
7:00pm PUBLIC HEARING 
 

            

                                       AGENDA 
City of University Heights, Iowa 
City Council Meeting 
Tuesday, July 12, 2011 
University Club, 1360 Melrose Ave. 
7:00 – 10:00 P.M. 
Meeting called by Mayor Louise From 

Time  Topic Owner 

7:00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Call to Order Meeting 

 

 

 

Call to Order Public Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Close Public Hearing 

 

 

Return to Regular Meeting     

 

 

 

 

 

 

MPO-JC Staff 

 

Roll Call 

Approval of Minutes June 14, 2011 
Approval of Work Session Minutes June 28. 
 
 
Public Hearing to consider the PUD 
plan application of Jeff Maxwell 
concerning “One University Place”, a 
proposed redevelopment of real 
property presently owned by St. 
Andrew Presbyterian Church, as well as 
property immediately to the east of the 
church. 
 
     
 
 
 
 
Updates of Proposed One University Place 
Development  
 
 
City planner report of development and 
provide summary of public comments 
  
 
Consideration of Community Survey about 
TIF (Tax Increment Financing) of One 
University Place 
 

Louise From 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kevin Monson 
Jeff Maxwell 
 
 
 
John Yapp/Kent Ralston 
 
 
 
 
City council 

                                                                           

 Administration   

 --Mayor 

 

Mayor’s Report Louise From 
 
 
 

 -City Attorney 

 

  

 

 

Legal Report 
-Resolution No. 11-08 Adopting and 
Approving the East Central Iowa Council of 
Governments Regional Comprehensive 
Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 
2011-2017. 

Steve Ballard 
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Time  Topic Owner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

-Resolution No. 11-09  Authorizing the 
Mayor to Sign and Submit to the Johnson 
County Board of Supervisors a Letter 
Requesting that Johnson County Participate 
in Tax Increment Financing Concerning the 
Proposed Development Known as One 
University Place. 
-Discussion of coordination of PUD 
application, Development Agreement and 
TIF Request by City Council. 
-Discussion and consideration of proposal to 
have an Independent Financial consultant to 
review the submitted TIF information. 
-Initial consideration and discussion of 
Development Agreement between the City of 
University Heights and Jeff Maxwell 
concerning One University Place. 

 

 -City Clerk 

 

 

Public Input 

City Clerk Report 
-City Audit update 
 
 
Public Comments 

Chris Anderson 

   

 

Committee Reports: 

   

 Finance  Committee Report 
 
Treasurer’s Report/ Payment of Bills  

Brennan McGrath 
 
Lori Kimura 
 

 Community Protection Committee Report  
-Consider Increasing fee of Marietta annual 
parking stickers   
-New Reserve Officers 
-Discussion of providing resident information 
for First Responders in case of city disaster 
-Discussion of Community wide Garage Sale 
 
 
Police Chief report 
 
 

R. Hopson/M.Haverkamp 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ron Fort 

 Streets and Sidewalks Streets & Sidewalks Report 
 
 
Engineer Report 
-Consideration of Traffic Sign Management 
Plan Proposal from Shive-Hattery. 
-Sunset Street Wide Sidewalk Consultant 
Selection. 
-Resolution 11-10 Certification of Completion 
of Work and Final Acceptance of the Melrose 
Wide Sidewalk Project. 
 
              
 
 
 

Pat Yeggy 
 
 
Josiah Bilskemper 
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Time  Topic Owner 

 Building, Zoning & Sanitation Committee Report 
-Discussion of keeping live chickens 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 

 
Next Regular Council Meeting:  Tuesday, August 9, 2011. 
Location: University Club, 1360 Melrose Ave. 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
Date: June 24, 2011 
 
To: University Heights Mayor & City Council 
 
From: Kent Ralston; Assistant Transportation Planner 
 
Re: One University Place Planned Unit Development Parking Generation 

 
At your request, this memorandum provides background information and parking generation 
scenarios for the One University Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) proposal.  The 
following parking generation estimates provided are produced using information from the 
Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation Manual (4th edition) and the City of Iowa 
City Zoning Code.  
 
Background 
 

University Heights’s adopted zoning ordinance #180 provides detail on specific requirements of 
which the proposed One University Place PUD must comply.  These details include specific 
parking requirements including a minimum requirement of 185 total off-street parking spaces, of 
which no more than 55 parking spaces may be provided above ground.  The PUD submitted 
complies with adopted zoning ordinance No.180 providing a total of 219 parking spaces (52 
spaces provided above ground, 55 spaces below grade in the mixed-use building, and 112 
below-grade parking spaces in the north building). 
 
Parking Generation 
 

Using the information that has been provided in the One University Place PUD, staff has 
estimated the number of parking spaces that may be appropriate for the development based on 
the following assumptions: 
 
• A total of 17,008 sqft of commercial space. As provided by zoning ordinance #180, permitted 

uses of the retail space include: professional offices, bakeries, drug stores, grocery stores, 
barber/beauty shops, catering, restaurants (not including taverns/bars), general retail, art 
galleries, personal fitness centers, or similar uses specified in a developer’s agreement. 

 

• 79 residential condos – the majority of which will be two-bedroom units as indicated by the 
developer. 
 

• 52 surface parking spaces shown in the PUD and 26 below-grade parking spaces in the mixed-
use commercial building are expected to be available for commercial parking (there are 55 total 
below-grade parking spaces shown in the PUD for the mixed-use commercial building – of which 
29 spaces would be utilized by condo tenants during peak demand).  This figure is derived by 
multiplying the ITE parking generation of 1.38 vehicles per dwelling unit by 21 units in the mixed-
use building. 
 

• No parking spaces in the rear (residential) building will be used by commercial patrons  
 

• 100% of ITE parking generation data used during the ‘peak hour’, 50% of ITE parking generation 
used for off-peak hours. 
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Parking Generation Scenarios 
 
Scenario #1 – Parking Generation Demand – 8:00AM Weekday 
Land-Use Sqft.  Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand (% of total) 

Quality Restaurant 4,238 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 23 (50%) 
Medical/Dental Office 2,407 3.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 10AM-3PM 4 (50%) 
Hardware/Paint Store 2,624 2.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 4-5PM 2.5 (50% 
Apparel Store 2,363 1.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 3-4PM 1.5 (50%) 
Bread/Donut/Bagel 
Shop 

3,021 8.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9AM 24 (100%) 

Copy/Print/Shipping 
Store 

2,355 3.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 6-7PM 3.5 (50%) 

  
*Total Commercial Parking Generation = 59 (52 above grade, 7 below) 
 
Using the assumptions previously stated there would be a 19 commercial parking space surplus 
on a weekday at 8:00AM.  This example attempts to reflect differences in peak hours of 
operation by allowing 100% of peak hour parking to be calculated during specific business ‘peak 
hours’ and a 50% reduction during ‘off-peak’ hours for specific retail uses.   
 
For this scenario, this means that Bread/Donut/Bagel Shop parking generation was calculated 
at 100% whereas the remaining land-uses were calculated at 50% of the total because they 
would be considered off-peak at 8:00AM.  To that end, it is unlikely that the Quality Restaurant 
parking demands would compete with the parking demands of the Bread/Donut/Bagel Shop due 
to preferred hours of operation – thereby reducing the number of shared parking spaces 
necessary. 
 
 
Scenario #2 – Parking Generation Demand – 5:00PM Weekday 
Land-Use Sqft.  Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand (% of total) 

Quality Restaurant 4,238 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 23 (50%) 
Medical/Dental Office 2,407 3.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 10AM-3PM 4 (50%) 
Hardware/Paint Store 2,624 2.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 4-5PM 5.0 (100%) 
Apparel Store 2,363 1.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 3-4PM 1.5 (50%) 
Bread/Donut/Bagel 
Shop 

3,021 8.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9AM 12 (50%) 

Copy/Print/Shipping 
Store 

2,355 3.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 6-7PM 3.5 (50%) 

 
*Total Parking Commercial Generation = 49 (49 above grade) 
 
Using the commercial parking assumptions previously stated there would be a 29 commercial 
parking space surplus at 5:00PM on a weekday.  This scenario uses the same land-uses as in 
scenario #1 to illustrate differences in parking demand due to changes in peak hours of 
business operation.  
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Scenario #3 – Parking Generation Demand – 7:00PM Weekday 
Land-Use Sqft. Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand (% of total) 

Quality Restaurant 4,238 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 46 (100%) 
Medical/Dental Office 2,407 3.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 10AM-3PM 4 (50%) 
Hardware/Paint Store 2,624 2.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 4-5PM 2.5 (50%) 
Apparel Store 2,363 1.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 3-4PM 1.5 (50%) 
Quality Restaurant 3,021 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 32 (100%) 
Copy/Print/Shipping 
Store 

2,355 3.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 6-7PM 7 (100%) 

 
*Total Parking Commercial Generation = 93 (52 above grade, 26 below, & a 15 space deficit) 
 
Using the commercial parking assumptions previously stated there would be a 15 commercial 
parking space deficit at 7:00PM on a weekday.  This scenario uses similar land-uses as in 
scenarios #1 & 2 except assumes 2 Quality Restaurants and no presence of a 
Bread/Donut/Bagel shop to illustrate differences in parking demands due to changes in land-
uses and peak hours of business operation.   This scenario assumes that all of the retail 
establishments would remain open at 7:00PM on a weekday – this assumption may artificially 
increase the parking demand in this scenario. 
 
 
Scenario #4 – Parking Generation Demand – Iowa City Zoning Code 
Land-Use Sqft.  Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand 

Mixed-Use Retail 17,008 1 vehicle /250 sqft NA 68 
 
*Total Parking Commercial Generation = 68 (52 above grade, 16 below) 
 
If comparing the proposed PUD to the parking regulations provided in the Iowa City Zoning 
Code, the PUD would be providing 10 more commercial parking spaces than required.   
 
 
Conclusion 
 

Given that the proposed PUD is located in an urban area near the University of Iowa Hospital as 
well as several established residential neighborhoods, it is likely that the development would 
attract a large number of bicyclists and pedestrians.  As such, the actual parking demand may 
be lower than predicted.   
 
Should the Council have concerns regarding a lack of available parking, one option would be to 
‘land-bank’ a portion of open space within the development for future parking needs.  The area 
set aside for future parking needs would then only be utilized if the development shows the 
need for more surface parking.  The parameters/threshold at which time more parking is 
deemed necessary could be prescribed by the Council as part of the developer’s agreement.  
Staff would be happy to assist in developing such language. 
 
Please note that the information provided in the parking scenarios are based on land-use 
assumptions provided by the developer.  As more information on the types of commercial 
tenants becomes available we will be better able to provide more accurate parking generation 
figures.  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
Date: July 7, 2011 
 
To: University Heights Mayor & City Council 
 
From: Kent Ralston; Assistant Transportation Planner 
 
Re: One University Place – Signalization of Melrose Avenue Access 
 
 
I have attached a revised version (dated July 5, 2011) of the Shive-Hattery Technical 
Memorandum regarding traffic operations at the Melrose Avenue / Sunset Street intersection 
and the main access to the proposed One University Place Planned Unit Development (PUD).  
The revisions were necessary as one small discrepancy was found regarding the total square 
footage of retail space provided in the development - the result of which does not change our 
recommendation to signalize the main access to the PUD upon full build-out of the 
development.   
 
As noted in our staff report to Council (dated June 7, 2011), previous concepts proposed by the 
applicant had restricted left-turns at the access at Melrose Avenue.  However, as shown in the 
PUD submitted on May 27th, the applicant is now proposing a full service access where both left 
and right turning movements would be permitted.  Due to this change, additional traffic modeling 
was performed to determine the impact this change would have on the Melrose Avenue access.   
 
Additional traffic modeling indicated that without a traffic signal at the main entrance to the PUD, 
southbound traffic exiting from the development would experience lengthy delays in both the AM 
and PM peak travel hours.  Our concern is that although vehicle queuing would primarily take 
place within the development; lengthy delays would cause motorists to behave irrationally and 
create an unsafe environment for motorists and pedestrians at the intersection.   While it was 
determined that the additional traffic generated by the development would not satisfy the 
requirements for signal installation, approximately 65 additional vehicles exiting the 
development in either the AM or PM peak travel hour would have warranted this signalization 
regardless of other factors such as inadequate gaps for left-turning motorists.  
 
Given that lengthy delays and insufficient gaps for exiting traffic from the development would 
likely be experienced, and that a traffic signal is nearly warranted on volumes alone, staff 
recommends that the main access at Melrose Avenue be signalized upon full ‘build-out’ of the 
PUD.  At a minimum, the intersection should be designed for future signalization if it is 
determined that the desire for a signal will be reassessed at a later date.  
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 
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Date: July 8, 2011 
 
To: University Heights Mayor & City Council 
 
From: Kent Ralston; Assistant Transportation Planner 
 
Re: One University Place TIF – Public Comment 
 
 

At your request, MPO staff has been collecting public input related to the One University Place 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 1300 Melrose Avenue.  Staff received 21 emails with 
written correspondence received between June 6 and July 8, 2011 which are attached for your 
review. Below you will find a summary of common themes staff derived from the written 
correspondence.  Please keep in mind that common themes were difficult to identify as much of 
the correspondence received addressed a wide range of topics related to the proposed 
development.  The themes below were topics that were addressed by two or more 
correspondents and are paraphrased by staff.  
 
 
Common themes 
 

• The development process in general and/or decisions related to the TIF proposal need to be 
slowed and weighed carefully. 

 

• The use of TIF is inappropriate for this specific development and/or TIF revenues should 
only be used for public improvements or uses that have a general public benefit. 

 

• The use of TIF for the proposed development is appropriate and would be advantageous in 
that it may bolster City finances.  

 

• Low income housing assistance generated by TIF revenue is not necessary for University 
Heights and/or implementation of such a program may be difficult.    

 

• The scale and design of the development are appropriate for the site and are aesthetically 
pleasing. 

 

• The One University Place PUD proposal should not be compared to Plaza Towers 
development in Iowa City. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
  Correspondence from Pat Bauer 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



July ’11 – City Attorney's Report 

 

1. Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.   

 

 Iowa law requires cities and counties to adopt a solid waste management plan.  

Cities are expressly permitted to adopt a regional plan, and the East Central 

Iowa Council of Governments (ECICOG) has prepared such a plan.  

University Heights is within the service area of the Iowa City Landfill and 

Recycling Center, but there is no 28E agreement concerning landfill/recycling 

services.  Thus, University Heights is required to adopt a solid waste 

management plan, and staff at the Iowa City Landfill and Recycling Center 

recommends adoption of the ECICOG plan.  

 

 The plan itself is rather voluminous; you may view it here: 
http://www.mediafire.com/file/fq48a15mr2x9k42/comp%20plan%202010.pdf. 

 

 The Council adopted the previous version of the ECICOG plan in July 2008, 

but the plan has been amended and extended.  I am attaching a memo from 

Iowa City Landfill and Recycling Center staff outlining significant recent 

updates to the plan. 

 

 I also am attaching Resolution No. 10-12 that you will be considering, which 

adopts the ECICOG plan. 

 

 

2. Letter to Johnson County Regarding TIF. 

 

 As requested by a majority of the Council at the June 28, 2011, work session, I 

have put together a draft letter to the Johnson County Board of Supervisors 

requesting the County’s participation in the TIF request by Jeff Maxwell.  A 

copy of the draft letter is attached.   

 

 As requested by Council Member Hopson, I included language (underlined in 

the draft) indicating that 1) 100% of the Council is not in favor of the 

development and 2) there is significant community opposition. 

 

 The draft letter is intended as a point of departure.  The language used the 

sentiment expressed is for the Council, not me, to decide.  

 

 John Danos has not had a chance to review this in advance, but I have 

solicited his input and expect to have it before Tuesday. 

 

 I also am attaching Resolution No. 10-13 that you will be considering, which 

authorizes the Mayor to sign and send the letter, if any, approved by the 

Council. 

 

 

3. One University Place -  email on Website.   

 

http://www.mediafire.com/file/fq48a15mr2x9k42/comp%20plan%202010.pdf
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 At the June meeting, the Council adopted a motion to incorporate into the 

Council’s record concerning Mr. Maxwell’s PUD application the prior 

public comments and submissions made to the Zoning commission and 

Council regarding the rezoning of the PUD property. 

 

 My understanding from Council Member Haverkamp’s recent email is 

that all email and communication forwarded to him has been placed on the 

City website. In accordance with the Council’s action in June, if any of 

you have additional email or communications regarding the rezoning or 

PUD that you have not previously sent to Council Member Haverkamp, I 

encourage you to do so at once so that these communications not only are 

part of the public record but also more easily accessible. 

 

4. Definition of “Protected Slope”.   

 

 Mr. Maxwell’s engineering team raised a question in June concerning 

whether certain portions of the property proposed for redevelopment were 

properly classified as “Protected Slope[s]” under University Heights 

Ordinance No. 128, which you may view here: http://www.university-

heights.org/ord/ord128.pdf.  

 

 Ordinance No. 128 defines “Protected Slope” as “[a]ny slope rising forty 

percent (40%) or steeper over a run of 10 feet”.  The question presented 

was whether “Protected Slope” means the 40% grade has to extend for 10 

feet of rise, or whether the area with 40% grade has to be 10 feet wide 

(horizontal measurement). 

 

 I have reviewed my file concerning the adoption of the ordinance and 

spoken with Josiah Bilskemper about it.  I have also researched common 

definitions of “rise” and “run” in similar contexts, I interpret Ordinance 

No. 128’s definition of “Protected Slope” to mean the area with 40% grade 

has to be 10 feet wide (horizontal measurement), regardless of the length 

of the “rise” itself.  I have informed Josiah and Mr. Maxwell’s engineering 

team of my conclusion. 

 

 This interpretation only goes to determining whether particular slopes 

meet (or do not meet) the definition of  “Protected Slope[s]” by Ordinance 

No. 128.  If particular slopes are defined as “Protected”, then the ordinance 

provides that development on those slopes may occur only upon the 

following showings: 

 

1. The area has previously been altered by human activity; and 

 

2. A geologist of professional engineer demonstrates to the City 

Council’s satisfaction that the development activity will not 

undermine the stability of the slope; and 

 

3. The City Council determines that the development activity is 

consistent with the intent of Ordinance No. 128; and 

http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord128.pdf
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord128.pdf
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4. The proposed developer submits a development plan, grading 

plan, and sensitive areas site plan to be considered and approved 

by the Council before development begins. 

 

 

5. Public Hearing on PUD Plan Application – Coordination with TIF.   

 

 Tuesday’s Council meeting will be preceded by a public hearing on the 

PUD Plan Application submitted by Mr. Maxwell for One University 

Place.  A public hearing is required by Ordinance No. 79(C)(2).  You may 

view Ordinance 79 here: http://www.university-

heights.org/ord/ord079amend.pdf.  I have been asked whether holding the 

public hearing Tuesday means the Council must vote on the PUD Plan 

Application then; the Council is not required to vote now. 

 

 The public hearing provides citizens the opportunity to comment further 

on the PUD Plan Application.  Such public input has been received and 

will continue to be received outside the confines of a “formal” public 

hearing; this forum is not the only or last opportunity for citizens to 

comment. 

 

 My understanding is that Mr. Maxwell and his representatives will be on 

hand Tuesday to present updates to the PUD Plan Application and answer 

questions.  MPO-JC already has submitted additional memoranda to the 

Council concerning parking and traffic signals.  I suspect that Josiah 

Bilskemper may have additional comment, as will citizens, perhaps among 

others.  It seems to me that the Council is still in the evaluation and 

discussion stage with Mr. Maxwell concerning the PUD Plan Application.  

The scheduled public hearing does not compel the Council to vote on the 

application Tuesday, but the hearing is required before the Council may 

vote (now or later) to approve or disapprove the PUD Plan Application. 

 

 The Council will need to decide whether it desires to proceed with 

considering and, ultimately, voting on the PUD Application before, after, 

or simultaneously with further consideration of and action on the TIF 

proposal.   

 

6. Draft Version of Development Agreement. 

 

 Mr. Maxwell’s lawyer, Tom Gelman, and I have been working on a draft 

version of a Development Agreement concerning One University Place.  

Such an agreement is contemplated by Ordinance No. 79(13)(E).  I am 

attaching a draft version of the agreement that represents my initial version 

and incorporates Mr. Gelman’s requested changes; Mr. Gelman did not 

agree with all the provisions in my original draft, and I have not agreed to 

all of his proposed changes.  At this point, I thought it would be best to 

circulate the working draft to the Council for consideration and direction. 

 

http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord079amend.pdf
http://www.university-heights.org/ord/ord079amend.pdf
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 I want to stress that the attached version is a draft only; the Council will 

need to review the terms of this Agreement and provide direction 

concerning various issues or provisions the Council desires or does not 

desire.   

 

 Throughout consideration of the rezoning application and PUD Plan 

Application, I have kept notes concerning items the Council may desire to 

make part of a Development Agreement.  Many of these particulars are 

included in the draft Agreement attached, and others are listed below. 

 

 I want to preface my presentation of particular items for the Council to 

consider by saying that many if not most of these items present policy 

decisions for the Council.  I do not intend to take or suggest a policy stand 

on particular items; I simply make mention for the Council’s 

consideration.  The Council will need to provide direction to me (and other 

City staff) concerning whether any of these particular items (or others) are 

important to the Council and should be included in the Development 

Agreement and/or whether the Council needs additional information or 

input to make that decision. 

 

 Mr. Maxwell and his representatives will have something to say about 

most of the items on this list; citizens and City staff may, as well.  The 

Council will be able to consider all of these comments as part of its PUD 

Plan Application consideration and evaluation.  In addition, the Council 

may provide direction and comment as to all parts of the proposed 

Development Agreement or additional provisions the Council wants to see 

in that Agreement, not just the particular items called out below. 

 

 I suggest that the Council consider these items that could be incorporated 

into a Development Agreement: 

 

1. Parties to Agreement.  The Council should consider whether St. 

Andrew Presbyterian Church should be a party to the 

Development Agreement.  Mr. Maxwell, as owner of a portion of 

the property proposed for development and as the proposed 

developer presently is a party in the draft version.  The Council 

may desire that the church also undertake the commitments set 

forth in the Agreement.   

 

2. Light Restrictions.  The Council should consider the particulars 

of the light restrictions and provisions to avoid light “spillage” 

from the development and whether these provisions are 

sufficient. 

 

3. Exterior Amenities.  The Council may desire that certain exterior 

amenities, perhaps including benches, book drop, and bicycle 

racks be shown and specified in site or building plans. 

 



 5 

4. Boring Plans.  The Council should consider whether to require 

boring plans showing that all utilities or other implements to be 

constructed on the property shall be bored-in and not placed by 

way of open excavation or otherwise. 

 

5. Fill Material.  The Council should consider whether to require 

that all fill on the project be observed by an independent monitor 

who shall have authority to order stoppage of work without 

notice if work is not proceeding in accordance with the monitor's 

direction.  The Council could request that all costs associated 

with such monitoring be the sole and exclusive responsibility of 

developer. 

 

6. Changes to Condominium Documents.  The Council should 

consider whether to require that any substantive changes to the 

condominium documents that will be drafted must be approved 

by the Council to be effective.  The Council particularly may 

wish to have such a requirement concerning changes to the rules 

and regulations governing the development. 

 

7. Rental/Leasing of Residential Units.  The Council should decide 

whether it is agreeable to permitting some or all of the residential 

units in the development to be rented or leased.  The Council 

may propose that no units be leased; or that only units in one 

building may be leased; or that no more than a specified number 

of units may be leased; or some other description of limits on 

leasing. 

 

8. Traffic Considerations.  The Council should consider whether to 

prohibit left turns from the property onto Sunset Street. 

 

9. Law Enforcement on Property.  The Council should consider 

requesting that the developer and those coming after the 

developer (owners of condominium units) agree that the 

University Heights Police Department may come upon the 

property in perpetuity to enforce all traffic signage and 

regulations on the property. 

 

10. LEED Certification.  The Council should consider whether to 

require that the development’s plans, specifications, and 

construction meet or exceed the design and build elements 

necessary for the entirety of the project to be qualified as 

Certified/Silver/Gold/Platinum according to the Leadership in 

Energy & Environmental Design 2009 scale.  The Development 

Agreement could provide that no building or occupancy permit 

shall be issued until such certification is documented to the 

satisfaction of the Council. 
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11. Maintenance of Public Space.  The Council should consider 

whether to require the developer to maintain any public space 

(fountain, atrium, etc.) even if the space is open and available for 

public use and even if the Council sets restrictions concerning 

hours and uses of such space. 

 

12. Snow Removal.  The Council should consider whether to require 

the developer to be responsible in perpetuity for the removal of 

snow and ice on certain City sidewalks, including those on the 

north and south sides of Melrose Avenue beginning at Sunset 

Street and proceeding west to a specified distance.  The sidewalk 

on the south of Melrose Avenue will be closer to the street, from 

what I understand of the plans, which may lead to additional 

deposits of snow and ice from plows clearing the street.  

 

13. Restrictions on Commercial Uses/Hours of Operation.  The 

Council should consider the types of businesses that are or are 

not permitted in the commercial portion of the development.  

Ordinance 79(6)(f)(2)(b) provides a broad list of permitted uses.  

The Council may wish to further refine or define those uses and 

further address hours of operation. 

 

14. Outdoor Game Day Sales.  The Council may wish to prohibit any 

outdoor sales on Hawkeye home game days. 

 

15. Timing of Construction.  The Council may wish to provide that 

construction on the proposed development must commence by a 

certain date and be completed by a certain date. 

 

16. Grocery Store/Market.  The Council should consider whether it 

desires to require that a portion of the commercial space be used 

for a grocery store/market.  

 

17. Parking.  The Council should consider whether the proposed 

parking is sufficient for the development and the types of 

commercial uses contemplated. 

 
 
Leff/SEB/UH/UH Atty Reports/UHAttyRept July ’11 legal report 



RESOLUTION NO. 11-08 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE EAST CENTRAL IOWA COUNCIL OF 

GOVERNMENTS REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE INTEGRATED SOLID 

WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2011-2017. 
 

WHEREAS, Iowa Code § 455B.302 provides that each city and county in 
Iowa shall provide for the establishment and operation of a comprehensive solid 
waste reduction program consistent with the adopted hierarchy of solid waste 
management (as set forth in Iowa Code  in § 455B.301A); and 
 

WHEREAS, Iowa Code § 455B.306(1) provides that each city and county 
in Iowa shall file with the Iowa Department of Natural Resources a 
comprehensive plan detailing the method by which those waste reduction and 
recycling program requirements will be met, and that plan shall be updated 
consistent with the rules of the Environmental Protection Commission; and 
 

WHEREAS, an update of the Regional Comprehensive Integrated Solid 
Waste Management Plan 2011-2017 has been prepared by the East Central 
Iowa Council of Governments, and the City of University Heights will fulfill its 
planning requirement pursuant to Iowa law through its adoption,; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of University Heights has participated in the review of 
the Regional Comprehensive Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 2011-
2017, and the City of University Heights is committed to the State of Iowa’s 
waste reduction and recycling goals, 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS, IOWA that the City of University Heights 
hereby adopts the East Central Iowa Council of Governments Regional 
Comprehensive Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 2011-2017, and will 
make its best effort to put into action the implementation plan and schedule as 
presented in the plan. 
 

 
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 12th 
day of July, 2011. 
 



 _______________________________ 
 Louise From, Mayor 
 City of University Heights 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________ 
Christine M. Anderson, City Clerk 

 
 
Steve/UH Resolutions/Resolution 11-08 – 071211 ECICOG Comp Waste Mgmt Plan 

 



















 

 

City of University Heights, Iowa 
 

 

July 12, 2011 

 

The Hon. Pat Harney and Members 

JOHNSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Johnson County Administration Building 

913 South Dubuque Street, Suite 201 

Iowa City, Iowa  52240 

 

 Re: Request to Assist with TIF 

 

 

Dear Supervisors, 

 

At its meeting July 12, 2011, the University Heights City Council adopted a resolution 

authorizing the Mayor to request that Johnson County consider assisting with a tax 

increment financing (TIF) proposal.  That proposal was received from Jeff Maxwell, who 

plans to redevelop property generally at the northwest corner of Melrose Avenue and 

Sunset Street.  St. Andrew Presbyterian Church presently owns most of the property 

proposed for redevelopment; Mr. Maxwell owns a portion of the property to the east of 

the church’s property. 

 

The University Heights City Council voted in December 2010 to rezone the subject 

property to permit a mixed-use commercial and residential development.  The Council is 

presently considering Mr. Maxwell’s Planned Unit Development application, which 

details his development proposal.  A majority of the City Council supports the proposed 

development, but not all Council members are in favor.  Community input at various 

public hearings and meetings is divided, and there is significant opposition.  

 

Mr. Maxwell has also submitted a TIF proposal that seeks rebates from future property 

taxes to the extent of $8-$8.5 million.  A copy of Mr. Maxwell’s proposal, which details 

his request, is enclosed.  The TIF request exceeds University Heights’ debt limitation 

imposed by the Iowa Constitution.  As a consequence, Mr. Maxwell intends to ask 

Johnson County to participate in the proposed TIF. 

 

Significant details surrounding the TIF proposal remain to be considered.  The City 

Council has retained John Danos of Dorsey & Whitney in Des Moines to assist in its 

consideration of the TIF request, and Mr. Danos is available to answer questions the 

Board may have.  

  

On behalf of and at the direction of the University Heights City Council, I respectfully 

request that the Johnson County Board of Supervisors provide the County’s assistance so 

the requested TIF may be approved and established as a partnership between the County 



 

 

and the City. The Council would appreciate the Board’s inclusion of this request on an 

upcoming agenda. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Louise From, Mayor 

CITY OF UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS, IOWA 

 

 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 11-09 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO SIGN AND SEND 

LETTER REQUESTING ASSITANCE FROM JOHNSON COUNTY RE TIF. 
 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS, IOWA authorizes Mayor Louise From to sign and send a 
letter to the Johnson County Board of Supervisors requesting the County’s 
assistance in approving the tax increment financing proposal submitted by Jeff 
Maxwell in the form adopted by the Council July 12, 2011. 
 

 
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 12th 
day of July, 2011. 
 
 _______________________________ 
 Louise From, Mayor 
 City of University Heights 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________ 
Christine M. Anderson, City Clerk 
 
 
Steve/UH Resolutions/Resolution 11-09 – 071211 Auth JoCo TIF ltr 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by and return to: Steven Ballard,  Leff Law Firm, P.O. Box 2447, Iowa City, Iowa 52244-2447, (319) 338-7551 

 

PUD DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

 This Agreement is entered into by and between Jeff Maxwell, hereinafter referred to as 

"Developer" and the City of University Heights, Iowa, hereinafter referred to as "City", pursuant to the 

City's Zoning Ordinance, No. 79. 

RECITALS: 

A. Developer is the owner of the real estate described and referred to as the Maxwell Parcel 

on the attached Exhibit A. 

B. Under a written purchase agreement, St. Andrew Presbyterian Church is the Seller, and 

Developer is the purchaser, subject to certain seller contingencies, of the real estate described and 

referred to as the St. Andrew Parcels on the attached Exhibit A.  

C. The Maxwell Parcel and St. Andrew’s Parcels are located within the City’s limits and 

together comprise land zoned Multi-Family Commercial.  When used for multi-family and 

commercial purposes, City Zoning Ordinance No. 79 requires the submittal of a Planned Urban 

Development (PUD) application and compliance with Section 13 of the ordinance, which section 

anticipates the Developer and the City entering into a Development Agreement establishing 

development requirements and addressing certain other items enumerated in the ordinance. 

D. The Developer has submitted a PUD Application for development of the Maxwell and St. 

Andrew parcels under a single project known presently as “One University Place” and referred to 

herein as the “Project”. 

Formatted: Different first page header
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E. St. Andrew Presbyterian Church ( “Church”), as owner of the St. Andrew Parcels, has 

previously delivered to the City its continuing express written consent for Developer to submit to 

the City a Multi-Family Commercial PUD Plan Application together with such other materials, 

applications and requests as may be related to such PUD Plan Application and the project 

described therein. The Church is not a developer of the Project. 

F. Developer and City wish to comply with the requirements of Ordinance No. 79, Section 

13 by entering into this Development Agreement setting out their agreements.  

 

 IT IS HEREBY AGREED BY THE PARTIES AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Purpose.  This Development Agreement is prepared for the purpose of complying with 

the City's Ordinance No. 79, Section 13(E). 

2. Building Plans and Construction Drawings.  Before any building permit is issued for 

all or any part of the Project, Developer shall submit to the City for approval detailed 

building plans, construction drawings, and related plans and applications for the Project 

in accordance with City requirements and procedures.  Such plans shall reflect the design, 

features and details of the PUD Plan approved by the City (“approved PUD Plan”) and 

provide explanation of any variances. To the extent that the submitted plans contain new 

or modified details not already shown in the approved PUD Plan, the Council may 

establish reasonable conditions for approval of such newly provided details in accordance 

with its ordinances and state law. The City shall not issue building permits until such time 

as the City Council has in the exercise of its reasonable discretion approved by resolution 

all of the plans, drawings, and applications set forth below in this paragraph. Once 

approved by the City, the Project shall be constructed in accordance with the approved 

plans, drawings, and applications, which shall not be amended, changed, or otherwise 

altered in any material way without further resolution adopted by the City Council. Minor 

adjustments may be approved administratively by the City Engineer or other authorized 

party in accordance with the City’s standard policies, practices and procedures. The 

required plans and drawings shall include the following: 

a. Building plans consistent in all material respects with the approved PUD 

Application showing final design features applicable to the proposed Project,  

including but not limited to these: 

i. Design of 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). 
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ii. Site plan showing the location of all buildings and improvements for the 

Project, including but not limited to: the placement of all refuse receptacles 

(including trash cans, dumpsters, and grease traps) and proposed screening 

for such receptacles; driveways and parking plans showing appropriate 

dimensions for vehicle turning movements on site for garbage trucks, 

delivery vehicles, buses, and fire trucks. 

iii. Grading plan, including Sensitive Areas Development Plan to the extent 

required pursuant to City Ordinance No. 128. 

iv. Landscaping Plan showing species and size of plantings as well as amenities 

including but not limited to walkways, benches, bicycle racks, and trash 

receptacles. 

v. Storm Water Management Plan sufficient for the City to issue a Construction 

Site Runoff Permit pursuant to City Ordinance No. 169. 

vi. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and application sufficient for the City 

to issue a Construction Site Runoff Permit pursuant to City Ordinance No. 

155. 

b. Final Construction drawings consistent in all material respects with the approved 

PUD Application showing: 

i. All final dimensions of the buildings and improvements to be included in the 

Project. 

ii. All exterior building materials. 

iii. All exterior colors. 

iv. Other matters required to be shown generally for building permit approval. 

v. The Developer need not include construction drawings of interior 

improvements intended to be built-out or finished by the owners or tenants of 

commercial or residential units. Such improvements will be subject to 

separate building permits, to the extent applicable, in accordance with 

standard City practices.   

3. Restrictions on Use.  Developer and the City understand that the property comprising 

this Project will be submitted to a horizontal property regime pursuant to Iowa Code 

Chapter 499B; that is, the project will be a multi-use condominium comprised of 

commercial and residential units configured in compliance with the zoning classification. 

At such time as Developer prepares a condominium declaration, Developer will record 

such declaration in accordance with applicable laws, and it shall contain restrictions as to 

use; rules and regulations; owners' association (“Association”) matters (including, but not 

limited to, articles of incorporation and bylaws);  and other governing provisions required 

by law and typical of condominium projects of this type; all to be appurtenant to the land.  
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As a condition for the  approval of the first occupancy permit for the Project it shall be 

established by the Developer that the condominium declaration and accompanying 

documents shall have been recorded and shall include the following restrictions on the 

Project, which specific restrictions shall be enforceable by the City (in addition to the 

Association and/or unit owners) and shall not be permitted to be amended, deleted or 

otherwise modified without approval of the City by appropriate resolution of the City 

Council: 

a. Unless with the prior approval by Resolution of the City Council, no commercial 

use shall employ or have as an amenity or feature any sort of outdoor sales area.  

This restriction applies at all times, including, but not limited to any day on 

which The University of Iowa plays football games in Kinnick Stadium.  

b. Unless with the prior approval by Resolution of the City Council, no commercial 

use shall employ or have as an amenity or feature any sort of drive-through 

service area or hand-through service window to motor vehicles. 

c. Any proposed sign (whether lighted or not) associated with the advertising of any 

commercial use must be either 1) approved by the City Council, or 2) be in full 

compliance with sign covenants and restrictions applicable to the Project as may 

be incorporated into the Condominium Declaration and expressly approved by 

Resolution of the City Council.   

d. No temporary signs on or visible from the exterior of a commercial establishment 

will be permitted except when located in a window of the establishment filling 

not more than 25% of the window space and for no more than 20 business days 

during any calendar year. Signs indicating that a business is open or closed or 

hours of operation, or containing governmentally required disclosures, shall not 

be deemed temporary signs.  

e. To the extent that a unit remains for rent, one unlighted "For Rent" sign no larger 

than three feet by three feet (excluding stand) may be placed in or on the leased 

unit. In connection with the initial leasing of units, the Developer may either 

abide by the foregoing requirement or in lieu thereof place one leasing sign no 

larger than ten feet by ten feet (excluding stand) within the Project. 

f. To the extent that a unit remains for sale, one unlighted "For Rent" sign no larger 

than three feet by three feet (excluding stand) may be placed in or on the unit for 

sale. In connection with the initial sale of units, the Developer may either abide 

by the foregoing requirement or in lieu thereof place one for sale sign no larger 

than ten feet by ten feet (excluding stand) within the Project. 

g. All unit owners, occupants and guests shall comply with the noise ordinances of 

the City and otherwise not create any noise nuisances. 

h. Commercial uses may operate and remain open to the public between the hours 

of 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on Sunday through Thursdays, and between the 
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hours of 6:00 a.m. and 12:00 on Fridays and Saturdays.  Owners, tenant and 

Employees may enter upon and remain in the commercial space at other times for 

business purposes that do not involve the coming and going of customers or 

clients. 

i. Commercial uses shall be limited to those uses specifically permitted by City 

ordinance, now or in the future, in a multi-family commercial zone. In the event 

such uses are modified by zoning amendment, previously existing permitted uses 

shall be grandfathered until such time as such use ceases to be operated for one 

year.    

j. Residential units may be occupied by a single "family" and up to one person not 

a member of the family occupying the premises as part of an individual 

housekeeping unit.  "Family" is defined for purposes of this Agreement in the 

same manner as it is defined by the City Zoning Ordinance, No. 79, Section 

3(12): "Family" is defined as one person or two or more persons related by blood, 

marriage, or adoption occupying a dwelling as an individual housekeeping unit. 

k. The Developer's obligations to remove snow and ice from City sidewalks as set 

forth in this Agreement shall be made part of the obligations of the Association in 

the condominium declaration. 

l. No residential unit may be subdivided.  

m. Traffic Restrictions: 

i. No left turns shall be permitted from the Project directly onto Sunset 

Street. 

ii. Other ??? 

n. The Developer or Developer’s Successors (Association and/or unit owners) shall 

be responsible in perpetuity for the removal of snow and ice on City sidewalks on 

the north side of Melrose Avenue from the intersection of Melrose Avenue and 

Sunset Street west to the Project boundary.  All snow removed from these 

sidewalks, and that from any other area of the Project shall be deposited on the 

Project’s property or elsewhere but not upon City streets, City right-of-way, or 

any other property owned or controlled by the City or upon private property 

except with the permission of the property owner. 

4. Easements.  Before the issuance of any building permit for the Project, the Developer 

shall have granted to the City the following easements to be in a form approved by the 

City Attorney: 

 a. An easement for the City’s erection, maintenance, replacement and use 

of a bus shelter along Melrose Avenue as shown on the PUD Plan.  Bus shelter 

shall be installed, maintained, repaired and replaced by the City.  
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 b. An easement for any portion of the sidewalk along Melrose Avenue not 

within City right-of-way, which sidewalk shall be installed and maintained by the 

Developer or Developer’s successors (Association and/or unit owners). 

 c. An easement for the use of the public space shown on the approve PUD 

Site Plan as “public plaza area”, which will permit the non-exclusive use of the 

area by the general public according to such rules and regulations as the City may 

from time to time impose, provided such rules do not materially interfere with the 

rights of general use and access by the owners of units in the Project. The initial 

installation of the improvements in the easement area as shown on the approved 

PUD plan shall be at Developer’s cost, and such improvements hall thereafter be 

maintained, repaired and replaced by the Developer or Developer’s successors 

(Association and/or unit owners), with the right to recover the cost of repair or 

replacement from any party damaging such improvements.  

5. Dedication of Right-of-way.  Before the issuance of any building permit for the Project, 

the Developer shall have dedicated to the City the portions of Melrose Avenue shown on 

approved PUD Plan for dedication, with such dedication documentation to be in a form 

approved by the City Attorney.  

6. Public Infrastructure.  Before issuance of any occupancy permit for the Project, the 

Developer shall have completed constructed all City street, Traffic signal and sidewalk 

infrastructure improvements as shown on the approved PUD Plan according to plans and 

specifications approved by the City’s engineer, and such improvements shall have been 

accepted by the City.  

7. Timing of Construction.  The Project is likely to be built in phases: Phase One being the 

south commercial /residential building, and Phase Two being the north residential 

building. Once construction commences on each Phase, Developer shall use all 

reasonable efforts to complete construction of such phase as efficiently and in as timely a 

manner as the parameters of the project permit and to be substantially completed within 

two years after the commencement date for such phase. 

8. Neighborhood Grocery Market.  Developer will use Developer’s best commercially 

reasonable efforts to secure a tenant or owner agreeing to operate a neighborhood grocery 

market/deli within one of the commercial units within the Project.  

9. Payment by the Developer of Costs and Fees.  The Developer has in writing already 

agreed to reimburse, and has already commenced reimbursing, the City for certain costs 

and fees associated with Developer’s PUD Application. The Developer affirms its 

obligations to reimburse the City as specified in the previously executed agreement.  

10. Binding. This Agreement is binding on the parties hereto and their respective successors 

and assigns. 

11. Complete Agreement.  The Agreement and the Approved PUD Plan represents the 

complete agreement of the parties on the matters contained herein and   
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DATED this ______ day of __________, 2011. 

  

CITY OF UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS, IOWA  DEVELOPER  

 

 

 By:_____________________________  ____________________________ 

 Louise From, Mayor       Jeffrey L. Maxwell 

            

 

ATTEST:_______________________________ 

 Christine Anderson, City Clerk 

  

[Add Acknowledgement Forms] 
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Exhibit A – Legal Description of Site for 

 One University Place Project 

St. Andrew Parcels 

Beginning at the Northeast Corner of Section 17, Township 79 North, Range 6 West of the 5
th
 P.M.; 

thence North 89 degrees West along the North line of said Section 17, 402.6 feet, thence South 16 degrees 

East 490 feet to the Northerly line of Snook’s Grove Road as now established; thence North 73 degrees 

East along the Northerly line of said road 291.3 feet; thence North1 degree 40’ West to the point of 

beginning, as shown by Plat recorded in Plat Book 4, Page 383. 

and 

That part of the northeast quarter of the northeast quarter of Section 17, Township 79 North, Range 6 

West of the 5
th

 P.M., described as Auditor’s Parcel 96091 on plat of survey recorded in Book 38, Page 

125, Plat Records of Johnson County, Iowa. 

 

Maxwell Parcel 

Auditor’s Parcel 2005091 according to the Plat of Survey recorded in Book 49, Page 284, Plat Records of 

Johnson County, Iowa, being a portion of Outlot 1 and of Lot 238, University Heights, Second 

Subdivision, according to the plat thereof recorded in Book 2, Page 76, Plat Records of Johnson County, 

Iowa; EXCEPT beginning at the Southwest corner of Auditor’s Parcel 2005091, thence North 0°00’00” 

East 19.48 feet along the West Line of said Auditor’s Parcel (assumed bearing for this description only), 

thence North 74°40’39” East 8.58 feet to a point of intersection of the Westerly right-of-way line of 

Sunset Street, thence South 20°48’18” West 23.29 feet along said right-of-way to said point of beginning 

and containing 81 square feet more or less. 

 

 



City Clerk Report 
July 12, 2011 
 
 
 

 Four new building permits were received since the last meeting: 
 
  120 Koser Avenue – Detached Garage 
  246 Koser Avenue – Electrical permit 
  426 Koser Avenue – Uncovered wooden deck 
  316 Monroe Street – Window replacement 
 
I will send an updated spreadsheet after the meeting. 
 

 Three new rental permits were received since the last meeting: 
 
  1424 Grand Avenue 
  1247 Melrose Avenue 
  16 Olive Court 
 
I will send out the updated rental spreadsheet once I receive more 
permits this month. 
 

 Report from Norm: 
 

 Rental properties inspected in the month of June: 
 
 1424 Grand Ave 
 30 Leamer Ave 
 16 Olive Ct 
 
 Reinspected properties: 
 1424 Grand Ave 
 
 Weed inspection conducted, photos taken. It was determined that the 
 property was being properly tended. 

 

 We received one audit proposal back for the council to consider; a 
copy of that was sent to the council via e-mail. The State of Iowa did 
send a very nice rejection letter, stating they had the expertise but 
did not have the manpower to do the audit. 

 
 
 





























Treasurer’s Report     June 2011 

 
Our total revenue for the month of June was $28,164.11comprised of the following amounts: 

    

Property Taxes     $ 5,850.85 

Parking fines     $   250.00 

Traffic Fines from Clerk of Court   $ 4,655.16 

Interest on bank accounts    $  280.81 

Road Use Funds     $ 3,409.43 

Building/excavation permits   $   853.00 

Local Option Sales Tax funds   $11,077.69  

Police Reports     $  120.00 

Rental Permits     $  300.00 

Governors Traffic Safety Grant   $ 1,027.34 

Refund from Federal Signal Corp    $   482.75 

 

Balances in the bank accounts as of 6/30/11: 

 

MidwestOne Checking Account  $223,810.66 

Hills Bank Money Market Account  $ 23,489.87  

CD at UICCU (due 2/28/14)  $ 40,593.46 

Forfeiture Fund    $  2,289.86 

 

I did get a check from Maxwell Development for reimbursement of engineering and legal fees but it was 

not received until last week so it is not reflected in the totals for the fiscal year that just ended. 

 

I dropped off a back up of Quick Books to Jerad at Terry, Lockridge and Dunn 



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

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
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Date Name Memo Amount

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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Project #111102-0 
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   University Heights, Mayor, Council, and Staff 
FROM:   Josiah Bilskemper, P.E. 
DATE:   July 11, 2011 
RE:   City Engineer’s Report 
 

(1) Melrose Avenue Wide Sidewalk 
 

a. Punch list items have been completed, Iowa DOT clearance modifications completed.  
Recommend approval and acceptance of the project. 

 
b. Final contractor pay application (retainage) has been submitted for council action. 

 
(2) Community Tree Survey 

 
a. The “Tree Questionnaire” completed and approved last month as part of Pat Yeggy’s 

report was forwarded to Mark Vitosh, District Forester, along with several aerial maps 
showing the city streets and municipal limits.  Mark has replied he is scheduled to 
complete the city tree inventory between September and October, with report to follow. 

 
(3) Maintenance Repairs 

 
a. J&L Construction is scheduled to complete two maintenance projects during the month 

of July.  This is the cleaning and resealing of street joints on Birkdale Court near an 
existing storm intake (existing material has washed out, water is draining under the 
slab), and the modifications to the existing grated storm intake on Golfview Avenue. 

 
b. Several weeks of good construction weather have meant that most contractors are 

working on their larger paving/grading projects. 
 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about these or any other items. 
 
JDB 
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