and protected slopes on the property, particularly those located in 
the ravine to the east of the development.  It appears as though the storm drain on page 
7 of the submittal projects into the critical slope; the developer has indicated that this 
drain will be bored so not to disturb the area – this should be verified by the City 
Engineer.  
 
The architect has indicated that storm water management will be provided using two 
separate underground detention basins that meet the provisions in the University 
Heights storm water ordinance.   The University Heights Engineer will want to ensure 
that this storm water management system is adequate for the development. 
 
 
Transportation and Traffic Circulation: Melrose Avenue (near the subject property) is 
congested at peak travel times with an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 13,500 in 2006 
(Iowa DOT). In 2002, Melrose Avenue operated at a Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio of 
1.0-1.4 (2007 JCCOG Long-Rang Transportation Plan). Corridors exhibiting V/C ratios of 
1.0 or greater are considered to be functioning over capacity, and are congested to 
some degree.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Melrose Avenue / Sunset Street Intersection (looking north) 
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Based on information provided in the PUD, the amount of traffic generated by the new 
development could exceed 1,500 vehicles per day.  This number is based on the 
assumption that the development will include 79 condos, 4,238 square feet of restaurant 
space and 12,770 square feet of general retail space.  The current land use, a church, 
produces 830 vehicles per day on Sundays based on 2010 traffic counts. 
 
Turn Lanes: As proposed in the PUD submittal, staff agrees that the dedicated left-turn 
lane for eastbound traffic at the main entrance is necessary.  This turn-lane will remove 
turning traffic from the through travel lane and minimize delay to eastbound traffic.    
 
Previous concepts proposed by the applicant restricted left-turning traffic out of the 
proposed development at the Melrose Avenue access.  As can be seen in the proposed 
site concept illustration below, the applicant is now proposing a full service access where 
left and right exiting turning movements are permitted.  Due to this change, additional 
traffic modeling was performed to determine the impact of this change to the Melrose 
Avenue access as well as the Sunset Street / Melrose intersection.   

 

     Proposed Site Concept Illustration 

 
Traffic Signal Analysis: A planning-level traffic signal warrant analysis was completed 
and shows that without a traffic signal at the main entrance to the development, 
southbound exiting traffic from the development would experience lengthy delays in both 
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the AM and PM peak travel hours (see attached Shive-Hattery technical memorandum).   
While delays to exiting traffic may not be of general concern to the City – since vehicle 
queuing would primarily take place on private property, lengthy and unexpected delays 
cause motorists to behave irrationally and could create an unsafe environment for 
motorists and pedestrians at the intersection.   Additionally, while it was determined that 
the development generated traffic added to the system would not satisfy the 
requirements of the peak hour volume warrant, approximately 50 more vehicles exiting 
the development in either the AM or PM peak travel hour would satisfy a traffic signal 
warrant.    
 
Given that lengthy delays for exiting traffic could create irrational driving behavior and 
that a traffic signal is nearly warranted on volumes alone, staff recommends requiring 
that the main access at Melrose Avenue be signalized. This signal should also be 
coordinated with the Sunset Street / Melrose Avenue signal.  This will optimize vehicle 
circulation for both this development and for the general public. 
 
Sunset Street / Melrose Avenue Intersection: From a transportation planning perspective 
it would be beneficial to realign the north leg of the Sunset intersection as shown in the 
proposed site concept illustration.  Given that the existing geometry of the intersection is 
skewed, visibility for both motorists and pedestrians is reduced; therefore decreasing 
overall safety at the intersection. Specifically, the north leg of the intersection (Sunset 
Street) veers to the northeast at approximately 45 degrees, instead of the more 
desirable 90 degrees as proposed.  Realigning the intersection as proposed in the PUD 
would also eliminate the need for the current split-phasing and all-way pedestrian phase 
at the Sunset Street / Melrose Avenue traffic signal.  These modifications would allow for 
additional ‘green-time’ for eastbound and westbound motorists during peak travel hours 
thereby reducing the overall vehicle delay experienced and increasing the level-of-
service of the intersection.   
 
The alignment proposed in the PUD is one of several intersection designs analyzed.  
Other options discussed included a ‘no-change’ scenario, a five-leg intersection design, 
a roundabout, an option where the south leg of Sunset Street was realigned, and a 
design where access to/from the north leg of Sunset Street would be restricted.  After 
reviewing these intersection design options, staff determined that the design proposed in 
the PUD application is optimal given the function of Melrose Avenue as an arterial street, 
and to minimize impact to the ravine east of the proposed PUD.   
 
As shown in the site concept illustration, the PUD proposes that the access onto Sunset 
Street function as an ‘exit only’.  This restriction is likely to be viewed favorably by 
neighborhood residents as it will eliminate cut-through traffic on Grand Avenue.   
 
The addition of a dedicated left-turn lane at the Sunset Street / Melrose Avenue 
intersection as proposed is also beneficial as this would remove eastbound left-turning 
traffic from the through traffic stream and decrease overall vehicle delay.  
 
Sidewalks: Constructing an 8’ wide sidewalk on the south frontage of the development 
as proposed in the PUD is consistent with the wide-sidewalk recently constructed along 
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Melrose Avenue east of the development.  It’s unclear if a sidewalk will be constructed 
on the west side of Sunset Street north of Melrose Avenue.  The site concept illustration 
on page 10 of the PUD shows this segment of sidewalk being completed, but the layout 
plan on page 2 of the PUD does not show the same - this will need to be clarified.  Also, 
there are two locations (both east and west of the development) where sections of the 8’ 
wide sidewalk are proposed to be constructed immediately adjacent to Melrose Avenue.  
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
guidance notes that the buffer width (green space) between an arterial corridor and the 
adjacent sidewalk should be a minimum of 5 ft. (Guide for planning, design, and 
operation of pedestrian facilities - Page 59).  This minimum buffer is provided to improve 
pedestrian safety, and to allow space for snow storage, utility poles, signs, trash pick-up, 
and streetscaping.  If the minimum recommended buffer cannot be achieved, staff 
recommends investigating alternative solutions. 
 
In regards to the site plan, staff recommends constructing a sidewalk adjacent to, and 
the length of, the main access drive.  Such a sidewalk would allow pedestrians traveling 
from the west direct access to the residential building at the rear of the lot.   
 
 
Lighting: Lighting is a ‘negative externality’ that can be obtrusive to surrounding 
residents. University Heights representatives should request that any and all light 
fixtures on the site be downcast and shielded to not allow more than one foot-candle of 
light spillage beyond the property line. One foot-candle is a widely used measurement of 
light, and is approximately the amount of light given by a full moon at night. Planimetric 
maps showing the amount of lighting on the property should be requested of the 
developer.  
 
The architect has indicated that while the exterior lighting concepts have not been 
developed at this time, very stringent requirements will be adopted as part of the 
developer’s agreement.  Such an agreement would read as follows: 
 
“Design exterior lighting so that all site and building-mounted luminaires produce a 
maximum initial illuminance value no greater than 0.10 horizontal and vertical 
footcandles at the site boundary and no greater than 0.01 horizontal footcandles 10 feet 
beyond the site boundary. Document that no more than 2% of the total initial designed 
fixture lumens (sum total of all fixtures on site) are emitted at an angle of 90 degrees or 
higher from nadir (straight down).” 
 
 
Signage: Another thing to consider is the size and style of the commercial signage 
used. Large signs, illuminated signs, and flashing or blinking signs can significantly 
detract from the residential feel of Melrose Avenue.  University Heights representatives 
will want to request that details of the size, illumination, and animation of signs on the 
site be included in the Developer’s Agreement and/or Condominium Declaration.  MPO 
staff is available to provide examples of signage restrictions for commercial signs in 
residential areas.  
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Hours of Operation: While University Heights cannot dictate all uses of the commercial 
property (any use allowed in the Multiple-Family Commercial Zone in the adopted 
Zoning Ordinance would be allowed), you may restrict the hours of operation of the site 
to mitigate against any late-night noise issues. While the site is well buffered to the 
northeast and west, there are residential properties on the south side of Melrose Avenue 
and on the east side of Sunset Street. If noise from commercial activities is a concern, 
University Heights will want to discuss with the developer hours of operation, outdoor 
seating for restaurants, cafes, or bars, exterior loudspeakers and/or other noise creating 
elements. Any restrictions to these elements of the development should be enumerated 
in the Developer’s Agreement or Condominium Declaration.  
 
 
Utilities: The University Heights City Engineer will need to ensure that utilities are 
adequate for the proposed development.  Adequate water pressure, sewer capacity, 
storm sewer capacity and electrical and gas services should all be included in such a 
review.   If existing utilities are not adequate, University Heights officials will need to 
discuss what upgrades to the system, if any, will be required of the developer.  
 
 
Fire and Police Protection: The University Heights Police Department and the 
Coralville Fire Department have both provided letters indicating they are able to provide 
protection to this property and can do so with the current capacity of their departments.   
 
 
Developer’s Agreement:  The Developer’s Agreement is a legally binding document 
that typically includes items such as: descriptions of property (including covenants, 
easements, and restrictions), final plans and specs, construction/phasing timelines, 
condominium declarations, dedications, maintenance agreements, agreements for costs 
to be incurred by the developer, environmental requirements, assurances against 
damage to publicly owned property, and other items related to the development.   
 
The City should require that the developer prepare the agreement for review by the 
University Heights City Attorney.   
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SUMMARY: 
 
In summary, the following points should be considered as part of the development 
review process, it will be important to articulate to the developer what elements of the 
proposal are appropriate.  These are staff recommendations for University Heights City 
Council consideration.  
 

• The subject property exhibits several steep, critical and protected slopes, as 
indicated in the adopted Sensitive Areas Ordinance, which should be protected. 
Grading plans and tree protection plans should be reviewed by the University 
Heights Engineer.  
 

• Any storm water retention required of the development should be identified by the 
City Engineer.  Plans to manage storm water should be provided by the developer.  
This may be done during the construction plan phase.  
 

• The architect has indicated that dumpsters will be kept in the area below the first 
floor of the buildings and that all mechanical units will be within the building and/or on 
the roof so not to disturb/detract from the neighborhood.  
 

• Information from the architect indicates that truck deliveries will take place along 
Melrose Avenue just to the east of the bus stop area to limit the number of trucks that 
would enter the site. 
 

• The University Heights Engineer should confirm that the appropriate utilities are 
available to support the development.  If they are not sufficient, the Engineer should 
identify what utilities will need to be improved and at what cost to the City.   

 

• The construction of a dedicated left-turn lane for eastbound traffic at the property 
entrance as proposed, and correcting the skewed geometry of the Melrose 
Avenue/Sunset Street as proposed by the developer are viewed favorably from a 
traffic engineering perspective.  Both of these measures will decrease delay for 
through traffic on Melrose Avenue and increase the level of service at those 
intersections.   
 

• Given that lengthy delays for exiting traffic are expected, and that a traffic signal is 
very near being warranted on volumes alone, staff recommends signalizing the main 
access to the development at Melrose Avenue.  Provision of this traffic signal may be 
a requirement of development approval, or may be part of the developer’s agreement 
to be installed with agreed-upon traffic conditions.   

 

• Disallowing entering traffic and left-turning traffic out of the development onto Sunset 
Street will eliminate cut-through traffic on Grand Avenue and will likely be viewed 
favorably by the neighborhood to the east of the PUD.  

 

• The construction of an 8’ sidewalk on south frontage of the property as proposed in 
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the PUD submittal will be advantageous for bicyclists and pedestrians.  A sidewalk 
on the west side of Sunset Street north of Melrose would also be advantageous from 
a traffic engineering perspective.  
 

• Staff recommends that a sidewalk be constructed adjacent to the main access drive.  
This will provide direct access to the residential building for pedestrians traveling 
from the west, and provide future access to the University owned parcel north of the 
subject PUD.  

 

• Although the rear building is proposed to be much taller (72’) than the building 
fronting Melrose Avenue (38’), the perceived heights of the buildings may not appear 
as such depending on the viewer’s vantage point.  A 3D scale model of the site could 
address these perceptions by showing the proposed buildings in concert with 
proposed grading, set-backs, trees, and view sheds from adjacent properties.  
University Heights officials will want to discuss whether the techniques (setbacks, 
terracing, rooflines, and landscaping) for minimizing the mass and scale of the 
buildings are suitable for the property. 

 

• University Heights representatives should request to see additional examples of the 
proposed construction materials before finalizing the development approval process.  

 

• We recommend University Heights representatives request that any and all light 
fixtures on the site be downcast and shielded to not allow more than one foot-candle 
of light spillage beyond the property line.  Planimetric (lighting impact) maps should 
be produced. 

 

• University Heights representatives should discuss with the developer the appropriate 
size, illumination, and animation of any signs on the site.  These items should be 
enumerated in the Developer’s Agreement. 

 

• University Heights should discuss with the developer hours of commercial operation, 
outdoor seating for restaurants, cafes, bars or balconies, and/or exterior 
loudspeakers or other noise creating elements. These items should be enumerated 
in the Developer’s Agreement. 

 
 
Conclusion and Standards for Approval:  We find that the proposed development is 
substantially consistent with the zoning criteria adopted for this parcel (Ordinance 
No.180) in terms of height, density, setbacks, parking, number of units, and residential 
and commercial square footage.   

 

Other standards for approval should include:  final plans and specifications, 
construction/phasing timelines, condominium declarations, dedications, maintenance 
agreements, agreements for costs to be incurred by the developer, environmental 
requirements, assurances against damage to publicly owned property, and other items 
related to the development.  These items should be enumerated in the Developer’s 
Agreement with the City of University Heights.  
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Public Correspondence 
 
As requested by the University Heights City Council, MPO staff has been collecting 
public input related to the One University Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 
1300 Melrose Avenue.  Attached is all correspondence received between May 10th and 
July 6th (correspondence received prior to May 10 was submitted for City Council review 
at the May 10, 2011 City Council meeting).  Of the 15 emails received, seven seem 
generally opposed to the PUD as submitted or request that the process be slowed.  The 
remaining eight emails seem to generally support the PUD as submitted; several of 
which offer suggestions for improvement.   
 
Correspondents generally opposing the PUD (several emails had multiple authors): 
 

• Pat Bauer 

• Gretchen Blair 

• Greg & Rachel Prickman 

• Robert & Della Ruppert 

• Andy Dudler 

• Ann Dudler 

• Alice Haugen 

• Mr & Mrs Ed Fischer 

• Carol Howard 
 
Correspondents generally supporting the PUD: 
 

• Jim Lane 

• Jane Gay 

• Michael Flaum 

• Renee Goethe 

• Patricia & Verne Kelley 

• Ila Zimmerman 

• Silvia Quezada 

• John McLure 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments (no order) 
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ONE UNIVERSITY PLACE
Neighborhood Commercial/Condo Building Elevations

South Elevation East Elevation

North Elevation West Elevation

MATERIAL POSSIBILITIES
Limestone/Cast Stone
Low-E Glazing

PROPOSED HEIGHT
1 STORIES @ 13’-0”
1 STORIES @ 11’-0”
ROOF/ATTIC @ 14-0”
TOTAL HEIGHT 38’-0” 11

limestone

cast stone

synthetic slate shingles

LowE glazing w/
aluminum frames

cast stone

FF =

ROOF =

PEAK =



ONE UNIVERSITY PLACE
Multi-Family Residential Condo Building Elevations

South Elevation East Elevation

North Elevation West Elevation

MATERIAL POSSIBILITIES
Architectural Cast Stone Panels
Low-E Glazing
Metal Sunshades
TPO/Roof Garden

PROPOSED HEIGHT
5 STORIES @ 10’-0”
1 STORY @ 12’
TOTAL 62’-0”
ELEV. PENTHOUSE 12’-0”
TOTAL HEIGHT 72’

17

LowE glazing metal panels

metal sunshades

metal trim

metal guardrail

roof garden

precast panelsarchitectural cast stone panels

FF =

LEVEL 6 ROOF =

STAIR ROOF =
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SANITARY SEWER 
 
 

9. The Utility Plan (Page 7) was reviewed with representatives of the Iowa City Wastewater 
Department 

 
10. If the sanitary sewer line through the site is to be public, a dedicated sanitary sewer easement 

needs to be provided.  This appears to be included, provide confirmation of the easement type 
and width. 
 

11. It the sanitary sewer line is to be public, there needs to be a minimum cover of 5 to 5.5-feet over 
the sewer line.  Sanitary manhole #4 is very close to this minimum cover requirement, and 
sanitary manhole #5 does not meet this requirement.  Additional cover is needed at the north 
end of this line. 

 
12. Based on the proposed connection of sanitary sewer to the west, the current system can handle 

the flows from the proposed development. 
 

13. The proposed sanitary sewer connects to an existing manhole at the south edge of the Athletic 
Club parking lot.  The sanitary sewer from Birkdale Court also enters this manhole.  It should be 
verified that there is not a conflict with these two services entering the structure at the same 
location. 
 

14. Construction and materials of the sanitary sewer, structures, and connections to be according to 
City of Iowa City standards. 

 
 
STORM SEWER 
 
 

15. The drainage calculations submitted for the proposed development acknowledge the city’s Post-
Construction Storm Water Runoff Control Ordinance (#169) as the design guidelines for the site 
design, and are based on the “Iowa Stormwater Management Manual” (this ordinance adopted 
this manual as the storm water management standards of the City of University Heights). 

 
16. We recommend that the watersheds of the existing site (pre-developed condition) be revised 

into four quadrants (N, E, NW, SW) per the attached sketch to reflect the natural drainage 
patterns.  The actual division of roof runoff from the existing church should be verified. 

 
17. Please include the “channel length” alignments on the pre- and post-developed maps for 

review, as well as the source data for curve number values and Manning’s n roughness 
coefficients. 

 
18. We agree that the existing east ravine area can be left out of the calculations of pre and post-

development, as it is to remain the same before and after. 
 

19. We recommend that the sum of the pre-developed watershed areas equal the sum of the post-
development watershed areas so that an equal comparison can be made when reviewing pre 
and post-development run-off rates. 
 

20. We recommend that the maximum allowable release rate for the east and northwest ravines 
(the two locations where collected water is proposed to be released) be based on the “East” and 
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“Northwest” watershed areas.  The “North” and “Southwest” watersheds do not discharge to 
these same points, and therefore shouldn’t be included in the pre-development condition. 
 

21. We recommend that an updated post-development watershed drawing be submitted with the 
current storm sewer layout and routing.  Update any calculation sheets as necessary. 
 

22. The storm water detention design (underground 60” diameter RCP pipes) detains the water for 
extended periods of time.  This addresses water quality by allowing sedimentation to occur 
(removal of suspended particles from the water column by gravitational settling).  How are these 
structures to be maintained to prevent clogging and blockage of the outlet orifices since the 
diameters are so small (0.75-inch, 1.75-inch, 3-inch)?  The Landowner or Developer will be 
responsible for maintaining the storm water facilities in an effective state for 25-years after 
completion of construction. 
 

23. There are a number of required submittals included in Ordinance 169, including the Stormwater 
Management Plan (169.10), Maintenance and Repair Plan (169.10), Landscaping Plan 
(169.10), Drainage and Design Calculations (169.11), As-Built Plans (169.11), recorded 
permanent Maintenance Easements ensuring access to all stormwater BMP’s at the site for the 
purpose of inspection and repair (169.12), and permanent recorded Maintenance Agreements 
(169.12).  With the exception of the as-built plans, all of these will be required before a 
construction site permit would be issued. 
 

24. Additional dedicated easements should be shown around the storm water BMP’s and outlet 
structures for maintenance, inspection and repair. 
 

25. We recommend that consideration be given to up-sizing all the storm sewer on the south side of 
the front building to 10-inch diameter, and potential re-routing or clean-outs due to the 
underground bends and tees that occur outside of the intake structures. 
 

26. Drainage Manhole #2 and #3 have inlet pipes with steep slope and potential for high-velocity 
inlet flow.  Provide manhole design for these structures as needed to handle forces. 
 

27. What erosion control measures are being considered for the storm sewer flared end outlets?  
They should be designed based on the worst case scenario where the stage outlets are 
plugged and the water flows over the internal weir structures. 
 

28. The plans indicate no storm intakes to be constructed on the realigned portion of Sunset Street; 
water is to flow in the gutters to the north.  Drainage calculations will need to be provided 
confirming there is no need for storm intakes along this street. 

 
 
MID-AMERICAN ENERGY 
 
Combined review comments on gas and electric services provided by City Engineer Josiah Bilskemper 
and Mid-American Energy (MAE) Customer Technician Butch Forbes.  
 
Existing Conditions Plan (Page 3) 
 

29. This sheet indicates there are two 20-foot wide existing easements (Iowa-Illinois Gas and 
Electric) running north and south across the existing property.  These may have been released 
at some time in the past.  If there is documentation that these are still legally in place, a copy 
could be submitted to MAE for review to determine if they could now be released. 
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30. The existing gas line shown running along the north side of Melrose Avenue continues east past 
Sunset Street, and is a 100-lb gas main that is dedicated to the UI Power Plant. 

 
31. There is an existing gas main running along the south side of Melrose Avenue that is not shown 

on the Plan.  This line continues east along Melrose Avenue beyond Sunset Street, and also 
runs south along the east side of Sunset Street. 

 
32. The existing gas main shown on the east side of Sunset Street north of Melrose Avenue (in 

front of Kathy Belgum’s home) continues south across the Melrose intersection, and connects to 
the aforementioned gas line on the south side of Melrose Avenue.  It does not connect to the 
high-pressure gas main on the north side of Melrose Avenue. 

 
33. The existing gas service to the church building comes from the southeast corner of the Melrose 

and Sunset intersection; it is not tied into the north side gas main as shown. 
 

34. An underground electric line is shown running across the north end of the east ravine.  MAE is 
not aware of any service on this alignment. 

 
35. The electric service to the current building comes from the overhead pole shown just east of the 

building. 
 
Utility Plan (Page 7) 
 

36. Gas 
 

a. The gas service will need to be connected to the gas main that runs along the south 
side of Melrose Avenue. 

 
b. The gas line will need to have a 10-foot minimum utility easement as it runs through the 

site. 
 

c. The gas line will need to be offset a minimum of 5-feet from the water main. 
 

d. Once the gas loads are known for each building, this information can be submitted to 
MAE, and they will conduct a “system study” to verify that they can serve the 
development off the existing gas mains.  If any upgrades are needed, the size of the 
gas main on the south side of Melrose Avenue would need to be upsized back to the 
Melrose Border Station located west of Mormon Trek Boulevard. 

 
e. The results of the “system study” will also verify the required size of the transformers on 

site.  At minimum, these are anticipated to be 10’x10’ concrete pads, with a transformer 
6 to 7-feet in height. 

 
f. The gas main should extend all the way to the north property line along the west entry 

drive.  The gas service line would be sized to handle future development to the north if 
it were ever to be extended. 

 
g. It is possible that if an occupant has a high required gas load (i.e. some types of 

restaurants), they would require a large size meter set, which would require additional 
space. 

 
 

37. Electric 
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a. The overhead lines along Melrose Avenue are a major feeder circuit, therefore it is 

anticipated that the existing lines can provide the development with electric service. 
 

b. The electric service will need to have a 10-foot minimum utility easement as it runs 
through the site.  The gas and electric service can share the same trench and the same 
utility easement when they are together. 

 
c. Regarding the easements, it is an option to declare the type and width of utility 

easements to be provided, show the anticipated alignments on the drawing, and then 
actually draft the easements based on the “as-built” location of these utilities as they are 
being installed. 

 
d. The electric service will not be able to connect as shown to the existing pole on the 

south side of Melrose Avenue because it has an overhead transformer and can’t be 
used for a high voltage riser.  A new pole would need to be set, probably to the east 
between the two existing poles, and service would come from this location. 

 
e. The electric service needs to be loop feed.  There will also need to be a connection to 

the new overhead utility pole shown at the northeast corner of the realigned 
intersection. 

 
f. The electric meters will need to be near the transformers.  Adjust the transformer 

location as needed depending on the location inside or outside each building where the 
meters are to be installed. 

 
g. Continuous HDPE conduit will be required for the electric lines around the site. 

 
h. Conduit for electric service is to be 42 to 48-inches below grade. 

 
38. Meters 

 
a. Gas meters can be stacked in rows of two; electric meters can be stacked in rows of 

four.  This applies whether they are placed on the outside or inside of the building. 
 

b. There will need to be a gas meter and electric meter for each tenant. 
 

c. If meters are placed inside the building, they will be at the bottom level of each building 
(parking areas).  Depending on the number of gas and electric meters (and possibly 
water meters) placed inside in the parking areas, a number of parking spaces may be 
lost. 

 
d. If gas meters are placed inside the building, the service line will have to come above 

grade outside the building and into the regulator before it goes inside the building to the 
various meters. 

 
39. General Comments 

 
a. Gas and electric lines should not be routed under retaining walls, maintain 3-foot 

clearance from these structures. 
 

b. One of the challenges of the proposed site regarding electric facilities is the realignment 
of the intersection.  The current overhead pole on the north side of the intersection 
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provides service to the existing traffic signals.  This pole sits in the middle of what would 
be the realigned street.  There is a new overhead pole shown at the northeast corner of 
the intersection, which is in the same general location where one of the new traffic 
signal masts is likely to be located.  When traffic signals include overhead lights, this 
typically conflicts with the overhead utility lines.  Higher utility poles or different 
alignments may be needed. 

 
c. Other options for providing electric service and/or eliminating overhead poles at this 

location may be considered, but involve many other factors, including the possibility of 
needing to obtain additional right-of-way, obtaining utility easements from private 
property owners, or both.  Other issues to be addressed when moving overhead electric 
to underground is the placement of above ground transformer boxes, as well as the 
rewiring of existing homes who currently have overhead service that would need to be 
converted to underground service. 

 
d. Additional coordination will be required to maintain temporary power to the site during 

the construction period (until the new service lines are installed and functional). 
 
 
Please let me know if you have any question, thanks for your time. 
 
JDB 
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Steve Ballard

From: Terry Goerdt rrerry-Goerdt(Çìowa-city.orgl

Sent: Monday, June 13,. 2011 6:53 AM

To: Steve Ballard (ballard(Çleffaw.com)

Subject: One Melrose Place

Good morning Steve.

l have reviewed the proposed development at the above stated address. Per the zoning ordinance and
the PUD it looks as though it is in compliance with the University Heights Zoning Ordinance. I did not
review the plans for building code items since I do not have an actual set of construction drawings.

As per setbacks, building heights and building separation look as though they will meet code. l am a
little concerned about the critical slope areas and the building placement in these areas, may need more
information when construction drawing are submitted.

The other thing i noticed is there a storm water detention pond on site? There is an awful lot of roof
and paved area which leads to a lot of water run off. How is that going to impact the revine? Is the
City's storm sewers going to be able to handle the increase flow?? Just a thought.

Thanks

TERRY J. GOERDT
CERTIFIED COMBINATION INSPECTOR
CITY OF IOWA CITY
(3 19)356-5124

6/13/2011



June 2011- Mayor’s Report 

2011 MPO- Johnson County  Area Trails maps are available at the city office and I will have some at the 

June 14th council meeting. 

May 18th MPO- JC, TTAC meeting-  

Every other year, the Metropolitan Planning Organization of Johnson County (MPO) administers a grant 

process to apportion federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Transportation Enhancement 

(TE) funds.  This year is the time to get requests.  A point system was voted on by the TTAC committee 

when considering these requests. 

May 25th   MPO-JC, Urbanized Area Policy Board Meeting-  

Voted to add a 15th member to the Board, a second member from the city of North Liberty due to their 

population increase.  

May 25th Emergency Management Meeting- 

 Board evaluation of EMA director, Dave Wilson. Received reports of how Johnson County is helping out 

tornado areas. 

May 26th- Received letter from U.S. Department of Commerce- U.S. Census Bureau. 

IA - University Heights city 

Population 

Total Population 1,051 

 

Population by Sex/Age 

Male 532 

Female 519 

Under 18 180 

18 & over 871 

20 - 24 174 

25 - 34 239 

35 - 49 157 

50 - 64 170 

65 & over 119 



 

Population by Ethnicity 

Hispanic or Latino 29 

Non Hispanic or Latino 1,022 

 

Population by Race 

White 983 

African American 11 

Asian 35 

AIAN 0 

NHPI 3 

Other 1 

Identified by two or more 18 

 

Housing Status 

( in housing units unless noted ) 

Total 512 

Occupied 474 

Owner-occupied 326 

Population in owner-occupied 

( number of individuals ) 
732 

Renter-occupied 148 

Population in renter-occupied 

( number of individuals ) 
319 

Households with individuals under 18 101 

Vacant 38 

Vacant: for rent 3 

Vacant: for sale 22 

Vacant: for seasonal/recreational/occasional use 5 

 

 



June ’11 – City Attorney's Report 

 

1. PUD Submittal.   

 

 As the Zoning Commission and Council considered the request to rezone 

the property that is the subject of Jeff Maxwell‟s PUD proposal, each body 

incorporated all of the comments, submissions, and remarks made at prior 

meetings of either body.   

 

 Adopting such a motion saves members of the public and 

Council from having to repeat each and every point made 

previously if they desire a particular point to be part of the 

Council‟s public record.  The Council may wish to adopt a 

motion that incorporates the input from the rezoning process into 

its record on the PUD consideration.   

 

 If a Council member desires to make such a motion, I suggest 

something along the lines of this: 

 

I move that the Council adopt and incorporate by reference 

into its present record on the Jeff Maxwell PUD 

consideration the public comments, submissions, and 

remarks by citizens, Mr. Maxwell and his representatives, 

Zoning Commission members, and the Mayor and Council 

at the prior Zoning Commission and Council meetings 

when the application to rezone the property in question was 

considered. 

 

 Mr.  Maxwell‟s revised PUD submittal has been distributed to various City 

service providers and staff.   

 

 I have received written reports from Chief Ron Fort and from 

Terry Goerdt; they are attached. 

 

 The Coralville Fire Department asked for some additional detail 

on the site plan, so I put CFD in touch with Ron Amelon at MMS 

Consultants, the engineering firm working with Mr. Maxwell. 

 

 I am awaiting reports from Johnson County Refuse (snow 

removal); the City of Iowa City (transit services as well as water 

and sewer); MidAmerican Energy; and Mediacom. 

 

 I have circulated a preliminary development agreement to Mr. Maxwell‟s 

lawyer, Tom Gelman, for consideration.  There are several items that I 

would like to work through with Mr. Gelman before requesting some 

direction from the Council concerning what items (additional or different) 

the Council may wish to see in the agreement.  I anticipate having a draft 

agreement to the Council later this week, along with a request for 

additional information from the Council.  
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 Mayor From and I spoke with John Danos by phone to discuss the 

procedure for considering the TIF proposal that has now been received.  

Mr. Danos will be in attendance at the Council meeting tomorrow night to 

answer questions, and he will also be at the work session June 28. 

 

 Pursuant to the Council‟s direction in May, I will publish notice of a 

public hearing to be held July 12 regarding the PUD.  Such a hearing is 

required before the Council may take action on the PUD (that is, vote to 

approve, deny, or approve on condition).  Having the hearing July 12 does 

not require that the Council take action at that meeting, but the Council 

will be in a position to do so if it desires, from the standpoint of Ordinance 

No. 180. 

 

2. Agreement with Johnson County for SEATS Services.  You will be 

considering Resolution No. 11-05, which authorizes the Mayor to sign the 

renewal of the 28E Agreement with Johnson County for SEATS services.  The 

Resolution and Agreement are attached.  The Agreement provides for annual 

fees of $8,443.89, the same cost as last year.  One proposed change this year is 

a fuel surcharge of five cents ($0.05) per mile if average fuel cost per 

operating mile is more than forty-five cents ($0.45) per mile.  That proposed 

change is found on unnumbered page 2 of the 28E Agreement, para. No. 3 

under “Duration, Compensation and Termination”.  Other terms remain the 

same. 

 

3. Agreement with Iowa City for Transit Services.  You will be considering 

Resolution No. 10-12, which authorizes the Mayor to sign the renewal of the 

28E Agreement with Iowa City for transit services; the proposed contract price 

is $33,156.00, an increase of ).008% over present fiscal year‟s cost of 

$32,892.  The Resolution and the Agreement are attached.  The Agreement 

provides for a 1.8% cost increase.  Other terms remain the same. 

 

4. Request to UI for Help with Game Day Clean Up.  As you may have heard, 

the Iowa City Planning and Zoning Commission recommended that the Iowa 

City City Council direct staff to meet with representatives of The University 

of Iowa to discuss and address trash, litter, and public urination problems on 

home football game days.  The recommendation concluded that UI “has the 

primary responsibility to address these issues” and called for more trash 

containers, litter clean-up and portable toilets.  I wanted to bring this to the 

Council‟s attention in the event University Heights also wanted to approach 

UI about these issues.  A copy of an email with the Iowa City Planning and 

Zoning Commission‟s action is attached for your reference. 

 

5. Resolution Adopting fund Balances Policy – GASB Statement 54.  Steve 

Kuhl suggests that the Council adopt a policy concerning authority to establish 

committed and assigned fund balances.  A particular „statement‟ from the 

Government Auditing Standards Board (Statement 54) specifies such a policy.  

The policy identifies who has authority to establish the circumstances 

regarding committed and assigned fund balance amounts. A summary of the 
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GASB statement and some Power Point slides are attached, as is Resolution 

No. 11-07, which establishes a policy. 

 
 

 
Leff/SEB/UH/UH Atty Reports/UHAttyRept June ‟11 legal report 









































Adoption of Policy Relating to Authority to Establish Committed and Assigned Fund Balances Under the
Provisions of Government Auditing Standards Board Statement 54: Fund Balance Reporting and
Governmental Fund

GASB Statement 54 requires that a policy or resolution be adopted by June 30, 2011, which must state
who has the authority to establish the circumstances regarding committed and assigned fund balance

amounts. The following proposed policy establishes such authority:

It shall be the policy of the City of University Heights, Iowa, that the authority to establish committed and
assigned fund balances under the circumstances shall rest with the City CounciL. This authority may be
exercised at any time by the City Council as it sees fit under prevailing circumstances. No individual person

shall have the authority to establish committed and assigned fund balances.



ISCPA LGU
May 16 and 26, 2011

GASB 54

QUESTION: What is the MINIMUM that our Board of Education needs to do to implement
GASB54 ?

Is a Fund Balance Policy required)

What do we need to do to commit fund balance?

Do we have to formally adopt a policy:

Implementing GASB 54?
COlllnitting the ending fund balances of all special revenue funds for
Delegating authority to whomever for assigning ending fund balance?

purposes?

A.SWER: It may be helpful to listen to the GASB 54 webinar for school districts and AEAs.
During the webinar we addressed all of these issues in detail during the discussion and Q&A
session - the link for the recording is and the , )
webinar is also available on the IASBO web site. / i

(00 if\L. ._
GASB 54 recommends but does not require a policy to implement GASB 54 but the Board does)'
need to have a policy or approve ,ria resolution who has authority and establish the ¡
circu.mstaces cegardig committing fund balance, which must be accomplished no later than :
June 30 (year-end), or assigning fund baJance.

For Iowa school districts, all special revenue funds will be reported (audit and CAR) as
"restrcted" fund balance. The Board is not precluded from authoriing additional constraints
by also committing fund balance but, per GASB 54, the fund balance is reported at the highest
level of constraint - in this case "restricted." (Example PPEL fund balance of $50,000 reported
in audit and CAR as "restricted" even though Board action "committed" $20,000 of the $50,000
PPEL fund balaiice for equipmenL) In addition, for Iowa school districts, fund balance may be
committed andl or assigned only in the General Fund (no other governmental funds will
be allowed to report committed or assigned fund balance),

Other policy issues:

Order of spending: Board may adopt a policy but not required as GASB 54 "default" is to spend
committed then assigned then unassigned.

Stabiliation anangements: Boai-d not required to have stabilization anangements but if
desired must have written to establish criteria consist(~nt with GASB 54.

Minimum fund balance: Board not required to have a minimum fund balance policy but if
desired must have a \\TItten policy.

David A. Vaudt, CPA, Auditor of State ./



GASB Statement NO.54:

Fund Balance Reporting
and Governmental Fund

Type Definitions

¡SePA Local Government Update

May 16 and 26, 2011

GASB Statement No. 54

. Scope

Changes how fund balance is presented in governmental
funds

Modifies the definition of governmental fund types

Wil ~Q!llL€UILQI.QJDjly-t from the governing body

. Effective date

- Fiscal year ending 6/30/1L..NOW

- Retroactive reporting encouraged for statistical

information

C",,,i; A \'~1.3: CrÎ',. Al,gÑLx ct $'-";',,

Background

. Prior to GASB 54
Reserved

- Unreserved

.. Designated

.. Undeslgnated

Traditional focus - Fund resoUlces available
for appropriation (budgeting) on GAAP
basis.

.., "" u..
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Need for change

. "...provide fund balance categories and
classifications that will be more easily
understood."

. Enhance consistency

. Challenges to focus on availability for
appropriation

New Guidance

Focus of classification

. "The extent to which the government is
bound to honor constraints on the specific
purposes for which amounts in those funds
can be spent" (GASB Statement No. 54,
paragraph 5)

Components of fund balance

categories
Nonspenaable

- Restricted

- Commítted

~ Assigned

- Unassigned

. Not all will always be present

()~,,~~-f A \\wd;, CF~,,"'Ji';'0 ,l Sti1;,

2



Nonspendable fund balance

. Not in spendable form

- Cannot ever be spent(e,g" supp!1es inventories and
prepaid items)
r, "~,

loans ,.",
. Legally or contractually required to be

maintained intact (principal of an
endowment or revolving loan fund)

Clarifications concerning
nonspendabiefund balance

Resources that c,innot currently he
loans and notes receivablei resale)

Only long-term loans and notes receivable would be
classified as nonspendable fund balance

deferred

Categories representing
spending constraints

. Three categories

- Restricted fund balance

- Committed fund balance

- Assigned fund balance

. No requirement that constraint be
narrower than the purpose of the fund

'co
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Restricted fund balance

. Definition mirrors net assets in GASB 34 (as

amended by 46). Constrained to being used for a
specific purpose. (External parties, Constitutional
provisions, Enabling legislation.

by lc!'v through f2istl!~!!9_n3J.l?..2Y1È9.n~ or ~i:Q!ilJg

D'wid A ',;t;;&" ('PI'.. Aw:ikc: d $t:tli

Committed fund balance

, Amounts whose use is constrained by limitations
that the government imposes upon itself

Imposed at the government's highest level of decision making

(normally the governing body, with the consent of the executive
bronch, if applicable)

. Legislation

.. Resolution

. Ordinance

Sind.ing unless removed in the same manner

ActiÇLf),taken !lQJêlr-r than the dose of the reporting period

. Amount may be subsequently determined,

Davlè A. 'h-":: CPA. Ñ;(ß'.: clß~

Assigned fund balance

. Constrained by the governments intent

but are neither restricted nor committed
. Intended use of resources

- Established by the governing body ¡t,elf, or
Established by a body or an official delegated by the
governing body

. Constraints more easily removed than
committed F.B.

4



Assigned fund balance

. Never in excess of total fund balance less its
nonspendable, restricted and committed
components.

. All remaining arnounts (except negative) that
are reported in governmental funds other than
the general fund.

D~'.id A. V4"'ft CPA. Ñ;¿:~fN. $t3:;

Committed v. assigned

. Level at which action must be taken
Committed fund balance requires action by the highest
level of decision.making authority, whereas assigned fund
balance allows that authority to be delegated to some
other body.or official

l);r,'id Â V.ôlJ':,, Cf'A./iiJ ct $.t~

Committed v. assigned

. Type of action necessary

Formal action (legislation, resolution, ordinance) is
necessary to impose, remove, or modify a constraínt
reflected in committed fund balance, \vhereas less
formality is necessary for assigned fund balance.

5



Unassigned fund balance

fund balance
+ commítted + components

Positive balance possible only ìn genera! fund
Positive unassigned balance not used in other funds
because:

. Special Revenue; Restricted or Committed

. Capital Project: Restricted, Committed or
Assigned

. Debt Service; Resticted, Committed or Assigned

. Permanent Funds: Restricted (only earnings can
be spent)

- Deficit balance possible In any governmental fund

~Äj A. I.'"",&., CP.:' ;.øJ:&1 d $li.n

Components of fund balance

Nonspendable fund balance (inherently
nonspendable)
Not in spendahle form or requirement to maintain intact

Restricted fund balance (Externally enforceable
limitations on use)
Outside parties
Constítutionaf provisions or enabling !egrslation

Committed fund balance (Self-irnposed limitations)
Formal action by end of period
Highest level of dedslon making

Components of fund balance

Assigned fund balance (Limitation resulting from
intended use)

~ ~JQImai action
- Highest level of dedsíon: making Qt designated body or official

Unassigned fund balance

Residual net resources in the geneíal fund

Negative balance in any governmental fund

-. . ."
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Adoption of Policy Relating to Authority to Establish Committed and Assigned Fund Balances Under the
Provisions of Government Auditing Standards Board Statement 54: Fund Balance Reporting and
Governmental Fund

GASB Statement 54 requires that a policy or resolution be adopted by June 30, 2011, which must state
who has the authority to establish the circumstances regarding committed and assigned fund balance

amounts. The following proposed policy establishes such authority:

It shall be the policy of the City of University Heights, Iowa, that the authority to establish committed and
assigned fund balances under the circumstances shall rest with the City CounciL. This authority may be
exercised at any time by the City Council as it sees fit under prevailing circumstances. No individual person
shall have the authority to establish eommitted and assigned fund balances.



 
 
 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 11-07 

 

 RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING POLICY RELATING TO AUTHORITY 

TO ESTABLISH COMMITTED AND ASSIGNED FUND BALANCES 

UNDER THE PROVISION OF GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS 

BOARD STATEMENT 54 

 

 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF UNIVERSITY 

HEIGHTS, IOWA,  that it shall be the policy of the City of University Heights that the authority 

to establish committed and assigned fund balances shall rest with the City Council.  This authority 

may be exercised at any time by the City Council as it sees fit under the prevailing circumstances.  

No individual person shall have the authority to establish committed and assigned fund balances. 

 

 

Upon motion by _____________________, and seconded by ________________, the vote was 

as follows: 

 

  AYES:    NAYS    ABSENT 

 

Haverkamp _____   _____   _______ 

Hopson _____    _____     _______ 

Laverman _____   _____    _______ 

McGrath _____    _____   _______ 

Yeggy  _____    _____   _______ 

 

 Upon Roll Call thus recorded, the Resolution is declared adopted this 14th day of June, 

2011. 

 

 _______________________________ 

 Louise From, Mayor 

 City of University Heights 

 

ATTEST: 

 

_____________________________ 

Christine M. Anderson, City Clerk 

 
Steve/UH Resolutions/Resolution 11-07 – 061411 GASB 54 accounting authority 



City Clerk Report 
June 14, 2011 
 
 
 

 No new building or rental permits received since the last meeting. 
 

 Renewal letters and forms will be sent out at the end of the month for 
rental permits. I have asked Norm to review the renewal letter, in 
case he would like to add any additional information. 
 

 Report from Norm: 
 
I followed up on some re-inspections for May and checked out a few 
tall grass complaints. June will have a much busier inspection 
docket. 
 

 Attached are three documents for the city’s upcoming audit; 1) the 
request for the proposal, 2) list of audit firms, and 3) specs for the 
audit. You will review all returned proposals at the July 12, 2011 
council meeting. I will have a sample letter for all to view at the 
council meeting. 
 

 Stella’s liquor license is up for renewal; all necessary information 
has been received by the state. 

 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 

SPECIFICATIONS FOR CITY FINANCIAL AUDIT 

 

 

1. Audits shall be performed in accordance with Generally Accepted 

Government Auditing Standards, GASB 34, and the U.S. General Accounting 

Office publication Government Auditing Standards 

 

2. Proposals should outline the Company’s standard audit procedures and 

include a summary of the qualifications and experience of those performing 

the audit and of their prior government auditing experience. 

 

3. Audits shall be performed on all the financial records of the City of University 

Heights.  The financial records of the City are maintained on the cash basis of 

accounting.  The City’s annual budget for FY11 for government and 

enterprise function s totals $1,244,988. 

 

4. Financial records of the City are maintained using Quickbooks accounting 

software.   

 

5. City staff will provide full cooperation to the auditors including access to all 

original and supporting documents and financial reports. 

 

6. Proposals are to be for a contract to perform the audit for the fiscal year 

ending June 30, 2011.  The audit should be completed for release to the City 

by the regular Council meeting scheduled for December 13, 2011. 

 

7. The audit shall include a report on compliance with the above stated 

accounting standards as well as recommendations regarding the financial 

statements, internal controls, accounting systems, legality of actions and any 

other matters considered material by the auditor. 

 

8. Proposals shall state the fee to be charged for the audit as well as an hourly fee 

for ancillary services. 

 

9. Proposals are to be received by 10:00 a.m. on Friday, July 7, 2011 and should 

be sent to: 

     Christine Anderson, City Clerk 

     City of University Heights  

     1004 Melrose Avenue 

     Iowa City, IA  52246 

    

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

(addressee) 

 

 

 

 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 

 

The City of University Heights, Iowa, will receive proposals in the office of the City 

Clerk, 1004 Melrose Avenue, Iowa City, Iowa 52246, until 10:00 AM on Friday, July 7, 

2011, to be opened at that time, for providing an audit of the financial records of the City 

of University Heights for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011. 

 

Detailed specifications are available at the Office of the City Clerk. 

 

City Council will review the proposals at their regular meeting on July 12, 2011. 

 

The City of University Heights reserves the right to waive any irregularities, when in 

doing so would be in the bestg interest of the City, and to accept of reject anyh or all 

proposals. 

 

Dated at University Heights, this     
th

 day of                , 2011. 

 

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Christine Anderson, City Clerk 

 



AUDIT FIRMS 

 

 

Bergan Paulsen & Co PC 

531 Commercial Street #250 

Waterloo, IA  50701 

319-234-6885 

 

Hogan-Hansen 

2750 1
st
 Ave NE #150 

Cedar Rapids, IA  52402 

319-366-8267 

 

Douglas Kronlage, CPA 

117 N Jackson Street 

Charles City, IA  50616 

641-228-5900 

 

Ridihalgh Fuelling Snitker Weber & Co 

14 E Charles Street 

Oelwein, IA  50662 

319-283-1173 

 

Office of the Auditor of State 

State Capitol Building, Room 111 

1007 East Grand Avenue 

Des Moines, IA  50319-0001 

515-281-5834 

 

 



City of University Heights, Iowa

Warrants for Council Approval 06/13/2011

May 11 through June 14, 2011

Date Name Memo Amount

May 11 - Jun 14, 11

05/13/2011 City of Iowa City City Hall water/sewer automatic payment -22.99

05/13/2011 Fort, Matthew A -1,265.48

05/13/2011 Fort, Ronald R -1,091.41

05/13/2011 Lord, Benjamin M -1,313.57

05/13/2011 Reinhard, Brad -1,351.01

05/13/2011 Strong, Donald K. -1,139.10

05/18/2011 McLeod USA/PAETEC automatic phone service payment -138.12

05/25/2011 MidAmerican Energy 1301 Melrose stop light -29.14

05/25/2011 MidAmerican Energy 1011 Melrose stop light -28.33

05/25/2011 MidAmerican Energy City Hall electricity -63.93

05/26/2011 MidAmerican Energy street lights -612.18

05/27/2011 Anderson, Christine M. -192.70

05/27/2011 Fort, Matthew A -1,345.62

05/27/2011 Fort, Ronald R -1,236.78

05/27/2011 Kimura, Lori D. -272.36

05/27/2011 Lord, Benjamin M -853.78

05/27/2011 Reinhard, Brad -1,206.01

05/27/2011 Strong, Donald K. -1,110.53

05/27/2011 Wellmark BC/BS monthly insurance payment -1,528.72

05/31/2011 IOWA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM -69.59

05/31/2011 IOWA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM -2,746.97

05/31/2011 Internal Revenue Service 42-1109342 -3,793.86

05/31/2011 Hills Bank and Trust principal/interest payment due on capital loan note-7,479.41

06/01/2011 Paul J. Moore, Melrose Avenue BuildingCity Hall Rent -867.00

06/10/2011 City of Iowa City City Hall water/sewer automatic payment -19.84

06/14/2011 Breese Plumbing & Heating reinstall RPZ & meter park drinking fountain -171.20

06/14/2011 Greenwood and Crim, P.C. FY12 budget/amend FY11 budget/present at meetings-1,280.00

06/14/2011 Iowa Department of Transportation paper rolls for the Tracks system -177.84

06/14/2011 ABC Solutions Monthly fee for city website/email service -24.95

06/14/2011 Paul J. Moore, Melrose Avenue BuildingGarage rent -35.00

06/14/2011 SEATS Seats Payment -703.66

06/14/2011 City of Iowa City bus, fuel, park water, annual use fee for radio system-4,668.35

06/14/2011 Mediacom online service 6/2/11-7/2/11 -69.95

06/14/2011 Johnson County Refuse, Inc. May recycling/spring clean up -1,829.36

06/14/2011 Municipal Street Improvements Inc. street sweeping -2,087.00
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Date Name Memo Amount

06/14/2011 Racom Corporation Police computer access fee -79.60

06/14/2011 Vitosh Auto Detailing detailing/waxing of units 1 & 2 cars -280.00

06/14/2011 Leff Law Firm, L.L.P. Legal fees 3/2/11-6/8/11 -20,923.64

06/14/2011 Norm Cate inspection services for May -420.00

06/14/2011 Terry Goerdt inspection services for May -1,050.00

06/14/2011 Welt-Ambrisco Insurance commercial package renewal -17,927.00

06/14/2011 Westport Touchless Autowash May vehicle washes -42.00

06/14/2011 Iowa City Press-Citizen May publications -266.77

06/14/2011 Russ Boyer Construction patch holes/rpr street signs -458.00

06/14/2011 Myriah Boyer lawn care at park -60.00

06/14/2011 Coralville Public Library library services for FY10-11 -2,934.00

06/14/2011 Staples 2 toner cartridges -419.43

06/14/2011 Anderson, Christine M. reimbursement for certified letter to State of Iowa -6.83

06/14/2011 VISA Quickbooks 2011/stamps/evidence tape/parking stickers/water-650.99

06/14/2011 Iowa Paper & Chemical paper towels/soap for city office -39.43

06/14/2011 Lane, James final paycheck -37.74

May 11 - Jun 14, 11
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City of University Heights, Iowa 12:35 AM

Account QuickReport 06/12/2011

All Transactions Accrual Basis

Type Date Num Memo Amount

OTHER CITY TAXES

Local Option Sales Tax

Deposit 09/25/2009 #1985 Deposit 10,650.55

Deposit 10/21/2009 #1988 LOST funds 10,650.55

Deposit 11/17/2009 #1991 LOST funds 10,650.55

Deposit 12/09/2009 #1994 LOST funds 11,165.42

Deposit 01/23/2010 #1996 LOST funds 11,165.42

Deposit 02/06/2010 #1997 LOST funds 11,165.43

Deposit 03/17/2010 #1999 LOST funds 9,296.59

Deposit 04/20/2010 #2000 LOST funds 9,296.59

Deposit 05/28/2010 #2002 LOST funds 9,296.60

Deposit 06/02/2010 EFT automatic deposit of local option sales tax 8,137.97

TOTAL for FY 2009-10 101,475.67

Deposit 07/02/2010 EFT automatic deposit of local option sales tax 8,137.97

Deposit 08/03/2010 EFT automatic deposit of local option sales tax 8,137.97

Deposit 09/01/2010 EFT automatic deposit of local option sales tax 10,080.75

Deposit 10/01/2010 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 10,080.75

Deposit 11/02/2010 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 10,080.76

Deposit 11/12/2010 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 4,995.52

Deposit 12/01/2010 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 10,509.92

Deposit 01/04/2011 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 10,509.92

Deposit 02/02/2011 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 10,509.94

Deposit 03/02/2011 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 9,631.07

Deposit 04/04/2011 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 9,631.07

Deposit 05/03/2011 EFT automatic deposit of LOST funds 9,631.08

Total for FY 2010-11 111,936.72
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Treasurer’s Report     May 2011  

 
Our total revenue for the month of May was $79,907.57 comprised of the following amounts: 

    

Property Taxes     $15,348.49 

Parking fines     $     45.00 

Traffic Fines from Clerk of Court   $ 4,073.55 

Interest on bank accounts    $   183.47 

Road Use Funds     $ 8,107.08 

Local Option Sales Tax funds   $ 9,631.08  

Police Reports     $   117.00 

 

 

Balances in the bank accounts as of 5/31/11: 

 

MidwestOne Checking Account  $294,387.26 

Hills Bank Money Market Account  $ 23,482.25  

CD at UICCU (due 2/28/14)  $ 40,450.54 

Forfeiture Fund    $  2,289.39 

 

I got all of the budget amendment changes entered and am emailing you all the revised Profit & Loss Budget Overview for the fiscal 

year.  Let me know if you see something that is wrong or if you have any questions. 

 

We got new signature cards from Hills Bank for the Money Market account the city has there.  Apparently it needs to be changed from 

a regular business money market account to a Public Funds money market account. 

 

I made the payment for capital loan from Hills Bank that the city took out for streets projects during 2008-09.  The balance due on the 

loan after this payment is $173,968.43. 

 

There is a check to Jim Lane on the list of Warrants for Council Approval for his final paycheck.  He is being paid 20% of the 

quarterly salary of $200.  The special election results were certified on January 18
th

 and that is the date the city attorney recommended 

we pay him through. 

 

I filed the quarterly I-JOBS report. We still haven’t spent any of the $9,556.19 (total for 2 years) that we have received.  These funds 

can be used for any road use-related project including road maintenance activities.  

 

 



 

 

 

A. What are the city’s forestry program goals? 

1. Complete an inventory of trees in the City right-of-way, including size, species, condition, 

and location. 

2. As much as possible, maintain trees in the city right-of-way which are healthy, 

appropriate, and beneficial. 

3. Develop an Urban Forest Management Plan: 

i. To estimate the cost and maintenance associated with trees in poor condition. 

ii. To estimate potential cost of Ash tree removal due to Emerald Ash Borer. 

iii. Determine a replacement planting list to diversify the urban canopy. 

 

B. What are some of the main forestry concerns? 

1. Managing trees that are in poor condition, or are in a hazardous condition. 

2. Managing aging trees, and planning for replacement. 

3. Preservation of beneficial trees. 

 

C. Who works on Forestry? 

1. Employees  Occasionally 

2. Contracted Work Mostly 

3. Volunteers  Infrequently 

 

D. What forestry equipment does the city own? 

1. None 

 

E. Are there city ordinances/codes related to forestry and if so where can they be found? 

1. City ordinances can be found at the city’s website (www.university-heights.org).  The 

ordinances are searchable by topic or number.   Topics that relate to forestry include 

“Sensitive Areas”, “Shrubbery”, and “Trees.” 

2. Ordinance 31: “Declaring all trees on public property or private property infected with the 

Dutch Elm Disease” 

3. Ordinance 52: “Regulating the planting, care, and maintenance of trees and shrubs” 

4. Ordinance 71: “Defining and providing for the abatement of public nuisances. Amended 

by Ordinance No. 118, 127 and 162” 

5. Ordinance 105: “Regulating fences, hedges, and other plantings and providing penalties. 

Amended by Ordinance No. 164” 

6. Ordinance 127: “Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 71 concerning the prohibition of 

public nuisances” 

7. Ordinance 128: “Ordinance regulating the development of sensitive areas” 

 

 

http://www.university-heights.org/
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord118.pdf
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord127.pdf
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord162.pdf
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord164.pdf
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord071.pdf


 

 

F. Is there a current method for routine tree maintenance? 

1. Residents are required to maintain clearances over streets and sidewalks.  The utility 

provider for overhead power lines is responsible for, and contracts for maintaining 

clearances around the overhead lines.  Commercial tree services are hired for 

maintenance and removal of problem trees within the City right-of-way. 

 

G. Emergency tree maintenance? 

1. The police chief and citizens may provide labor and equipment; commercial tree services 

are hired whenever the situation warrants it. 

 

H. Please state what the annual Forestry budget (if present) is in the following categories? 

1. Personnel     $ 0 

2. Contract   $ 5,000 

3. Equipment   $ 0 

4. Maintenance   $ 0 

5. New Purchases   $ 0 

6. Removal (total and price/tree) By Contract 

7. Disposal   Included in Contract Work 

8. Overhead and Insurance Included in Contract Work 

9. Planting (total and price/tree) $ 0 

10. Other    $ 0 

 

I. Do you or some in your office have ArcMap or ArcView GIS computer programs? 

1. These programs are not typically used by the City, but could be obtained to display 

information if needed. 



  
 

 

 SUNSET STREET WIDE SIDEWALK 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 

WHEREAS, the City desires to construct an 8-foot wide sidewalk from Melrose Avenue to the 

south city limit at Benton Street (approximately 0.35 mile) along the west side of Sunset Street. 

Project includes removal of the existing 4-foot sidewalk, updated pedestrian crossings, utility 

coordination, minor drainage improvements, property acquisition, and retaining wall demolition 

and reconstruction. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, the City does now desire to contract with a Consultant to provide the services 

as set forth herein. 

 

I. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 

Consultant agrees to perform the following services for the City, and to do so in a timely and 

satisfactory manner.  All phases of services will include the necessary work for compliance with 

Iowa D.O.T. requirements relative to federal aid funding of design and construction. 

 

Design Development Phase 

 

A. Concept Statement 

  

Complete and submit project concept statement to Iowa D.O.T. Provide updates to the 

concept statement as requested by Iowa D.O.T. 

 

B. Design Surveys 

 

The Consultant shall perform surveys as necessary to prepare strip topography along the 

project route. 

 

C. Base Map Preparation 

 

 Base maps to facilitate the trail design will be prepared from the topographic survey 

information.  The maps will be prepared along the proposed alignment and will include 

existing topography features, right-of-way and easement lines, buried utilities based on field 

locates, and above ground surface features affected by the proposed construction. 

 

D. Preliminary Design 

 

1. Provide cultural, archeological and wetland survey of the project site.  Survey will 

be completed by the consultant staff and specialty subconsultant if needed.  Submit 

findings to the Iowa DOT as required for federal funding requirements.  Should 

environmental mitigation be required for the project, these mitigation services may 

be provided as additional services. 
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2. Based on an approved schematic design concept plan, prepare geometric layout plan 

of the proposed trail. 

 

3. Prepare horizontal and vertical alignments to be used as the basis for final design. 

 

4. Identify final design constraints for phased construction and review construction 

phasing plan as necessary to coordinate with access and construction. 

 

5. Develop a preliminary traffic control plan consistent with the proposed construction 

schedules. 

 

6. Prepare anticipated trail project schedule and opinion of probable construction cost. 

 

7. Prepare and submit required initial submittals to the City, Iowa DOT, State 

Historical Preservation Officer, Iowa DNR, and Corps of Engineers for preliminary 

design approval. 

 

8. Meet with City representatives to review preliminary project design and obtain 

review comments. 

 

9. Attend and participate with neighborhood coordination meeting to review the 

project. 

 

 

Right-of-Way Services 

 

A. It is anticipated that property acquisition and temporary construction easements will be 

required for the project.  There are 16 residential parcels abutting the west edge of Sunset 

Street along the length of the project.  It is anticipated that no more than 2 parcels will 

require property acquisition.  Some quantity of the remaining parcels may require temporary 

construction easements if required by the project design. 

 

B. Prepare acquisition and easement agreements and exhibits, meet with affected property 

owners, and obtain the needed right-of-way as required for the project.  These services to be 

completed in accordance with the guidelines and procedures issued by the Iowa DOT for a 

Local Public Agency to acquire right-of-way for State or Federally funded transportation 

projects.  It is the intent of the City to request Federal participation in right-of-way costs. 

 

Construction Document Phase 

 

A. Final Design 

 

 Determine the pavement structures including type, thickness of surfacing, subbase design, 

subdrainage design, typical joint designs, and related pavement details. 
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B. Typical Pavement Sections 

 

 The final design typical pavement sections will be developed for the project.  These sections 

will show the pavement section, subgrade requirements, grading requirements, and 

pavement border design. 

 

C. Final Plan and Profiles 

 

 The final design and drafting of the wide sidewalk plan and profiles will be prepared on 

base maps prepared for the project.  This will include all detailed information required by 

the Iowa DOT and shall be in accordance with the road and bicycle facility design standards 

of the Iowa DOT. 

 

D. Final Design Cross-Sections 

 

 Prepare the final design of the individual cross-sections for the project.  Cross-sections will 

be developed at a minimum of 50-foot intervals with additional cross-sections included as 

necessary.  Cross-sections will show the existing ground as well as final grading, foreslopes, 

backslopes, special subgrade treatment, and other pertinent information. 

 

E. Final Design Plans 

 

 Layout plans and appropriate detailed design drawings showing the project and component 

parts shall consist of plans, elevations, sections, and other drawings for bidding and 

construction purposes.  Final design and drafting of the wide sidewalk plan and profile 

sheets will include complete detailed information for location of existing utilities, typical 

cross-sections, and individual cross-sections.  Plan and profile sheets will be prepared at a 

20 scale. 

 

F. Final Storm Drainage Design 

 

 Final design and drafting of the storm sewer system, storm sewer inlets, manholes, culverts, 

ditches, and other storm drainage appurtenances on the project will be developed.  The 

design of the storm sewer system will be based on current Iowa DOT accepted standards. 

 

G. Erosion Control 

 

 Final design and drafting of temporary and permanent erosion control measures to be 

provided on the project during construction will be completed. 

 

H. Signing and Pavement Markings 

 

 Final design and drafting of the signage and pavement markings which are to be a 

permanent part of the project. 
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I. Retaining walls 

 

 Segmental retaining walls will be designed for areas where design constraints prohibit a 

stable slope from the shoulders of the wide sidewalk to existing ground. 

 

J. Final Design of Incidental Components 

 

 All other design work such as sidewalk, incidental structures, etc. not stated herein 

necessary to construct a final completed project shall be the responsibility of the Consultant 

and no additional compensation shall be provided. 

 

K. Specifications 

 

 The Iowa DOT standard specifications for highway and bridge construction will be utilized 

as the technical specifications for the project.  The Iowa DOT standard contract documents 

will also be utilized for this project.  Supplemental specifications and special provisions 

required by the project will be prepared and incorporated with the standard documents. 

 

L. Final Quantities 

 

 The final bid quantities will be determined and included with the project specifications 

bidding form. 

 

M. Final Cost Opinion 

 

 Following completion of the final design, an opinion of probable construction costs based 

on the final design will be prepared. 

 

N. Submittals, Reviews, and Revisions 

 

 Submit plans to the City and Iowa DOT according to the Project Development Submittal 

Dates found in I.M. No. 3.005.  Comments and revisions resulting from plan reviews will 

be incorporated into the final plans prior to their completion. 

 

O. Final Plan and Specification Submittal 

 

 Submit final plans, specifications, contract documents, and opinion of probable construction 

costs to the City and Iowa DOT for final approval. 

 

P. Assemble Plan Documents 

 

 Following final plan revisions assemble title sheet, project quantities and reference sheet, 

location plan, pavement detail sheets, grading plan and profile sheets, typical section and 

tabulation sheets, and cross-section sheets. 
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Q. Permitting 

 

 Submit necessary permit applications and supporting documents to Corps of Engineers, 

Iowa DNR, and any other agency as required for the project. 

 

Bidding Phase 

 

Provide reproducible drawings to the Iowa DOT for utilization in their bidding procedure.  

The consultant shall respond to questions as received and prepare addenda as necessary. 

 

Construction Phase 

 

A. Schedule and conduct a preconstruction conference with the Owner, Iowa DOT, utilities, 

and the contractors.  Appropriate Owner representatives involved with the project will 

also be included.  Preconstruction conference minutes will be recorded and distributed to 

all attendees by the consultant. 

 

B. Provide on-site resident observation at appropriate intervals for review of workmanship, 

materials, and respond to questions during construction. 

 

C. Provide construction staking. 

 

D. Perform required material sampling and laboratory testing (such as soil proctor tests, 

concrete beam testing, material gradation, etc.) during construction.  Prepare reports in a 

timely manner. 

 

E. Review of shop drawings and submittals. 

 

F. Perform required construction testing including subgrade compaction and concrete 

testing, including test reports. 

 

G. Prepare daily diaries of construction activities. 

 

H. Prepare Bid Item progress documentation and measurement reports. 

 

I. Prepare Weekly Working Day reports. 

 

J. Respond to requests for information (RFI’s). 

 

K. Issue Instructions to Contractor (ITC’s), including supplemental drawings if required. 

 

L. Negotiate and prepare change orders. 

 

M. Issue non-compliance reports if required. 
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N. Review and record material inspection reports from Iowa DOT. 

 

O. Review payment applications. 

 

P. Perform preliminary construction review and prepare remaining work items to be 

completed prior to final review. 

 

Q. Perform final construction review with Iowa DOT and Owner representatives. 

 

R. Complete Pre-Audit Checklist (Attachment E to I.M. 3.910). 

 

S. Complete Final Forms Packet checklist (Attachment F to I.M. 3.910). 

 

T. Complete Materials Audit 101. 

 

U. Review audit report with Iowa DOT representatives. 

 

V. Prepare Construction Record Drawings and submit to the Owner. 

 

W. During construction, assist with the preparation of press releases, notices of affected 

business owners, and other miscellaneous public relation activities. 

 

Extra Work 

 

A. Environmental Services 

 

1. It is unknown whether environmental services will be required for the project.  Should 

environmental mitigation be required for the project, mitigation services may be 

required. 

 

II. TIME OF COMPLETION 

 

The Consultant shall complete the Project in accordance with the submittal dates shown below, 

which is taken from Iowa DOT I.M. No. 3.005.  The project is anticipated to be considered 

“minor”, but will need to be confirmed.  The need for temporary and/or permanent easements 

and/or right-of-way will be defined as soon as possible.  The schedule will be adjusted as needed 

depending upon project acquisition needs. 

 

  Submittal            Completion Date 

 

  Concept Statement    09/13/2011 

  Preliminary Plans    10/18/2011 

  Check Plans     11/29/2011 

  Final Plans and PDC    12/20/2011 

  Letting Date     03/20/2012 



 

Project #111102-0 
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   University Heights, Mayor, Council, and Staff 
FROM:   Josiah Bilskemper, P.E. 
DATE:   June 13, 2011 
RE:   City Engineer’s Report 
 

(1) Melrose Avenue Wide Sidewalk 
 

a. Pavement markings have been placed along Ms. Belgum’s hedge row, and also at the 
utility pole locations along Paul Moore’s vacant lot.  Reflective tape was also placed 
around the utility poles.  Photos have been taken and sent to the Iowa DOT for review. 

 
b. The seeding subcontractor has re-seeded two areas on the project that were not 

growing well. 
 

c. No other activities are anticipated.  Waiting for final review and close-out by the DOT. 
 

(2) Pavement Markings 
 

a. Pavement markings were completed by the Painting Division of L.L. Pelling.  This 
included the new on-street parking stalls along the north curb of Golfview Avenue, and 
also the pavement markings on the Melrose Wide Sidewalk. 

 
(3) Tree Removals 

 
a. Seth Bihun of Total Tree Care of Iowa City, completed removal of dead trees on Olive 

Court and Highland Drive.  They also completed “topping” of two trees in the city right-
of-way “ravine” area between Prospect Court and North Sunset Street.  Invoice amount 
for this work is $2,547.50 

 
b. Total Tree Care of Iowa City would be glad to provide on-call tree removal and repair 

services for the City of University Heights.  They would also be available to respond for 
tree work required by inclement weather conditions. 

 
(4) Storm Intake Cleaning 

 
a. Action Sewer Service vacuumed out the leaves, pine needles, sticks and other debris 

that had filled one of the street intakes at 136 Golfview Drive, literally all the way to the 
top of the box.  Mark with Action Sewer reports that the outlet for this box is on the floor, 
and after several sticks blocked the outlet, all the other debris piled on top.  Invoice 
amount for this work is $450. 

 
(5) One University Place 

 
a. Two City Engineering reports have been submitted for the proposed PUD plan.  Report 

#1 covered general site items, and report #2 focused on site utilities. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about these or any other items. 
 
JDB 
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