
 
 
 

 
CITY OF NEWPORT 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
NEWPORT CITY HALL 

NOVEMBER 5, 2015 – 5:30 P.M. 
 
MAYOR: Tim Geraghty   City Administrator:  Deb Hill          
COUNCIL:   Tom Ingemann       Supt. of Public Works:  Bruce Hanson 
                   Bill Sumner    Interim Chief of Police:  Sheriff Hutton 
          Tracy Rahm   Fire Chief:  Steven Wiley 
                   Dan Lund             Executive Analyst: Renee Eisenbeisz 
  

AGENDA 
          
1.  CALL TO ORDER  
 
2.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3.  ROLL CALL 
 
4.  ADOPT AGENDA 
 
5. ADOPT CONSENT AGENDA – All items listed under this section are considered routine and non-

controversial by the Council and will be approved by a single motion. An item may be removed from the 
consent agenda and discussed if a Council member, staff member, or citizen so requests.  
A. Minutes of the October 15, 2015 Regular City Council Meeting  
B. List of Bills in the Amount of $304,420.64 
C. Gambling Permits for Capital City Strutters 
D. Deer Hunt Agreement 
E. Resolution No. 2015-39 - Establishing the City's Contribution for Employee Health and Dental Insurance 

Coverage 
 

6. VISITORS PRESENTATIONS/PETITIONS/CORRESPONDENCE 
 

7. MAYOR’S REPORT 
 
8. COUNCIL REPORTS 

 
9. ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 

A. Public Hearing - To consider, and possibly adopt, an amendment to Chapter 4, Licensing  
1. Ordinance No. 2015-8 - Amending Chapter 4, Licensing 

 
10. ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

 
11. POLICE CHIEF’S REPORT 

 
12. FIRE CHIEF’S REPORT 

 
13. ENGINEER’S REPORT  

A. Partial and Final Payment #9 to Redstone Construction Company 



Agenda for 11-05-15 
 

14. SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC WORKS REPORT 
 

15. NEW / OLD BUSINESS 
 

16. CLOSE THE MEETING TO THE PUBLIC FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING SECURITY DATA 
PURSUANT TO MN STATUTE 13D.05, SUBD. 3D 
 

17. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Upcoming Meetings and Events: 

1. City Offices Closed for Veterans' Day  November 11, 2015 
2. Planning Commission Workshop  November 12, 2015 6:00 p.m. 
3. City Council Meeting    November 19, 2015 5:30 p.m. 
4. City Offices Closed for Thanksgiving  November 26 and 27, 2015  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

City of Newport 
City Council Minutes 

October 15, 2015 
                 
1.  CALL TO ORDER 
Mayor Geraghty called the meeting to order at 5:30 P.M.  
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
3.  ROLL CALL -        
Council Present – Tim Geraghty; Tom Ingemann; Bill Sumner; Tracy Rahm; Dan Lund 
 
Council Absent –  
              
Staff Present – Deb Hill, City Administrator; Steve Wiley, Fire Chief; Renee Eisenbeisz, Executive Analyst; 
Fritz Knaak, City Attorney;  
 
Staff Absent – Bruce Hanson, Supt. of Public Works; Jon Herdegen, City Engineer; 
                                 
4.  ADOPT AGENDA 
 
Councilman Sumner - Is the Attorney's Report going to be opened or closed? 
 
Attorney Knaak - It's my intention to have it be opened. If it looks like we'll be dealing with other matters, we 
can decide it then but I think the whole purpose of the last meeting was to air all the issues and you have the 
document to approve or not. There's nothing on the document that can't be discussed. If it looks like we'll be 
discussing strategy, I would advise you that it not be discussed.  
 
Councilman Sumner - We could begin open and close if necessary. 
 
Attorney Knaak - Yes but I would suggest you discuss those issues at a separate meeting.  
 
Motion by Rahm, seconded by Ingemann, to adopt the Agenda as presented.  With 5 Ayes, 0 Nays, the 
motion carried. 
 
5.  ADOPT CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion by Sumner, seconded by Lund, to approve the Consent Agenda as presented, which includes the 
following items: 

A. Minutes of the October 1, 2015 Regular City Council Meeting  
B. List of Bills in the Amount of $115,230.59 
C. Resolution No. 2015-38 - Accepting Donations for the Period of September 30 - October 12, 2015 

With 5 Ayes, 0 Nays, the motion carried. 
 
6.  VISITORS PRESENTATIONS/PETITIONS/CORRESPONDENCE   
 
7.  MAYOR’S REPORT –  
A. Summary of the October 1, 2015 Closed Session 

5.A
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Mayor Geraghty - On October 1, we closed the meeting to discuss strategy in a case versus Quade. That's all we 
discussed, no decisions were made.  
 
8.  COUNCIL REPORTS –  
  
Councilman Ingemann - First of all, I would like to compliment the fine men and women of the Washing 
County Sheriff’s Department for the job that they do for the citizens of Washington County.  They happen to be in 
the middle of an issue that they did not create. The Attorney mentioned that the City keeps fines and forfeits, does 
that include the fines from DWI, major crimes that the county charges, or just the ones that the city attorney 
charges? Or does that include all, approximately $52,000.00? 
 
Attorney Knaak - You get a percentage of the fines that are collected. There was a time when that was sent 
directly to you. In the process of reorganizing the State's finances, the State took over that function so the fines go 
to the State and then a certain percentage go back to you. There was a period there where the State was holding 
back payments such as fines. All fines that we're responsible for, including DWI's, are sent.  
 
Councilman Ingemann - What about the fines that the County prosecutes? 
 
Attorney Knaak - I'm not positive on the percentage but if there is participation by the Police Department then I 
believe yes. In the things that we prosecute, there's a percentage that the State administers.  
 
Councilman Ingemann - At the October 1 council meeting Mr. Mayor, you stated that I approved the flyer that 
went out.  Well that happens to be totally incorrect, as there is no e-mail that said I approved, but multiple that 
said I disagree.  
 
Where did the City staff come up with the phantom numbers that they put in the newspapers as they were 
nowhere in the budget that the City Council was to see and approve?  
 
In the newsletter, it was stated that the staff decided that the most cost efficient option was to go with the Sheriff’s 
office, they did not check any other option out there at the time and allow the City Council make the decision, it 
was up to the City Administrator and Mayor alone, as they appear to be “the City staff”.  There needs to be an 
independent outside study completed that will check on the possibilities of merging with local departments, 
keeping what we have, or having the County take over.  This needs to be completed before jumping into any 
agreement that you will regret later.  The City can spend money on pay studies and pay to have consultants come 
in for various projects, yet appear unwilling to have a comprehensive study done on our Police Department to see 
if we need to change. What is wrong with this picture? 
 
The amount stated on the flyer sent out to the public stated that the police budget for 2016 is $920,290, but the 
last budget presented by staff that I saw shows $869,290 with capital outlay included, where did the other $51,000 
come from?  The City budget included a Police Chief and 5 Patrol Officers and one Investigator that does patrol 
at times. Then again, how can the County guarantee any one a job at any time?  It just does not happen.  Wishful 
thinking I believe.  Last year, the Sheriff told us that the police would have to apply for the position, and nothing 
is guaranteed, and if hired, would not patrol in the same town as they came from.  What has changed?  Looking at 
the draft that the County sent over for the City to consider, there's a caveat that says "It is understood that this 
Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties, and that no statement, promises, or inducements 
made by any party hereto, or any officer, agent, or employee of any party hereto which is not contained in this 
written Agreement shall be valid and binding. This Agreement may not be modified except in writing, signed by 
all parties." In this particular agreement, there is nowhere stating that they will hire our police, they will have 
seniority, vacation, or anything else because it's not stated. If it's not stated, it doesn't happen. You can promise 
anything but you know how governments operate.  
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Council members asked to have the Sheriff attend a closed workshop to discuss some of these items, and he 
refused under the guise that he did not want to appear before a hostile crowd.  The City Council??  He told the 
City Administrator that he promised the County Administrator that he would not do that.  Hmmm elected official?  
I always thought we worked for the electorate. 
 
Back to the notice sent out, the numbers that you show are incorrect, at least when I did the numbers.  The last 
proposed City budget for the Police is $869,290 including capital outlay, is not the number that the City stated as 
being $920,290.  Now we minus the proposed State Aid according to the budget presented to the City Council 
which was shown to be $45,000.00, or do we use the amount that was in the flyer of $53,000?  That is money that 
goes to the agency providing the service, not the City, hence it will then go to the County as they will be 
providing the service, minus the training reimbursement of approximately according to the budget presented to 
Council, $2,300, minus Safe and Sober Grants we received last year to the tune of approximately $32,000.00 now 
that brings us down to $789,990, or $8,000 less than that if using the state aid number in the flyer, and that 
includes a Chief, 6 Officers and a Code Enforcement Officer.  The County proposal shows $686,303.32 and that 
includes just one Sergeant and 5 Officers, not the 7 we used to have.  So far, they are not comparing apples to 
apples.  What happened to the Code Enforcement Officer?  Animal control? 
 
Until I asked on the October 1st meeting of the City Council for an update on contacting other cities for options, 
staff either had not contacted Cottage Grove or St Paul Park for possible merger, or may have, and not informed 
the Council that they checked for contracted service or anything else.  Since then, Cottage Grove has replied with 
a proposal of $794,322.24, and that includes absorbing our current staff and they would start at the bottom, 
supplying an animal control officer, as well as a CSO/code enforcement officer.  St Paul Park submitted a guess 
of $700,000, but also mentioned that most cities do a study before disbanding its police department.  Keep what 
we have or get less. 
 
It is really hard to believe anything that the City staff is sending out lately, as they give one figure to the City 
Council and then a different number to the public.  Who is one to believe?  The City of Newport thinks they can 
justify disbanding our Police Department under the guise of this magical saving, which you will not see on your 
property tax statement. 
 
Is our City staff now in the process of looking to build a new City Hall?  I do believe that will cost millions to 
build, but I guess you can use whatever saving you get from the cop shop to pay for their new office. 
 
At the present time, we need a Chief of Police and another Patrol Officer. Those amounts are already included in 
the present budget. Fix what we have and move on.  If you really want to find out what the citizens want, put it on 
the ballot and have them decide or have a study done.  
 
Remember, the data provided in the State of Minnesota Department of Public Safety Uniform Crime Report. 
Here's the date from the last four years,  in 2012, Sheriff part 1 12%, Newport  14%, Part  2:Sheriff  57%, 
Newport  80%; in 2013, Sheriff  part  1  14%, Newport  21%, Part  2: Sheriff  61%, Newport  86%; in 2014, 
Sheriff part 1 15%, Newport  27% ,part  2: Sheriff  56%, Newport  87% These are only for 4 years, but the data 
for the last 20 years is about the same.  Why would I want to give up the service that I have now for less 
protection as shown by the State of Minnesota Department of Public Services?   
 
Remember, there are a minimum number of officers required to police Newport 24/7.  The work that the Police 
Chief does has to be completed by someone.  Our investigations have to be worked on by someone.  Our Code 
enforcement needs to be done by someone.  The County will not lose any money policing the City of Newport.  
Whatever it costs, the County will bill the City of Newport.  Please believe me that the County has a caveat in 
their proposal that if the call numbers increase, the bill will be adjusted accordingly.  Our call numbers are high, 
hence you will see an increase of the bill from the County.  If we outsource to the County, we give up any control 
in the police budget, we either pay the higher cost or reduce the service.  There are cities in the County that only 
pay for 40 hours of policing protection.  The County will respond on major crime calls, but not on minor crimes, 
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vandalism, barking dogs etc. 
 
If we outsource our Police, we pretty much close the door on ever having a local force again, as the startup cost 
would be very expensive.  We would be painting ourselves into a corner. 
 
The 2016 Budget is pretty much set for now.  Get a Police Chief and then spend the next year doing a 
comprehensive independent study to find out the best option, merge with another department, keep what we have, 
or go to the County.  This needs to be completed to make a solid decision.  We can ask our local State 
Representative to see if we can get a grant to do this study. There is no urgency to make a decision at this time.  
Maybe once and for all this question will be put to bed after the study is completed. 
 
Councilman Rahm - I attended a meeting on Tuesday, October 13th,  to listen to input from residents concerning 
the proposed outsourcing of police protection services from Newport to Washington County.   
 
As your elected public, servant I take my responsibilities very seriously to have an open mind to objectively 
evaluate any proposals that attempt to provide improvements in the quality or lowering the costs of service 
delivery that will positively benefit the safety, wellbeing, prosperity and happiness for our residents and 
businesses in Newport now and in the longer term. 
 
I have heard from a variety of residents on both sides of this issue and I am sure we will hear comments from 
many more tonight, but for the record the overwhelming majority have expressed to me their dissatisfaction and 
opposition to this outsource proposal. 
 
I have conducted my own due diligence investigation into this matter.  An informational flyer was produced by 
City Administration and mailed to all the residents of Newport at taxpayers expense, and to my knowledge, 
without specific authorization by the Council.  The Council as a whole did not vote on or authorized its content 
before it was published.  In fact, I was sent a copy of the flyer before publishing and I objected to some its content 
as not being factual as it did not provide comparisons for all alternatives as discussed by Council in an open 
meeting workshop.  I suggested additional information be included such as a cost per officer-hour as a more 
objective comparison of equivalent costs than the per capita comparison contained in the flyer.  My comments 
and improvement suggestions for the flyer were ignored.  I was also asked to participate in a Q&A session with 
County officials with other City Council members present in groups of two Council members only, so the meeting 
could be held under the threshold of public notification as required under the open meeting law.  I refused to 
attend and said I would only attend if all Council members were present and the public was notified.   
 
I am concerned that there has been an utter lack of transparency, misrepresentation and misinformation, bordering 
on deceptive practices, in this evaluation process that is fundamentally against my libertarian vales of open and 
accessible government of We the People.  
 
I believe in our modern age that providing 24x7 police protection is a core city service and any proposed change 
is not to be taken lightly.  I am not opposed to change, but I believe all alternatives have not been properly 
articulated, vetted, nor evaluated by an independent cost/benefit analysis study as the Council has previously done 
on much less controversial subjects such as pay equity or strategic planning. 
 
I recommend such independent study be undertaken and completed before any vote is taken on this issue. 
 
Councilman Sumner - Well I think it's well-known that I am looking strongly at the proposal from the Sheriff's 
Department. I have met and talked with officials in the Deparmtent. I took a trip out to the cities that have the 
Sheriff's Department provide for them. I went to businesses on a random basis and told them that I was looking 
for their open response on the services provided by the Sheriff's Department. I will tell you that I encountered 
someone at a bar who said they didn't like them because he drives his boat and gets ticketed for excess noise. I 
also talked to a lot of businesses and owners. They were all highly respective and appreciative of the work that is 
being done by the Sheriff's Department. The most telling thing was they don't have a lot of interaction with them 
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because there's not a lot of crime. I also spoke with a number of residents and they said they had excellent service. 
That caught my ear. I worked for 13.5 years for the University of Minnesota in research, the collection, 
preservation, and analysis of data were extremely important. The last 16.5 years was at the Department of 
Revenue and I worked with confidential data. The analysis and report generation in the prevention and charging 
of crimes. I am not a bag boy at the local grocery store making decisions on your behalf. I have met with these 
officials and have done due diligence. I think that we would stand to benefit tremendously from the Sheriff. We 
know because it's in the public purview that there's reason to re-examine the management practices in the 
Newport Law Enforcement. That is all I can say at this time. We on the Council know more information on that 
and if different Council members have different opinions on how we should be managing, that's up to them. I 
have found ample reason that a direct merger with the Sheriff would benefit the people of Newport. We would get 
more police protection, better policing, and savings. You're certainly welcomed to your opinions but that's what 
my analysis has shown me. I also want to report that I am a member of the community advisory panel at the 
Refinery. I understand that their collaboration with our department has extended to the taking of a Fire Fighter 
from Newport to extensive training at Texas A & M in order to enable us to continue to expand our ability to 
provide mutual aid. I also want to report that the Refinery has gone above and beyond the Federal requirements 
for providing fire protection and control. They just put in a six million gallon tank to provide water in order to 
deal with any type of disaster that could occur there. They're a very good neighbor and going beyond what is 
required to be a good neighbor. I look forward to hearing your comments but want you to know that there are 
things that we on the Council know that are not part of the public purview.  
 
Councilman Lund - I would like to thank all of you for coming and the residents outside. I often kid that I want 
more people to come to our meetings and really appreciate everyone's interest in this issue. In response to Tracy's 
comments, I don't think there's any type of scandal or attempt to skip the public process. The Council only meets 
twice per month so if you want us to get any work done we have to do work outside of the meeting. I strongly 
disagree with him there. My opinion at this point, I had a good conversation with Craig Woolery, the Chief in 
Cottage Grove, about a possibility of a merger. That would be completely different than the proposal from them 
for contracted services. He would only be comfortable recommending that to the Cottage Grove City Council if a 
study was done. I think that's worth investigating. I think the Sheriff's Department could do a very good job but 
efficiency is limited by their base in Stillwater and the fact that they don't have a geographic presence in our 
locality. That would be my opinion at this point. I want to hear from all of you and hope we can keep things civil 
and have a good discussion just like Tracy and I had on Tuesday at Newport Lutheran Church. 
 
Councilman Sumner - I would like to make a couple other comments. In a recent newspaper article, someone 
that was representing the anti-sheriff side stated that the officers would not be kept in Newport. That's not true, 
they'll be kept here and dispatched from City Hall like they are now. They also said that the Newport Officers 
would be transferred to other jobs. They would only go to other jobs if that was their request. If they get to work 
for the County, they would face greater opportunity. They would be scheduled to come here first because they 
know Newport and the residents, the Sheriff's office said it wouldn't make sense to move them. Those references 
are false. There was a line that says in the worst case they would be feeding lunch to prisoners. That is so far from 
the truth that it's unfortunate that that type of information was put out there and people are given the option to 
believe it. Hopefully you don't. I asked about that and the prisoners are handled by a different group, there is a no 
way possible way that sworn peace officers would be given that responsibility. When I did my investigation for 
the State of Minnesota and worked for the State Police, if I was given information that was not true, I began to 
suspect everything that came out. We have things here in writing and was told things on the bridge. Because they 
aren't in writing, I won't quote them but these things in writing are so far from reality that I think you have been 
fed a line of misinformation and I'm soft in calling it that. This line at the bottom, "what's next, the Fire Fighters?" 
The thought that there would be any attempt to do away with the Fire Fighters is so absurd it begs the question of 
why anyone would believe anything that's been said regarding this anti-sheriff department move. If you're being 
fed one mistruth after another, how can you believe any of them.  These are things that are in writing. If we need 
to do more studies, more cost analysis, ok, let's extend our contract to six months or a year. I believe from the 
analysis that I've done, it'll be a better deal for the Newport residents to go with the Sheriff's office.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - I didn't want to get into the debate of making a decision tonight. It's about hearing input from 
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the people. Just a couple rules, when you come to the podium, state your name and address. Renee has a clipboard 
for you to write your name and address. I don't want any personal attacks. You should address the Council as a 
body, not any individual or staff. I’m not going to allow any personal attacks. If I hit the gavel, everyone stops 
talking. I'll give one warning to someone and if I have to do it again, I'll ask them to leave or they'll be escorted 
out. Knowing the people, I think we can be civil and have a discussion… 
 
Councilman Rahm - Mr. Mayor, will that be our officers or Washington County's? 
 
Mayor Geraghty - They have two arms so we'll take two. Hopefully we don't have to go there. I want to have the 
discussion. I totally disagree with Tracy, I wanted to be as transparent as I could. We put out the flyer, you can 
agree with the numbers or not. If I was trying to be deceptive, we wouldn't have advertised it or called for input. 
We would have just put it on the agenda and voted on it. I really do want to have the discussion and if we don't 
have it now when we're down a chief and officer, when would we? If we hired replacements, we wouldn't have it 
again. It is the time to talk about it. I don't know which way it'll go. We have to have the discussion and talk about 
it. There's a three minute rule, keep it focused and not personal. We'll decipher what we believe is the truth. Deb 
will start with a presentation and after that we'll start the public comment.  
 
9. ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT –  
A. Discussion Regarding Law Enforcement Services  
 
Admin. Hill presented on this item as outlined in the attached PowerPoint presentation. The City received the 
attached letters regarding this matter in addition to the public comments listed below.  
 
Councilman Rahm - For the contract costs and call load question, you say that it won't go up but if there's more 
calls won't there be more true costs? Do we get charged for backup now? 
 
Mayor Geraghty - No, it would be if we increased the number of officers.  
 
Admin. Hill - No.  
 
Councilman Rahm - Wouldn't their detective use a car? 
 
Councilman Sumner - We're not charged for it. I asked that specifically and how it works with overlapping 
shifts. They said that we're not charged for that. 
 
Councilman Rahm - Would they look into that in the future? 
 
Councilman Sumner - It's not anticipated but anything can change.  
 
Councilman Ingemann - The Washington County agreement, the 180 day notice to cancel is after the first two 
years. You can't cancel the first two years. 
 
Admin. Hill - Thank you for that correction.  
 
Mark McKenzie, 999 7th Avenue - I do have an address for the City Administrator. The police officers will be 
stationed here, will they also be confined to Newport or will it extend? 
 
Admin. Hill - They will only service Newport.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - They would provide aid to surrounding communities. 
 
Mr. McKenzie - If the Sherriff's Department puts officers in Newport, they will only service Newport? 
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Admin. Hill - Yes. 
 
Mr. McKenzie - You weren't clear on that. Related to that, when these officers that we currently have decide to 
move on, the hiring will be taken out of the hands of the City so over time, the personal nature will no longer exist 
and that is a concern. Recently, across the street, there were people dealing drugs and the officers came to my 
house three times, the first time for a call and the second to follow up. They also went to talk with my neighbor 
who was concerned with the activity. They maintained a presence that eventually caused these people to move. 
I'm really concerned about losing our own police force and that personalized treatment. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - The officers would be assigned here for two years and the practice has been that the Sherriff 
doesn't move this people around, they usually stay 4-5 years so you would get to know them long-term. You may 
lose one and get a new one in just like if we lost an officer. 
 
Michael Tracy Wilson, 1671 10th Avenue - I have several points I would like to address. My son, when my 
fiancé went into labor, I called an ambulance and it took them 20 minutes to get there. Newport police were there 
in a minute and a half with a medic bag offering her all the comfort and support they could. Everyone of you were 
elected by these people to serve their interests. Getting rid of the Police Department doesn't do that. You were 
elected by the people. Just like you were voted in, you can be voted out. We will not relinquish our Police 
Department.  
 
Chris Vick, 880 18th Street - To start off with, this seems to be a cost saving measure. I talked with the Mayor 
one day and we save $190,000, he was talking about giving $100,000 back. $100,000 out of $2.4 million is a little 
over 4%. My taxes are $860, that's like $35 per year, I'm not interested in losing the Police Department over that. 
If we want to outsource our Police Department because our city is so small, why don't we outsource our City 
Administrator and Public Works Director. St. Paul Park should be able to take care both of those. I talked with 
Sherriff Hutton twice, Mr. Sumner, your comments are wrong, I specifically asked him, they are now employees 
of Washington County, could they be transferred without them wanting to. He said yes. They are not guaranteed 
to be here, the Sherriff could move them if they think there's a better spot for them. They could request to be 
moved but they could also be moved without them wanting to. We've had Police here since 1890 with a gun, I 
don't see why it's time to stop now. We always thought that the people we elected should do what we want and 
most of us wish it should stay here.  
 
Mark Radcliffe, 1530 Wild Ridge Trail - I have been a resident of Newport for 20 years and for 19 of those 
years, I've known that Newport's taxes have been extraordinarily high. When I used to come and talk with Larry 
Bodahl, the answer has always been that we have a public safety cost that is very high. I do support the cost-
savings measures that the Mayor has proposed. I do believe that the Sherriff will provide more than adequate 
support and appreciate the efforts that you have been making to improve the expenditures of the City. 
expenditures of the City.  
 
Dave Winkler, 1161 4th Avenue - This appears to be about cost-savings and I understand, I get it. I've been in 
business a long time and have never known an organization to save their way into success. It just doesn't happen. 
So we encourage our companies to increase their market share and revenues. What are we doing in Newport to do 
just that? Do we have any ideas of economic development besides another used car lot along Highway 61? We're 
often the laugh of the southeast metro; Newport is nothing but used car lots. How many businesses have come to 
the Council and asked for a Conditional Use Permit that have been denied? I don't know the answer to that. 
Newport has one gas station, higher than most, almost all the time. There's no reason for that except for that 
there's no competition. We've got one drug store, one liquor store, one of a lot of different things. What are we 
doing to bring businesses in? Are we trying to protect some other businesses? I don't know the answer to that. 
Who is in charge of economic development? I don't know the answer to that; perhaps someone can clue me in. 
What are we doing for other businesses to come in and become a tax base? What are we doing to put up houses? I 
don't know the answer to that. I don't know the answer to a lot of things. We elect you as representatives. You 
don't get a lot of people here on a regular basis; I haven't been here on a regular basis. We have a crowd here 
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tonight. All I can do is encourage you to listen to the citizens and as best you can, determine what the right thing 
to do is. 
 
Paul Hansen, 1925 10th Avenue - I've lived in Newport for 14 years and have run for office several times. My 
taken on going with the Sherriff's Department is a win-win situation. There's cost savings, better coverage, we're 
keeping our existing police officers, I don't know what more there is to say.  
 
Shannon Barrett, 500 5th Avenue - I actually just moved to Newport from St. Paul. I was coming here looking 
for the small town community. Looking at this, I'm kind of shocked. I just wanted to clarify something that 
Councilman Sumner said. In his speech, he was referring to the anti-Sherriff group online. I think it's the "Save 
the Newport Police Department" page. I don't think it's anti-Sherriff, I think it's what the citizens feel. It's coming 
as a cost-savings but you can't put a cost-savings on our safety, if we want to spend more to have our Police 
Department, that's our right and we should be able to do it. I just wanted to clarify that the page is "Save the 
Newport Police Department." 
 
Fred Leimbek, 603 7th Avenue - You want to talk about saving money, about a year or two ago, the City took 
about five houses off of Cedar Lane. We lost all that tax revenue. They said they were in the flood plain, houses 
have been there 50-60 years and all of a sudden there's a problem. Now I hear they want to make a park down 
there. Newport has three parks already, that's in the flood plain, it'll flood. We'll be the only place in the State that 
has four parks and no Police Department. People come around and tell you how to vote and you don't like that and 
I don't either. What the Council tells me will tell me how to vote.  
 
Carol Robertshaw, 1158 5th Avenue - I've lived here for six and a half years and moved here from White Bear 
Township. They went through something exactly like this while I was living there. My husband and I moved there 
in 1985 and we had a child and were divorced in 1991. I don't remember exactly when the transfer occurred but I 
do remember that before, I hardly ever heard a siren. It was something my ex and I would say to each other. When 
Ramsey County came in, we were hearing sirens almost as much as in St. Paul. I thought "oh my gosh." I felt 
extremely safe before that and didn't feel as safe with them. Furthermore, I began to think that either they're 
expressing their bravado or they simply didn't know the community well enough, like our Police Department, to 
know what kind of crime is occurring. They also weren't close enough to the people to know them personally. I 
fear that it will happen here. I really had a sense of how much more remote, as a single mother, I was. I really do 
feel that this is a wrong-headed move. As a citizen of Newport, I did not elect you to outsource my Police 
Department.  
 
Kevin Haley, 3025 Bailey Road - I've been here for more than 10 years. I think our Council is doing an excellent 
job. I appreciate the job and realize it's hard. I also went out into the community and surveyed citizens, business 
owners, similar to Bill and found the same thing. People that are being serviced by Washington County appreciate 
them. It was a love-fest. There wasn't a negative comment, it was neutral. The communities they serve love them, 
they take good care of them. A business said that they came into the business and the officers would come and 
talk with the customers and business owners to make sure everything is ok. I have no issues with the Sherriff 
servicing us. They are in the communities that I went into and I talked with 20-30 people and they all said the 
County is serving them wonderfully. I was hoping to see a broader perspective. They all loved Washington 
County servicing them. I hear you and understand that a lot of you have opinions, but did any of you go out to the 
communities that they are servicing and ask them and hear from them different than what I heard. I appreciate our 
Council working hard to save us money.  
 
Tony Mahmood, 822 High Street - I'm not here to talk about the money, which department is better or worse. 
I'm here to say that we have a lot of people here and they all came to an agreement that we want our Police 
Department. It's not a matter of which one is better and which one's worse, it's a matter of what the citizens want. 
When I look at our Department, it's pride, we have a Police Department that's ours. They are the Newport Police, 
they have pride in this city. Not to say that the Sherriff won't be good but once our Department is gone, they're 
gone. So in three years when the contract is up and we don't like what they're doing, there's not a lot we can about 
it, they get to decide what happens and how we're patrolled and taken care of, we don't. I just want to say, please 
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take some time and think about it. We're not hurting for money, we can take some time and do this the right way. 
Let's talk about it a little longer and not rush. I also have a petition of 311 signatures of people that want to save 
the Police Department (see attached).  
 
Craig Rice, 512 2nd Avenue - What is this body considering? It's considering closing a union shop, one of its 
bargaining units. One that is unique in that its members have no right to strike, coupled with a convoluted and 
arduous grievance process. The County states that they won’t lose their jobs, they’ll become deputies. In the 
profession of law enforcement, my feelings are that that idea is at best overly simplistic and dangerous and 
recklessly naïve. The time an officer spends in college just to hit the streets as a rookie affords him plenty of time 
to think about what area they want to go into. My feelings are based on the experiences of my best friend, a 
retired South St. Paul police officer. I’ve known him since 1972. I watched him be a cop from beginning to end. I 
feel if the officers in question wanted to go the county way, they would have but I feel ours wanted a more hands-
on, small town department with all the baggage. A department where they know their customers and manage to 
serve justice with knowledgeable, no nonsense advice at the community level, where it belongs. Now on to 
another aspect of their beat. The 800 lb gorilla; I live in old town, 3,000 feet from an industrial facility that could 
level this town with one oops. I know this because I’ve worked at Northern Tier and Flint Hill Refineries. 
Sometimes we have a bad day, ask Veid or Don. I feel it is a good value to have a police department that is aware 
of that unique hazard and has the ability to react immediately and appropriately when the need arises. Intangibles 
like quality of life cannot be reduced to mathematical equations but I feel this body has already done some quick 
math and decided that question. Thank you for thinking for me. In conclusion, as to the bodies’ emphatic 
emphasis on numbers a phrase comes to mind “me thinks you profess your innocence a little too loudly. Enough 
said. 
 
Adrian Gilmore, 1535 4th Avenue – I have lived here all my life and feel our Police Department is just fine the 
way it is. I feel safe.  
 
Corb Hopkins, 1790 1st Avenue – Well this issue came in and suddenly it was, well the story of the hen and 
barring yard, where a rock fell on its head and chicken little started running around saying “the sky is falling.” 
Unfortunately, there has been a lot of that type of information. It takes me back to my 3M days and reminded me 
of work experiences where someone had weak data and tried to bully their proposal into a quick group decision 
and it was later regretted. I think we’ve all made those types of decisions when we’ve been pressured. I think our 
Council has three choices, maybe four. The Washington County’s proposal is good, same people, same house, 
same cars, in the town they know, the people they know. I don’t think it could get any better, the only thing that is 
changing is outside management. The other advantage is that if we need outside resources, we got them. What’s 
in this for you as a resident? You’ve seen the numbers on your taxes, the City will save $177,000 per year. The 
group has worked to bring the taxes down. It’s controlling costs. When you do that, you do it a little at a time and 
do it day after day. What do we do from here? Cottage Grove proposal looks ok. It has some advantages, they’re 
right next door and we’re like one big community. It reminds me of Jacksonville. I was driving and there was one 
big sign in the middle of nowhere saying “Welcome to Jacksonville.” You drove and drove and drove. Finally, 
you got to the city. Jacksonville is the whole county. 
 
Susan Albrecht, 1520 Wild Ridge Trail – I think I’ve written to each of you to express my dissatisfaction with 
the idea of outsourcing. I served as a business executive for 35 years so I understand what pushes you all to do 
what you’re doing, look at alternatives. The one thing however, is that when I looked at those decisions, I always 
had to consider the people involved and what they wanted at the end of the day. At the end of the day, I’ve heard 
the majority of the people say that we need and want our Police Department. I feel that way because I feel safe 
and comfortable in this community. I don’t know how I’ll feel with the Sherriff Department. I believe they’re 
capable but it has to do with me feeling comfortable in Newport. We pay a lot of taxes, we have one of those 
houses on Wild Ridge and I complain about it bitterly every time the bill comes. We have no kids, street lights, or 
city water but I’m willing to stay because I feel safe and comfortable. Please consider what your citizens are 
saying and our perception of safety. It may not be reality but it’s a lot to us.  
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Henry Taylor, 1392 4th Street – I’ve been here for 14 years and for the last 14 years, you’ve been trying to get 
rid of our Police Department. Tracy, do me a favor and see how much each of these guys get and how much they 
got last year for taxes and wages and how many hours they put in. How many hours do you put in, 8, 10, 20 hours 
per week? These guys put in 40 hours per week and their lives are on the line. I haven’t heard any of you say that 
you were threatened. You just want to get rid of them. What happens when you save that money? Whose pockets 
will it go into? Tracy will you please do that for me? 
 
Councilman Rahm – I don’t understand your question. 
 
Mr. Taylor – How much do you make per year? 
 
Councilman Lund – We make $3,800 per year and the Mayor makes a little more.  
 
Mr. Taylor – Put it on paper. 
 
Councilman Lund – It is. 
 
Councilman Rahm – It’s public knowledge. 
 
Mr. Taylor – How many hours do you put in? 
 
Councilman Rahm – I put in as much as I can to do the job.  
 
Ron Leseman, 1652 Cedar Lane – I’ve been in this city for 49 years. This is the first time this kind of thing as 
come about where someone is trying to eliminate our Police Department and I think it’s wrong. I have nothing 
against the Sherriff Department but the fact of the matter is that we need our Police and that personal touch. 
Basically, I hope you make the right decision. I am for keeping them and hiring a new Chief.  
 
Roger Mews, 1610 10th Avenue – I think this is the worst proposal I’ve heard come out of this Council. If you 
want to make a better decision on this, let the citizens vote on it.  
 
Mike Chamberlain, 1275 Kolff Court – I’ve been out here since noon. I’d like to say first of all that I’m 
definitely for keeping our local PD. The savings that you’ve proposed is peanuts; it’s not worth the safety. These 
officers know my kids by name. My family feels safe, that’s why we’re here. $100 per year is peanuts. I’d like to 
read something that you should be very familiar with. “The City of Newport is committed to serving the people 
and businesses of Newport by creating an environment which encourages pride in the community, promotes 
prosperity for businesses and improves the quality of life for all.” Sound familiar? I do commend you for putting 
forth such controversial issues that it’s brought together a great number of citizens. It should be eye opening that 
these continued gatherings have residents are in opposition of the Council’s suggestion. If this administration is 
truly looking to improve the quality of life, it should permanently shelf the idea of dissolving our law 
enforcement. I highly encourage you to rethink this and make sure you make the right decision. We need our 
Newport PD here, Newport lives matter.  
 
Mike Watson, 2204 Hastings Avenue – I’ve lived here my whole life. These police officers, I’m totally for 
keeping them in the city. I’ve seen them mold many lives and children. I have five kids now and more than half 
the force knows the kids faces. These people are on the streets protecting us day in and day out. We need to 
rebuild the force and a new Chief, not outsource. We look at ways to save money and this isn’t it. How much 
money went into the parking lot where five cars park? 
 
Councilman Lund – None. 
 
Mr. Watson – How about the forest next to my work, is that city money? 
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Councilman Ingemann – No, it’s a warehouse. 
 
Mr. Watson – There are just so many ways that we can save money. I think you said six years without a sergeant, 
have taxes gone down? Not once? Where is this extra $105,000 that we need for the sergeant if our taxes haven’t 
gone down? 
 
Mayor Geraghty – You’ll be taxed for it. 
 
Mr. Watson – Moral of the story, if you want to make this fair, let the citizens vote on it. Keep the Police.  
 
Amber Jarosh, 730 7th Avenue – I’m new to Newport, just moved in June. As you can see, I am not a cop but 
have been entrenched in the law enforcement culture. I was a reserve for the Pequot Lakes for many years. While 
there, we were contracted to work for the Township of Jenkins. I’ve seen what in reality happens with contracts. 
Pieces of paper don’t govern actions. The officers are going to stay at their home base, and Washington County’s 
base is Stillwater. They’re going to go where the action is even if they’re supposed to stay here. If the action isn’t 
here, we’re left without law enforcement. I know you don’t agree with that but I’ve seen it. I believe in 
community-oriented policing. Though the County will try, they won’t accomplish the investment in a community 
like a local police department can. If we have our own, they have to stay here even during the mundane parts. The 
County cops have to go where the action is, that’s their job. They have a whole county to protect. You always get 
better community policing with a city cop. If you want true community policing and 24/7 coverage, you have to 
have your own Department. I’ve seen what a contract does, you will not get 24/7 coverage, no matter what is put 
on paper. There will be bigger problems elsewhere and they need to respond to those.  
 
Sharon Erickson, 1055 Bailey Road - My husband and I have lived here for almost 40 years. We've learned to 
feel very secure at our place. We're in our own little secure area and feel that Newport has always made us feel 
that way. We haven't had a lot of dealings with the Police until this year. We had someone that stole our mail and 
they started watching our checks. All of a sudden we had checks cashed all over the Country and the Police 
stepped up and helped us solve our problem immediately. They helped us immediately. We had a check that I had 
written to a flower company for $69 and they changed it to $700. Anyway, they helped us get that straightened 
out. We wouldn't know what to do with them. We'd probably move to Sunfish Lake or somewhere where they do 
have a police department. We have to have them. We're here with the Police Department but without them would 
put our house up for sale probably.  
 
Josh Grochow, 1890 10th Avenue - I've lived here my whole life and remember the Police Department giving 
out the football cards and being part of the community. I currently work for the Department of Transportation and 
took courses at Hennepin Tech to learn more about public works. Part of that, we learned about various cities 
through the State that have opted to privatize service under the guise of saving money. It always works out the 
same, you sell all the equipment and get rid of the people, it works great the first couple years and then the price 
goes up and you can't afford it or to get back into business. I did some quick math when Deb was giving her 
presentation. The first three years, it would save us $177,000 per year and then go down to $150,000. That works 
out to be $51 per person, for that, I want the Newport Police. I'll pay that for my wife and kids. The Police are 
worth $51 per person. Keep them.  
 
Cody Affolter, 1911 3rd Avenue - First thing I want to say is that we the people want to keep the Police 
Department. This is a democratic process, it's not just me, it's not just you, it's we the people. The reason being, 
I'm a firm believer because right now, Newport is in a transitional phase. The demographic of Newport is fairly 
old and they're moving on or out and younger families are moving in. You want to see a city grow, you want 
families in here, you want to fill this community with new ideas to bring businesses in. You want these families 
with younger children and younger people like myself who are working 45-50 hours per week, I want to feel safe 
at work and know that my family is safe at home. You won't get that with the Sherriff's Department. You might 
feel safe but is it really going to save the City money? Are they going to be part of the community? I like my kids 
growing up seeing the Police Department, waving to them, seeing them in parades, shaking their hands, getting to 
know them. To build a community, you need young families to move into your community.  
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Bob Bay, 1695 4th Avenue - We've been here since 1977 and have known most of our officers since that time 
and we are definitely in favor of keeping them. The little bit of savings doesn't merit farming them out. They've 
done a good job, I had a real problem in my neighborhood and they were there. They do a lot of other good 
things. When I was on the Fire Department, the first people on the scene were the Police Department and Fire 
Department. The Police were always there before me. They did a terrific job and if I have to pay a little more, 
that's ok. Just remember, we the people run this community and please listen to what we're saying. We don't want 
our Police Department gone. Thank you.  
 
Scott Fisher, 812 17th Street - I've lived in this community 51 years and grew up with the Police Department, I 
was a reserve, I was a part-time officer. We need the Police Department to be here. We don't need to farm out to 
Washington County. We don't even need to look at Cottage Grove. We need our own. We need our Police 
Department. Remember, you were all elected by the community and the community, by the support we have 
tonight inside and outside, is telling you that we want to keep our Police Department in-house. 
 
Lorraine Pike, 549 12th Street - I've lived here since the early 50's. I walk six days a week and looked at all the 
signs that have appeared in Newport. On one side, I counted 8. That doesn't count the blue ribbons. If someone 
took the time to look at all of those. I really think we should keep our Police Department. Also, we have a good 
Police Department. I heard all the comments mentioned on Tuesday. A lot of good ideas, I don't have anything to 
add from that except it would be nice to see a show of hands  to see who is in favor of the Police Department. I 
see more yeses than nos. Let's hope we keep our Police Department. Thank you. 
 
Dan Flood, 1660 3rd Avenue - Mayor, Council members, I appreciate that you have taken the time to call a 
public hearing and allow the citizens to speak on this safety matter. I am here before you tonight to beg you to 
keep our Police Department. The numbers that we have heard so far have changed from every individual. I'm not 
saying that they are false, what I'm trying to say is that I don't believe we've come to an agreement on them. What 
the City has published in their mailer, what the Mayor has said, what Dan Lund has said, and what we've seen, 
they've all differed a bit. Let's please take the time to sit and really look at the numbers. I believe the citizens of 
Newport, from our Tuesday night meeting, the ones I've talked to, everyone that I've talked to, and granted the 
other side hasn't come up to me, are all willing to spend the money to keep our Police Department. If we're 
worried about money, we need to look at other things like getting rid of some of our police cars, our equipment, 
or combining services. We also need to spend money in our economic development fund to attract businesses. It 
will cost money to bring that money back to Newport. I believe the crowd here tonight is strongly in favor of 
keeping our identity with our Newport Police and at a minimum, please put off this vote and take the time to do a 
study and find out the truth of how this will affect our City. Thank you. 
 
Tom Aguilar-Downing, 1550 Wild Ridge Ct N - I would just like to say that I would support keeping Newport 
Police. As I'm listening to people, I hear that the cost-savings isn't worth it. We want our own. I hope you listen to 
that. The Mayor always says that he's willing to let everyone talk. You've heard a lot of talking tonight, I hope you 
heard them and that your mind isn't already made up. I think there are options out there and they need to be 
explored. Thank you.  
 
Mary Ann Newman, 1620 Wild Ridge Ct S - I just want to say that I agree with everyone that wants to save the 
police. We've had incidents such as fires and medical issues. They were always the first people there and we 
really appreciate that. I don't know any of them by name but can recognize them because they all have short hair. I 
just want you to consider all of the options and really think about it.  
 
Emily White, 870 17th Street - About a month ago, I had a medical emergency at my house at 20 minutes to 1 in 
the morning. I called 911 and they patched me through to Washington County. I told them to come to the back 
door, the officer came in about four minutes and came to the front door but came through the back. There were 
two officers and I couldn't open my eyes. Not only did they come fast, but I said "Is that Scotty?" As most of us 
know who Scotty is, they said no. When you recognize a police officer's voice, to me that's important. My 
husband was a Ramsey County Deputy for many years and I also know several people that work for Washington 
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County. By them saying it will be the same police officers, I don't believe that. Maybe initially but they assign 
every year or two years. I know personally someone that is dying to get into this area to work and he's got it 
written out that that's what he's going to do. I don't believe it will be our officers forever. Thank you. 
 
Mike Koewler, 1625 Wild Ridge Ct S - I want to say that I think Washington County would do a great job but 
Newport can do a better job. The issue isn't whether or not they'll do well, the answer is yes. I think time would be 
better spent talking to the people here and seeing what we want. I think what you're hearing is that for $50 per 
person, we want our own police force.  
 
Gary Imholte, 635 5th Street - I've talked with the Police Officers, they came to my house four months ago. If 
an officer is a good officer, they're a good officer. They're all sworn to do a duty, I don't care if they're the sheriff 
or not. If a good man is on the job, a good man is on the job. I'm a union man also and they're contracting out. I 
see other guys have left, that's cutting cost. I've never seen an offer so generous as keeping seniority and that's 
what I was concerned about. Someone took the time to negotiate their protection. My concern was for them but 
this is very good. The other thing, I'll say is that I wish the Federal Government would get off the sentiment or 
whatever they got. One of these days, we're not going to get this aid. You have one opportunity has I see it, to 
remove the Chief, not replace him and contract it. It's a substantial savings and you're acting in my interest. I wish 
they would take the logic of the Federal Government and incorporate it like this rather than so many favors for 
everyone else. It's a tough thing, I know I'm a minority. I read your contract and this, and if it is what you say it is 
and they honor that, it's part of life, I see it every day in my business. I don't think you need a Chief of Police here 
and that's where the savings is. I don't know what his job is but we're such a small community. I have sentiment 
for the Department, they're good guys. I hope they honor the pledge and they can stay here.  
 
Anita Perkins, 1695 Glen Road - I'm not only a resident, I'm a teacher here at Newport Elementary and it is so 
neat to see the Officers come into our school and talk with the children and the children are all "look it's the 
policeman." This is something we need in our community. The children love them, they know them. Please, think 
about it, for the kids. We need our local police.  
 
Glenn Shaver, 833 High Street - I've lived in this community for 53 years. My dad was a reserve policeman. 
You guys are making a huge mistake by getting rid of the police force. I think you need to have a vote from the 
whole community on what you're going forward with because this is a big mistake. I've only had one item stolen 
from me, a trailer, and I got it back and the insurance company was surprised because I had the police help me. 
I've never had anything stolen from my house. You guys got to think this out. You have one to one contact, you 
won't have that anymore. You need to think about this.   
 
Karen, 891 High St - I fill my bosses cars with gas and it's only a penny or two higher than Cottage Grove.  
 
John Schmidt, 480 2nd Avenue - I'm here to support the Police Department. You keep saying that you want to 
balance the budget but you keep buying properties and turning them into parks and now you're trying to develop 
properties. That's not where our money should be spent, it should be spent to keep our Police Department. Thank 
you.  
 
Bruce Timm, 1206 Hastings Avenue - I own MasterTech Auto. I think the cops are doing a great job in this 
town. Every time I've had to call them, they are there in five minutes. I've never had any issues with that. I think 
they really care about the community, which you're not going to get with Washington County. They're part of the 
community just like the residents here. I just wrote a pretty big check today for taxes and I'd like to keep the 
police here. Thank you.  
 
Marvin Taylor, 1247 2nd Avenue - I came here tonight to listen. I think there are two good options. I've been 
swayed a little tonight but I'm not voting. My biggest concern is that this is an irreversible decision. Without a 
really strong conviction, I think we need to delay that decision until we're more confident and more cohesion 
comes to it.  
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Luke VanHorn, 756 6th Avenue - I just wanted to start off by saying that I do appreciate everyone's efforts on 
both sides here. I think everyone is looking at the best interest but I don't think this is the way to get it done. Every 
morning I wake up and look outside and see the officer's at the school and appreciate that. Also, I had a fire at my 
house a couple months ago and Officer Crist came up and addressed me by name and I just wanted to let you 
know that I really appreciate that community policing and that involvement and how much that meant to me. 
Also, to the Fire Department. I think there are better ways to do things. As far as the cost-savings and put a price 
on it, I don't care. I'm willing to go as high as I need to to keep them.  
 
Pamela Boughton, 1006 Catherine Drive - One of the things I'd like to say before you get rid of the Police 
Department is to think about the safety that is provided. I work here and have had to call the Police for having a 
box cutter pulled on one my employees and being pistol-whipped. As a single mom, they have been the ones to 
respond to my domestic abuse calls. They have protected me on restraining orders. Before you get rid of them, 
think about the safety they are providing for young families.  
 
Clarence Branum, 1680 Woodbury Road - I've been here for 36 years. My question and concern is the cost per 
capita. Why are we the second highest of 31 cities? Shouldn't we be talking with these other cities and find out 
how they keep the price down? If you do outsource the Police Department, and this is something that's been 
around. We discussed this 25 years ago with Chief Sawyer, he had a plan to merge with St. Paul Park. We would 
have gotten rid of one chief and one supervisor and would have saved a lot of money. Apparently, that's not 
feasible now. If you do outsource, why are you planning on 6-7 employees, there's 168 hours per week, that's 4.2 
officers. If you're going to outsource, do it right. If you're going to keep it, do it right. As far as investigators, I 
don't know what the legal requirement is but I've never seen anything investigated in this city. I've been robbed, 
my house has been robbed, held up at gun point, guns were stolen. We even held our own investigation and told 
them who did it and it went nowhere. I'm not really happy with the service. They do patrol, they go by my house 
at the same time every night. I guess I've been out of touch for 20 years now. I volunteered with the Planning 
Commission for 10 years. I tried to stay involved. I don't know why this hasn't been dealt with before. How did 
the price per capita get so out of hand. I read an article by Tracy that was trying to explain it by economics of 
scale, that doesn't hold water. 
 
Councilman Rahm - That is not my article. The thing is it takes so much to do 24/7 police protection. 
 
Mr. Branum - I apologize, I read the article and thought your name was affiliated with it. Whoever wrote the 
article, the argument doesn't hold water. Look at the size of the cities, if that were true, the smallest cities would 
have the highest cost per capita. Cities that have $27 cost per capita, so many of them have $57, how do they get 
there?  
 
Mayor Geraghty - It's based on the level of service. Some of them only have one shift covered. We're asking for 
24/7 cost. 
 
Mr. Branum - 24/7 is 168 hours, that's 4.2 hours. They should be billing you for 168 hours.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - I want to thank everyone for coming and being civil. I appreciate the input. We're not going to 
make any decisions tonight and I'm not sure if we'll bring it back the first meeting in November. We'll see where 
it goes.  
 
10. ATTORNEY’S REPORT -  
A. Stipulation of Settlement Between David Quade and the City of Newport 
 
Attorney Knaak presented on this item as outlined in the October 15, 2015 City Council packet. Attorney Knaak 
spoke with Supt. Hanson and he had concerns with paragraph 4 related to the easements for the water main. Supt. 
Hanson requested to use general language for easements. The conversation with Mr. Quade has only been in 
regards to the water main loop. Attorney Knaak recommends that the City Council approve the stipulation as 
presented. 
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Councilman Lund - Did Bruce specifically mention sanitary and storm sewers? 
 
Attorney Knaak - Yes, he was talking about that possibility and how sanitary would run down the south side of 
the city isn't clear. Bruce wanted it to be more general.  
 
Councilman Lund - I thought we were talking about all three. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - Me too.  
 
Admin. Hill - I thought Bruce was saying that storm wasn't likely but sanitary was. Last time I talked, he was 
thinking we could get a variance to put them closer.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - Our discussions were getting something wide enough for both of them. The intent was the 
utility easement. 
 
Councilman Lund - I don't want to sign off on it unless Bruce says it's good. 
 
Councilman Ingemann - We're talking about 30 feet right? 
 
Attorney Knaak - No, 15, that provided for access.  
 
Councilman Lund - Unless I hear from Bruce about sanitary, I don’t want to sign off on it. I thought that was a 
part of the discussion.  
 
Attorney Knaak - Mr. Nesvig is here, if we were to simply say "utility easements" would that work? 
 
Mr. Nesvig - I don't have authority to change the language on what is presented. I do have trouble from figuring 
out from what is said, the depth is down 20 feet and I'm not sure how you would have sewer at that point. Trial is 
Monday, hopefully you'll accept your attorney's recommendation. We've modified the language to accommodate 
as best we can.  
 
Councilman Lund - If we want to develop across the highway, we need to put in sewer and water. All the sewer, 
flows to St. Paul Park. We have to get it for that land and I don't know of any other route.  
 
Attorney Knaak - If you need sewer, you're not precluded from getting sewer down that easement line. It grants 
you the water main, which has been the topic of discussion. Again, my recommendation is in the interest of 
getting something of value, is to accept this language. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - In the event we need sewer, how would we get it? 
 
Attorney Knaak - If you needed it and could run it down the same line, the amount you'd pay would be 
insignificant. You're talking about something that is hypothetical. The primary discussion was water.  
 
Councilman Rahm - I thought it was water to put out fires. 
 
Councilman Lund - I thought it was both. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - I know when we talked with MnDot about getting something under the railroad, we talked 
about an encasement that would allow for water and sewer.  
 
Attorney Knaak - I thought water and sewer, if you wanted it later, would be unlikely to get. This is your only 
opportunity to get any access under that railroad and you want as much easement as you can get. Keep in mind, 
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there hasn't been any engineering projected on this. The only thing that's certain is that you want to loop the water 
main.  
 
Councilman Lund - I'll accept it with the amendment that we change all instances to water main to "underground 
water main and sanitary sewer line." I don't see how that would make a difference.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - The other question, if it's litigated and we lose, can we still condemn? 
 
Attorney Knaak - Yes. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - Would we lose any leverage trying to get funds from the Department of Transportation? 
 
Attorney Knaak - I would suggest, they don't even like some of this language. I expect the leverage you have is 
that they don't want you accessing it and want some type of agreement with St. Paul Park that would provide 
access to the south. They want that access closed off. Where your leverage comes is that if you want that closed, 
here's what we need. They offered their assistance. 
 
Councilman Lund - If we accept it with our modifications, it doesn't have to come back to us? 
 
Mayor Geraghty - Will you bring it to your client? 
 
Attorney Knaak - He'll have to. My recommendation is this language.  
 
Councilman Lund - I don't know why they wouldn't take that change, it's the same deal on their side.  
 
Mr. Nesvig - I think what your attorney is telling you is that once you have the easement, in the event it comes 
necessary to have sewer, it's a lot easier task than having no easement and starting from scratch. You may never 
need it. There are other routes for the sewer. We need to have finality, this needs to be filed tomorrow.  
 
Councilman Lund - I know it's not what the lawyers want but why not add what we want now. I'll make a 
motion to accept it and modifying all mentions of underground water main to include water main and sanitary 
sewer line.  
 
Attorney Knaak - I would say "underground utility easement."  
 
Motion by Lund, seconded by Sumner, to approve the Stipulation of Settlement with an amendment to 
include "underground utilities" instead of "underground water main." With 5 Ayes, 0 Nays, the motion 
carried. 
 
11. POLICE CHIEF’S REPORT - Nothing to report. 
 
12. FIRE CHIEF’S REPORT – 
Chief Wiley - I would like to thank the Cloverleaf Bar and Grill for our meat raffle last month. Normally, we 
raise money for equipment. The meat raffle was on September 11th so all the money was donated to an 
organization called Go Heroes and they support the families of fallen firefighters. Northern Tier was kind enough 
to extend an invitation for one firefighter to go to Texas A & M, we'll be sending Firefighter Bailey. We really 
appreciate that.  
 
Councilman Sumner - Are the families local? 
 
Chief Wiley - It's national.  
 
Councilman Sumner - How did the open house go? 
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Chief Wiley - It was extremely well attended.  
 
Councilman Sumner - For the record, I have no intention of abolishing the Fire Department.  
 
13. ENGINEER'S REPORT - Nothing to report.  
 
14. SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC WORKS REPORT - Nothing to report. 
 
15. NEW/OLD BUSINESS   
 
Councilman Ingemann - This was brought up to me by the Chief of St. Paul Park's Fire Department who lives on 
Cedar Lane. He sent an email asking why he wasn't included in the FEMA Grant. He's in the flood plain and pays 
flood insurance, so he should be a part of it. Can we address this? He feels he was singled out.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - We need more details from Bruce. He's on the east side of Cedar Lane. 
 
Councilman Rahm - He claims that if we took the levee down, he would be affected. 
 
Admin. Hill - If I remember right, his front stoop is right at the level, and that's why it was never included. The 
Council decided the homes, I don't know why he wasn't included. 
 
Councilman Ingemann - If you pay flood insurance, you should be included. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - There are a lot of homes then. I think one of the reasons was that it wasn't adjacent.  
 
Councilman Ingemann - I just want someone to look at it. 
 
Councilman Rahm - Are we planning on having a vote on this at the next meeting? 
 
Councilman Lund- I would like to investigate a merger but that will take time. Now's the time to take our time 
and look at it. A merger is different than what Cottage Grove is offering now.  
 
Councilman Ingemann - I think we need a workshop. This thing needs to be studied. 
 
Councilman Rahm - What's our plan? I don't know how things get on the agenda and I've asked that multiple 
times.  
 
Mayor Geraghty - You can put whatever you want on the agenda. 
 
Councilman Lund - Can we schedule a workshop before the next meeting? We could do it October 29th. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - I'm open.  
 
Councilman Lund - We won't be soliciting public comment but it will be open. 
 
Mayor Geraghty - What's the earliest? 
 
Councilman Lund- 5:30 
 
Councilman Rahm - 5:30. How are you getting home? 
 
Councilman Lund - I drive because the last bus to get back here is 6:15 
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Mayor Geraghty - It'll just be an open discussion on various options. 
 
Councilman Lund - Craig Woolery sent me an example of study, I'll pass that on to staff who can send it out. 
 
Admin. Hill - Woolery and a couple officers met with us a couple days ago and that was mentioned. A study 
could take 3 - 4 months.  
 
Councilman Sumner - What would they look at it? 
 
Mayor Geraghty - A broad variety of options, contract, merge, tri-city.  
 
Admin. Hill - Why did the last deal fail? 
 
Mayor Geraghty - Someone in the Park didn't want it. 
 
Councilman Rahm - Wasn't that to merge both cities? 
 
Mayor Geraghty - No. 
 
Councilman Rahm - I heard there was a proposed merger between the cities at one time.  
 
16.  ADJOURNMENT 
Motion by Ingemann, seconded by Geraghty, to adjourn the regular Council Meeting at 8:25 P.M. With 
5Ayes, 0 Nays, the motion carried. 
 
 
           Signed: _____________________________ 
                       Tim Geraghty, Mayor 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Renee Eisenbeisz 
Executive Analyst 



City of Newport 

 
 

Consideration for 
contracted police service 

 
October 15, 2015 



History of Process 
The Newport Police Department had been down an 
officer due to an officer resigning in August 2015. 
 
On August 20, 2015, the Chief of Police of Newport 
resigned. 
 
Within days, a City of Newport officer took a job with 
another municipality. 
 



Present Situation 
The City of Newport has 5 officers, including one officer 
finishing training October 15.   
 
The Chief of Police’s last day was September 30, 2015. 
 
To remain a legal department and avoid excess strain 
on the current officers, the City contracted with 
Washington County to provide a chief law enforcement 
officer (CLEO), investigation services, and patrol and 
support staff through December 31, 2015. 
 
A request for cost estimates went out to Washington 
County, Cottage Grove, and Saint Paul Park. 



Goals Prior to Asking for  
Cost Estimates 

• Continue with the same 24/7 policing service.  

• For all current Newport officers to retain their full-time 
positions. 

• For all current Newport officers to retain seniority and 
stay in Newport. 

• Provide citizens of Newport with a decrease in City 
property taxes. 

• If possible, to provide increased service. 



If the Police Remained part of 
the City’s Functions 

• For six years, the City has not had a sergeant.  

• All cities providing their own policing service in 
Washington County have a sergeant. 

• Most likely, a new Chief of Police will request to hire a 
sergeant. 

• To reinstate the former sergeant position that was 
eliminated 6 years ago will require a $95,000-$105,000 
increase to the city budget which could require an 
increase in city property taxes. 

• Sergeants at Cottage Grove and Washington County 
make more than our past Police Chief.   



2016 Newport Police Budget 

2016 General Police Budget $869,290 
2016 Equipment Budget   $51,000 
2016 Police Vehicle Insurance     $4,476 
Total Costs    $924,766 
 
Subtract 
State-Aid       $55,829 
PERA Increase Aid       $3,267 
State Training Aid        $2,304 
Total Aid       $61,400 
 
TOTAL COST Minus Aid $863,366 
(This budget does not include cost for a sergeant) 



Washington County’s Proposal 
• Washington County will provide guaranteed full-time 

employment for all Newport officers without needing to 
apply to the County.   

• Officers will retain vacation and sick time, degree of 
seniority will be negotiated.  

• Officers remain in Newport unless they request a new 
assignment. 

• Washington County provides policing service to 21 of 31 
cities and towns within the county. 

• Will save Newport citizens more in City tax dollars with 
the same 24/7 service. 

• Washington County analyzed Newport’s call volume and 
will provide power shifts (2 officers) during high call 
volume. 



Wash. County’s Proposal Cont. 
• Washington County will provide night and weekend 

supervision, which the City does not have now.  

• There will need to be some negotiation for newer Newport 
officer’s pay. 

• The officers will become employees of the County thus 
receive County benefits. 

• The contract is subject to increase based on labor contracts 
and other costs associated to service delivery. (i.e. fuel) 

• The proposed contract reflects a credit for vehicles & 
equipment over a 3-year period and will not be reflected 
after the first 3 years. 

• Contract includes: employee costs related to police 
services, investigations, 24/7 supervision, code 
enforcement, IT support. 



Cottage Grove’s Proposal 
• Cottage Grove will provide guaranteed full-time 

employment for all Newport officers without needing to 
apply.   

• Officers will have limited seniority. 

• Will save Newport citizens tax dollars with the same 
24/7 service. 

• Cottage Grove will provide night and weekend 
supervision, which the city does not have now. 

• The officers will become employees of the Cottage Grove 
thus receive Cottage Grove benefits. 

• The contract is subject to increase based on labor 
contracts and other costs associated to service delivery. 
(i.e. fuel) 



Cottage Grove’s Proposal Cont. 
• The proposed contract reflects a credit for vehicles and 

equipment over a 3-year period and will not be reflected 
after the first 3 years. 

• Contract includes: employee costs related to police 
services, investigations, 24/7 supervision, code 
enforcement, IT support. 



Potential Savings on County 
Assessed 2016 Home Values 

County Ass. 2016 
Value 
 

Wash. Co. Saving Off  
Increased 2016 Value 
($150,000 decrease) 

Cot. Grove Savings Off 
Increased 2016 Value 
($42,000 decrease) 

     $100,000 
(2015 value $94,300) 

$34.47/year $9.65/year 

     $150,000 
(2015 value $141,400) 

$60.63/year $16.98/year 

     $250,000 
(2015 value $235.600) 

$112.94/year $31.62/year 

     $400,000 
(2015 value $377,000) 

$191.43/year $53.60/year 

Including the county assumption that county assessed home 
values will increase 4.7% for 2016. 



Comparison of Proposals 

 
 

Newport Wash. Co. Cot. Grove 
Cost (minus state aid) $863,366 

 
$686,303.32 
(reflects $26,667 
savings first 3 years for 
current vehicles) 

$794,322.24 
(reflects $27,000 savings 
first 3 years for current 
vehicles) 

Employment The city would need to hire a 
Chief and potentially a sergeant. 

All 5 current officers 
would become Wash. Co. 
employees. 

All 5 current officers 
would become Cottage 
Grove employees 

24/7 Policing in 
Newport 

Yes Yes Yes 

Tax savings N/A 6.2%     ($150,000) 1.7%    ($42,000) 

Night supervision No Yes Yes 

On-site supervision Yes Yes No 

Officer location Newport City Hall Newport City Hall Newport City Hall 

Savings years 1-3 None $177,063 per year $69,044 per year 

Savings year 4 & after None $150,396 per year $42,044 per year 

# of Officers 7 maybe 8, 1 chief, 1 invest., 5 
officers & potentially a sergeant. 

6, 1 sergeant & 5 
officers. Includes 
investigation. 

6, 1 sergeant & 5 
officers. Includes 
investigation. 
 



Commonly Asked Questions 
1) Will the City of Newport have an officer in Newport 24 

hours/7 days a week? Yes, the officers will be housed at 
Newport City Hall and patrol Newport 24/7. 

2) Will the current Newport officers have full-time jobs 
without a probation?  Yes, except for our new officer 
that is currently in a probationary period. 

3) Will calling in for an officer remain the same? Yes, 
citizens can continue to call City Hall, 9-1-1, or non-
emergency dispatch. 

4) Will the same officers be patrolling Newport? Yes, 
unless the officer requests another department/area.  

5) Will crime go up?  No, we will have the same officers 
policing 24/7. 

6) Would the City continue to receive fines & forfeiture 
revenue from the county?  Yes. 

 



Commonly Asked Questions 
7) Will the contract charges go up with cost increases?  

Yes, as Newport Police Department’s budget has gone 
up on average 3.59 % over the last 4 audited years. 

8) Will the contract costs go up with an increased call load? 
No, the contracts are based on true costs as they are 
associated to the level of service requested by the City.  

9) Will the contracted service respond to all calls for 
service? Yes, the contracts are for all services.   

10)Will the vehicles remain the same? No, the logo would 
say Washington County Sheriff with Proudly Serving 
Newport or City of Cottage Grove/Newport. 

11)Does the city still receive state aid?  Yes, the city will 
still receive state aid in the form of a credit in the 
service contract. 



Other Considerations 
 

 
 

•  The city would need to give 180-days notice to cancel 
Washington County’s contract and 2-years notice to cancel 
Cottage Grove’s contract.  

•  City of Newport’s average budget increases for the Police 
Department for the last 4 audited years is 3.59%. 

•  Washington County’s average budget increases for police 
services without changes in services over the last 4 years 
is 2.54 %. 

•  Cottage Grove’s average budget increases for the Police 
Department are 3.5% to 3.75% over the last 3-5 years. 

•  Common practice for the City of Newport to contract 
services with other agencies: Building Inspection and 
Review, Water Main Break Repairs, City Planning, etc. 



Governmental Funds 
Expenditures per Capita 

Year 
Population 

2013 
2,000-2,500 

2013 
2,500-10,000 

2013 
10,000-20,000 

2012 
3,460 

2013 
3,479 

2014 
3,479 

General govt 175 129 100 252 194 180 

Public safety 257 244 235 279 280 292 

Street & light 132 123 121 145 115 114 

Parks & rec. 102 83 99 78 111 97 

All Other 105 66 73 37 114 

$771 $645 $628 $754 $738 $796 

State-Wide                        City of Newport 

 All numbers above per 2014 Newport Audited Financial Statements 



































Recurring
Paid Chk#  000524E FEDERAL TAXES 10/15/2015 $780.07 SS, Med & Federal
Paid Chk#  000525E MN REVENUE 10/15/2015 $29.60 State taxes
Paid Chk#  000526E MN REVENUE 10/15/2015 $1,615.56 State taxes
Paid Chk#  000527E MSRS 10/15/2015 $35,489.38 HCSP & Vol. Retirement
Paid Chk#  000528E PSN 10/15/2015 $54.81 Monthly electronic payment fee
Paid Chk#  000529E SELECTACCOUNT 10/15/2015 $1,162.40 HSPA
Paid Chk#  000530E MN REVENUE 10/26/2015 $837.00 Water sales and use tax
Paid Chk#  000531E FEDERAL TAXES 10/29/2015 $4,902.90 SS, Med, & Federal
Paid Chk#  000532E MN REVENUE 10/29/2015 $1,510.60 State taxes
Paid Chk#  000533E MSRS 10/29/2015 $2,016.33 HCSP & vol. retirement
Paid Chk#  000534E SELECTACCOUNT 10/29/2015 $1,029.07 HSPA
Paid Chk#  000535E SELECTACCOUNT 10/29/2015 $35.87 Admin fees
Paid Chk#  000536E DELTA DENTAL OF MN 10/29/2015 $1,197.16 Dental insurance
Paid Chk#  017936 ATOMIC DATA, LLC 10/15/2015 $2,171.36
Paid Chk#  017937 CENTURY LINK 10/15/2015 $113.44 Telephones
Paid Chk#  017938 COMCAST 10/15/2015 $213.16
Paid Chk#  017939 STEPHEN GLEWWE 10/15/2015 $16.80 Lodging tax reimbursement
Paid Chk#  017940 GOPHER STATE ONE-CALL 10/15/2015 $219.75
Paid Chk#  017941 ING LIFE INSURANCE & ANNUITY 10/15/2015 $100.00
Paid Chk#  017942 INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OP. ENG 10/15/2015 $167.50
Paid Chk#  017943 LAW ENFORCEMENT LABOR SERVICES 10/15/2015 $235.00
Paid Chk#  017944 Metropolitan Council 10/15/2015 $17,175.25
Paid Chk#  017945 NEOPOST 10/15/2015 $628.39 Mailing
Paid Chk#  017946 NEWPORT FIRE RELIEF ASSOC. 10/15/2015 $74,407.65 Payment & Fire Aid
Paid Chk#  017947 PERA 10/15/2015 $8,265.38
Paid Chk#  017948 BOB PETTERSON 10/15/2015 $17.60 Lodging tax reimbursement
Paid Chk#  017949 DENISE SOEHL 10/15/2015 $42.60 Lodging tax reimbursement
Paid Chk#  017950 ST. PAUL PARK REFINING CO. LLC 10/15/2015 $977.53
Paid Chk#  017951 SW/WC SERVICES COOPERATIVES 10/15/2015 $16,257.00
Paid Chk#  017952 TENNIS SANITATION LLC 10/15/2015 $49.40 Garbae service city hall and p
Paid Chk#  017953 VERIZON 10/15/2015 $157.07
Paid Chk#  017954 MATT YOKIEL 10/15/2015 $113.12 Sams Club reimbursement for lo

Staff $53,816.05
Non-Recurring
Paid Chk#  017955 ASSURANT EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 10/26/2015 $500.10
Paid Chk#  017956 LEAF 10/26/2015 $580.49 Copier monthly contract
Paid Chk#  017957 NEWPORT FIRE RELIEF ASSOC. 10/26/2015 $864.00 Paid 2016 needed to pay 2015 a
Paid Chk#  017958 ON SITE SANITATION 10/26/2015 $328.75 Port o Potty
Paid Chk#  017959 VERIZON 10/26/2015 $410.88
Paid Chk#  017960 XCEL ENERGY 10/26/2015 $11,020.76
Paid Chk#  017961 DEBORA HILL 10/29/2015 $183.42 Mileage reimbursement
Paid Chk#  017962 ING LIFE INSURANCE & ANNUITY 10/29/2015 $100.00
Paid Chk#  017964 PERA 10/29/2015 $7,445.13
Paid Chk#  017965 SAMS CLUB DIRECT 10/29/2015 $169.19 Janitorial supplies
Paid Chk#  017966 DEB SCHULZ 10/29/2015 $30.56 Petty cash
Paid Chk#  017967 MARVIN TAYLOR 10/29/2015 $22.83 Planning commission mileage re
Paid Chk#  017968 COMCAST 11/1/2015 $138.03
Paid Chk#  017969 Holstad & Knaak, PLC 11/1/2015 $5,200.00

5.B



Paid Chk#  017970 NCPERS MINNESOTA 11/1/2015 $48.00
Paid Chk#  017971 AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES MIDWEST 11/5/2015 $6,769.14 Cedar Lane FEMA
Paid Chk#  017972 ARAMARK REFRESHMENT SERV. 11/5/2015 $115.49
Paid Chk#  017973 ATOMIC DATA, LLC 11/5/2015 $381.25
Paid Chk#  017974 BANYON DATA SYSTEMS, INC. 11/5/2015 $795.00
Paid Chk#  017975 BRAHAM MONUMENT COMPANY 11/5/2015 $144.00 Pavers for war memorial
Paid Chk#  017976 CITY OF COTTAGE GROVE 11/5/2015 $2,948.18 3rd Quarter Building Permit fe
Paid Chk#  017977 DANNER INC. 11/5/2015 $1,904.00 17th & Cedar FEMA
Paid Chk#  017978 EHLERS 11/5/2015 $2,520.00 Financial Management Plan
Paid Chk#  017979 EMERGENCY AUTOMOTIVE TECH. 11/5/2015 $17,036.93 Equipment for 2015 squad
Paid Chk#  017980 FAIR OFFICE WORLD 11/5/2015 $177.50 Office supplies
Paid Chk#  017981 FERGUSON WATERWORKS #2516 11/5/2015 $955.75 17th & Cedar FEMA
Paid Chk#  017982 GLOBE PRINTING & OFFICE SUPPLY 11/5/2015 $167.95 Letterhead
Paid Chk#  017983 GREEN LEAF TREE SERVICE 11/5/2015 $850.00 Tree & stomp removal-1389 5th 
Paid Chk#  017984 INVER GROVE FORD 11/5/2015 $326.85 PD 1440 Repair
Paid Chk#  017985 LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES 11/5/2015 $3,669.00 Membership dues
Paid Chk#  017986 MENARDS - COTTAGE GROVE 11/5/2015 $56.97 City Hall Repair
Paid Chk#  017987 MINNESOTA MAYORS ASSOC. 11/5/2015 $30.00 Membership dues
Paid Chk#  017988 MSA PROFESSIONAL SERVICES, INC 11/5/2015 $7,471.73 City engineering
Paid Chk#  017989 QUALITY FLOW SYSTEMS, INC. 11/5/2015 $3,176.00 17th & Cedar FEMA
Paid Chk#  017990 SOUTH SUBURBAN RENTAL, INC. 11/5/2015 $306.00 17th & Cedar FEMA
Paid Chk#  017991 STREICHERS 11/5/2015 $64.99 Police uniforms
Paid Chk#  017992 UNIFORMS UNLIMITED, INC. 11/5/2015 $1,488.00 Uniforms & Body Aromor for Mar
Paid Chk#  017993 UNIFORMS UNLIMITED, INC. 11/5/2015 $143.97 Fire Uniforms
Paid Chk#  017994 ZYWIECS LANDSCAPE AND GARDEN 11/5/2015 $75.00 Pumpkins for library project

$304,420.64
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CONTRACT FOR GOODS/SERVICES 

City of Newport (City), a political subdivision of the State of Minnesota is in need of services and/or goods 
(hereinafter “services) and Metro Bowhunters Resource Base, Inc., P.O. Box 161, Circle Pines, MN 55014 
(Contractor) desires to provide such services.   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and agreements contained herein the parties 
enter in to this Contract and agree as follows: 
 

1. TERM

 

.  The term of this Contract is from the date of execution by all parties through December 31, 
2015, or until all work under this Contract is completed and payments made, which ever occurs first, 
unless earlier terminated by law or according to the provisions of this Contract. 

2. SCOPE OF SERVICES

 

.  The City requests and the Contractor agree to provide the services that are 
attached and incorporated as Exhibit A.  If there is a conflict between this Contract and Exhibit A, 
this Contract shall govern.  Services provided under this Agreement will be conducted in a manner 
consistent with that level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by members of the Contractor’s 
occupation performing services under similar conditions. 

3. PAYMENT

 

.  The City agrees to pay for the services, including expenses in an amount not to exceed 
$0.00 (Contract Maximum), and in accordance with payment rates or schedule set forth in the 
Exhibit(s).  The City will reimburse MBRB for the cost to list the City as an additional insured party 
on its insurance policy for these services. 

4. CUSTOMER LIAISON

 

.  Contractor shall work closely with the City’s liaison, Deb Hill, 651-459-
5677. 

5. GENERAL CONDITIONS

 

.  The General Conditions of this Contract are attached and incorporated 
as Exhibit B.  

6. INDEMNIFICATION.

 

  Contractor agrees to indemnify and save harmless City of Newport from any 
and all losses, fines, suits, damages, expenses, claims, demands, and actions of any kind resulting 
from Contractor’s negligence or alleged negligence. 

7. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

 

.  This Contract is the final expression of the agreement of the parties and 
the complete and exclusive statement of the terms agreed upon.   

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Contract on the _____ day of ______, 2015. 
 
 
METRO BOWHUNTERS RESOURCE BASE  CITY OF _________________ 
 
 
By: __________________________________  By: ________________________________ 
         Deb Hill 
Print Name: ___________________________   City Administrator 
Title: ________________________________ 
Telephone: ____________________________  Date: ________________________________ 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
Things the City will provide: 

• Approval of Hunt Plan 
• Contract between City and MBRB 
• Maps of hunt areas / parking areas 
• Parking areas for hunter vehicles 
• Hunt permits issued by the City 
• Contact info / liaison with Police Department 
• Facilities for hunt orientation with hunters before hunt. A classroom will be fine 
• If required, a field dressing area 
• Signs to control public access if required 

 
MBRB will provide: 

• Qualified archers 
• Hunt Coordinator to manage hunt 
• Liability insurance option 
• Weekly reports to City during hunt 
• Final hunt report after completion of hunt 



EXHIBIT B 
 
Newport Special Archery Hunt Rules: 

 

1) Deer hunt locations are limited to the areas as identified.  Hours are limited to 1/2 hour before dawn and 
1/2  hour after sunset. 

2) Hunts are conducted using MBRB archers and are held during Saturday /Sunday on the following dates: 
October 17-18, November 7-8, November 21-22, and December 5-6, 2015. 

3)  Tree stands can be erected on the preceding Fridays. No Hunting on Fridays. 

4) All hunters are selected through the Metro Bowhunters Resource Base (MBRB).  

5) A Hunt Coordinator will be assigned from the MBRB who will provide overall management to insure the 
hunt is conducted in a safe and effective manner.   The City will have one point of contact through the 
hunt coordinator. 

6) Hunters must follow all Minnesota DNR laws, all hunt rules, and all MBRB guidelines. 

7) All hunt periods are for: Either sex. 

8) Hunters must carry a hunt authorization letter from the City at all times during hunt. 

9) Hunt areas are not closed to the public during the hunt. 

10)  All incidents of trespass on private property should be reported to the MBRB hunt coordinator who will 
contact the Newport Police.  

11) All archers must hunt from elevated stands. Only TMA approved stands/ steps are acceptable. Use of any 
homemade stands/steps is prohibited for safety reasons. 

12) Hunters must use a five point fall restraint harness when hunting from a tree stand. 

13) Ground blinds may be used by disabled hunters. The Hunt coordinator will assure that location and 
position of ground blind provides a  safe backstop for arrows 

14) Hunters must have a flashlight and a warning whistle within easy reach during entry, egress, and while on 
stand. A cell phone is also recommended.  

15) Archers are to obey hunt boundaries shown on the city provided maps. 

16) Only deer may be taken during special hunts.  

17) Hunters must log in and out of the hunt areas each time they leave. The MBRB Hunt Coordinator will 
provide a log in sheet at an appropriate location. 

18) Archers cannot track deer outside of hunt boundaries. Hunters must contact the MBRB hunt coordinator if 
deer retrieval is required outside of hunt boundaries. The hunt coordinator will make arrangements for 
police escort, or obtain landowner permission before tracking deer onto adjacent properties.  

19) If searching for downed deer after dark, the hunt coordinator will notify police at the contact number 
provided by city. 

20) The City will provide a field dressing area that will be used.  However if deer are downed in steep ravines 
where removal would be very difficult, the hunt coordinator will select a site for the entrails to be buried. 
In this case the deer must be field dressed at least 50 feet away from trails and not visible from trails.  

21) Additional restrictions may be added at the required orientation meeting. 

22) Hunters should immediately report any incidents to the MBRB hunt coordinator.  



23) Hunters are directed not to speak to any protestors or news media. These incidents are to be reported to 
the MBRB hunt coordinator immediately. The MBRB hunt coordinator will contact the appropriate City 
staff and/or the Police who will handle any communication needed. 

24) Newport Police Department should be contacted immediately in the case of accidents.  

25) Failure to follow rules will lead to removal from hunt. 
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Breckenridge Insurance Services LLC
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Stephanie Verseman
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sverseman@blueriveruw.com

Metro Bowhunters Resource Base 
PO BOX 161

Circle Pines MN 55010

StarNet Insurance Company 40045
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It is understood and agreed that the following certificate holder is named as an additional insured, but only with respects to its liability arising out of the activities 
of the named insured.

City of Newport
596 7th Ave

Newport MN 55055
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-39 
 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE CITY OF NEWPORT’S CONTRIBUTION FOR 
EMPLOYEE HEALTH & DENTAL INSURANCE COVERAGE 

   
WHEREAS, The City of Newport did establish the employer contribution amount for employee benefits of Health 
Insurance by the adoption of Resolution R-93-7, adopted March 18, 1993; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Newport City Council approved the City's monthly contribution in 2014, Resolution No. 2014-49 to be: 
 

HSA 
• Family: $1,200 
• Single: $1,600 
Health Insurance Premium 
• Family: 91.5%  
• Single: 100%  
Dental Insurance Premium 
• Family: 70% 
• Plus One: 80% 
• Single: 90% 

 
WHEREAS, Health Insurance premiums increased 15.4% for 2016 and Dental Insurance premiums increased 4.25% for 
2016; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Newport City Council Hereby authorizes the City’s monthly 
contribution for employee and dependents to be the following: 
 

HSA 
• Family: $1,200 
• Single: $1,600 
Health Insurance Premium 
• Family: 88%  
• Single: 100%  
Dental Insurance Premium 
• Family: 70% 
• Plus One: 80% 
• Single: 90% 

 
Adopted this 5th day of November, 2015 by the Newport City Council. 
 
Motion by: ___________________, Seconded by: ______________________ 
     

VOTE:  Geraghty _________ 
      Ingemann _________ 

Sumner  _________ 
Rahm  _________ 
Lund  _________                                

  
Signed: _________________________ 
              Tim Geraghty, Mayor 
 

ATTEST: _____________________________ 
      Deb Hill, City Administrator  
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MEMO 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
 Deb Hill, City Administrator   
 
FROM: Renee Eisenbeisz, Executive Analyst 
 
DATE: October 19, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Ordinance Amendment Renewal Requirements for Solid Waste and Recycling Licenses 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
In 2014, the City Council amended Section 440, Solid Waste and Recyclables Collection, due to it being out of date. One 
of the amendments was in Section 440.06, Subd. 1, License Required, and requires haulers to have a minimum number of 
residential accounts in order to renew their residential license. The minimum increases from 50 to 100 in 2016 and to 200 
in 2017. This requirement was put in place in order to reduce the number of residential haulers. Additionally, this 
Subdivision states that the City should have at least three licensed haulers. Currently, there are four licensed residential 
haulers and staff believes that this will be reduced to three in 2016.  
 
At the August 20, 2015 City Council meeting, the City Council directed staff to amend this section to remove the 
minimum number of accounts for 2017.  
 
DISCUSSION 
Attached for your review is Ordinance No. 2015-8 amending Section 440.06, Subd. 1, to remove the minimum number of 
accounts for 2017 and keep it at 100 moving forward. The City Council will need to hold a public hearing for the 
ordinance amendment.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council approve Ordinance No. 2015-8. 

9.A



 
 

CITY OF NEWPORT 
ORDINANCE 2015-8 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT, MINNESOTA, AMENDING THE CITY CODE OF 

ORDINANCES CHAPTER 4, LICENSING 

 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT, MINNESOTA, HEREBY ORDAINS THAT: 
 

CHAPTER 4 - LICENSING 
 

Section 440 - Solid Waste and Recyclables Collection 
 

440.06 Waste Hauling 
 

Subd. 1 License Required.  No person, firm or corporation, except City employees, shall collect mixed municipal 
solid waste, appliances, bulky waste, recyclable materials, or yard waste belonging to another in the City without a 
license from the City. The number of residential licenses under this section shall be capped at the number in place on 
November 20, 2014; any decrease in the number of licenses that occurs due to attrition will decrease the number of 
available licenses to that extent, save that at least three licensed haulers shall be allowed in the City. In order to renew 
a residential license, the licensee must submit to the City a list of all active accounts. The residential licensee must 
have at least 50 active residential accounts to renew in 2015 and 100 active residential accounts to renew in 2016 and 
beyond.    

 
The foregoing Ordinance was moved by Councilmember ______________ and seconded by Councilmember 
________________. 
 
The following Councilmembers voted in the affirmative:  
 
The following Councilmembers voted in the negative: 

 

This Ordinance becomes effective upon its passage and publication according to law. 
Effective Date 

 
Adopted by the City Council of the City of Newport, Minnesota on the 5th day of November, 2015. 
 

Signed: _____________________________ 
            Tim Geraghty, Mayor 

 
Attest: ______________________________ 
           Deb Hill, City Administrator 



COMPLETION DATE AMOUNT OF CONTRACT
FROM: October 1, 2015 ORIGINAL: ORIGINAL:

TO: September 30, 2015 REVISED: REVISED:

PROJECT: 2014 STREET IMPROVEMENTS CONTRACTOR: REDSTONE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC.
CITY PROJECT NO. 2013‐15 ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 218, MORA, MN 55051

OFFICE: 320‐679‐4140
OWNER: CITY OF NEWPORT FAX: 320‐679‐4154

QTY TOTAL QTY TOTAL

SCHEDULE 1.0 ‐ STREET
1         2021.501 MOBILIZATION LS 1 156,000.00$     ‐$                     1 156,000.00$              
2         2101.502 CLEARING TREE 132 150.00$            ‐$                     147 22,050.00$                
3         2101.507 GRUBBING TREE 132 110.00$            ‐$                     147 16,170.00$                
4         2104.501 REMOVE CONCRETE CURB  LF 1,985 2.40$                 ‐$                     1,402 3,364.80$                  
5         2104.501 REMOVE FENCE LF 771 12.00$              ‐$                     277 3,324.00$                  
6         2104.503 REMOVE CONCRETE WALK SF 347 1.20$                 ‐$                     283 339.60$                      
7         2104.505 REMOVE CONCRETE PAVEMENT SY 570 12.84$              ‐$                     567 7,280.28$                  
8         2104.505 REMOVE BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT SY 45,167 2.08$                 ‐$                     48,010 99,860.80$                
9         2104.509 REMOVE MAILBOX SUPPORT EACH 191 35.00$              ‐$                     176 6,160.00$                  
10       2104.509 REMOVE  SIGN EACH 95 25.00$              ‐$                     45 1,125.00$                  
11       2104.523 SALVAGE SIGN POST EACH 100 25.00$              ‐$                     9 225.00$                      
12       2104.523 SALVAGE LIGHT STANDARD & LUMINAIRE EACH 2 750.00$            ‐$                     1 750.00$                      
13       2104.523 SALVAGE MAILBOX EACH 194 20.00$              ‐$                     176 3,520.00$                  
14       2104.523 SALVAGE LANDSCAPING EACH 47 500.00$            ‐$                     33 16,500.00$                
15       2104.618 SALVAGE PAVERS (ALL TYPES & SIZES) SF 262 7.00$                 ‐$                     262 1,834.00$                  
16       2105.501 COMMON EXCAVATION (STREET) (EV) CY 8,088 20.66$              ‐$                     9,527 196,827.82$              
17       2105.503 ROCK EXCAVATION CY 2,180 20.00$              ‐$                     2,131.00 42,620.00$                
18       2105.507 SUBGRADE EXCAVATION (EV) CY 7,858 20.66$              ‐$                     10,371 214,264.86$              
19       2105.522 GRANULAR BORROW (CV) CY 433 18.36$              ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
20       2105.525 TOPSOIL BORROW (LV) CY 3,017 8.00$                 ‐$                     1,026 8,208.00$                  
21       2105.604 GEOTEXTILE FABRIC TYPE V SY 380 2.00$                 ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
22       2211.501 AGGREGATE BASE CLASS 5 TON 19,090 12.12$              ‐$                     24,189.94 293,182.07$              
23       2118.502 AGGREGATE SURFACING, (LV), CLASS II (DRIVEWAY) CY 134 14.00$              ‐$                     116 1,624.00$                  
24       2232.501 MILL BITUMINOUS SURFACE (1.5") SY 27,312 1.00$                 ‐$                     12,438 12,438.00$                
25       2331.604 BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT RECLAMATION (FULL DEPTH) SY 11,190 1.00$                 ‐$                     11,190 11,190.00$                
26       2231.607 HAUL & PLACE RECLAIM MATERIAL (CV) CY 986 6.32$                 ‐$                     986 6,231.52$                  
27       2360.501 TYPE SP 9.5 WEAR COURSE MIXTURE 2B (D/W) TON 597 93.00$              ‐$                     504.23 46,893.39$                
28       2360.501 TYPE SP 9.5 WEAR COURSE MIXTURE 2B (STREET) TON 6,401 60.90$              ‐$                     6,339.37 386,067.63$              
29       2360.502 TYPE SP 12.5 NON‐WEARING COURSE MIXTURE 2B (STREET) TON 4,979 55.60$              ‐$                     4,991.10 277,505.16$              
30       2360.505 TYPE SP 9.5 BIT MIXTURE FOR PATCHING TON 383 71.55$              ‐$                     133.72 9,567.67$                  
31       2360.505 TYPE SP 12.5 BIT MIXTURE FOR PATCHING TON 372 62.00$              ‐$                     479.98 29,758.76$                
32       2357.502 BITUMINOUS MATERIAL FOR TACK COAT GAL 3,810 2.90$                 ‐$                     2,770 8,033.00$                  
33       2521.501 4" CONCRETE WALK SF 232 5.00$                 ‐$                     469 2,345.00$                  
34       2531.507 6" CONCRETE DRIVEWAY PAVEMENT (APRON) SY 1,865 45.00$              ‐$                     1,894 85,230.00$                
35       2531.501 CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER DESIGN B618 LF 26,799 9.00$                 ‐$                     24,281 218,529.00$              
36       2531.604 8" CONCRETE VALLEY GUTTER SY 175 50.00$              ‐$                     86 4,300.00$                  
37       2540.602 INSTALL MAIL BOX SUPPORT (SINGLE) EACH 81 115.00$            ‐$                     21 2,415.00$                  
38       2540.602 INSTALL MAIL BOX SUPPORT (DOUBLE) EACH 7 125.00$            ‐$                     19 2,375.00$                  
39       2540.602 INSTALL MAIL BOX SUPPORT (MULTIPLE) EACH 3 200.00$            ‐$                     14 2,800.00$                  
40       2540.602 INSTALL MAIL BOX SUPPORT, (RURAL) (SINGLE) EACH 76 100.00$            ‐$                     43 4,300.00$                  
41       2563.601 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 10,950.00$       ‐$                     1 10,950.00$                
42       2564.533 F&I SIGN PANEL TYPE C SF 472 25.00$              ‐$                     355.00 8,875.00$                  
43       2564.602 F&I SIGN PANEL TYPE SPECIAL EACH 86 125.00$            ‐$                     7 875.00$                      
44       2564.602 SIGN POST EACH 100 50.00$              ‐$                     77 3,850.00$                  
45       2573.502 SILT FENCE, TYPE MACHINE SLICED LF 1,900 1.55$                 ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
46       2573.540 FIBER LOG LF 475 3.75$                 ‐$                     560 2,100.00$                  
47       2573.603 ROCK LOG LF 190 5.00$                 ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
48       2573.602 TEMPORARY ROCK CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE EACH 18 1,250.00$         ‐$                     6 7,500.00$                  
49       2573.602 CONCRETE WASH‐OUT AREA EACH 18 100.00$            ‐$                     9 900.00$                      
50       2573.602 INLET PROTECTION EACH 72 250.00$            ‐$                     43 10,750.00$                
51       2575.505 SODDING TYPE LAWN SY 31,762 3.90$                 ‐$                     780 3,042.00$                  
52       2575.523 EROSION CONTROL BLANKET CATEGORY 2 SY 1,378 2.15$                 ‐$                     1,200 2,580.00$                  
53       2575.523 EROSION CONTROL BLANKET CATEGORY 4 SY 592 2.75$                 ‐$                     1,369 3,764.75$                  
54       2575.535 WATER MGAL 1,306 21.75$              ‐$                     21 456.75$                      
55       2575.561 HYDRAULIC SOIL STABILIZER TYPE 6 SY 28,496 1.75$                 ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
56       2575.601 SITE RESTORATION LS 1 5,000.00$         ‐$                     1 5,000.00$                  
57       2575.601 EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL   LS 1 2,500.00$         ‐$                     1 2,500.00$                  

T SCHEDULE 1.0 ‐ STREET ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     2,268,352.86$           

PARTIAL PAY ESTIMATE NO. 9 ‐ FINAL PAYMENT

October 30, 2014 $3,414,822.77

ITEM 

NO SPEC NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT

QTY 

TOTAL UNIT PRICE

THIS PERIOD TOTAL TO DATE

13.A



SCHEDULE 2.0 ‐ SANITARY SEWER
58       2104.501 REMOVE SEWER PIPE (SANITARY) LF 4,006 1.20$                 ‐$                     4,139 4,966.80$                  
59       2104.501 REMOVE CRACKED SEWER PIPE (SANITARY) (8 ‐ 12 FT DEPTH) EACH 3 1,270.00$         ‐$                     12 15,240.00$                
60       2104.501 REMOVE CRACKED SEWER PIPE (SANITARY) (12 ‐ 16 FT DEPTH) EACH 4 1,860.00$         ‐$                     3 5,580.00$                  
61       2104.501 REMOVE CRACKED SEWER PIPE (SANITARY) (16 ‐ 20 FT DEPTH) EACH 7 2,840.00$         ‐$                     8 22,720.00$                
62       2104.501 REMOVE CRACKED SEWER PIPE (SANITARY) (20 ‐ 24 FT DEPTH) EACH 1 3,670.00$         ‐$                     1 3,670.00$                  
63       2104.501 REMOVE SEWER PIPE (SERVICE) LF 1,597 1.20$                 ‐$                     1,676 2,011.20$                  
64       2104.501 REMOVE SEWER WYE (SERVICE), (8 ‐ 12 FT DEPTH) EACH 19 1,270.00$         ‐$                     27 34,290.00$                
65       2104.501 REMOVE SEWER WYE (SERVICE), (12 ‐ 16 FT DEPTH) EACH 7 1,860.00$         ‐$                     9 16,740.00$                
66       2104.501 REMOVE SEWER WYE (SERVICE), (16 ‐ 20 FT DEPTH) EACH 14 2,840.00$         ‐$                     14 39,760.00$                
67       2104.501 REMOVE SEWER WYE (SERVICE), (20 ‐ 24 FT DEPTH) EACH 5 3,670.00$         ‐$                     7 25,690.00$                
68       2104.601 REMOVE SEWER PIPE (TRANSITE) LF 24 41.60$              ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
69       2104.509 REMOVE MANHOLE EACH 5 416.00$            ‐$                     5 2,080.00$                  
70       2503.602 TEMPORARY SANITARY SEWER BYPASS EACH 1 12,000.00$       ‐$                     1 12,000.00$                
71       2503.602 CONNECT TO EXISTING SANITARY SEWER EACH 32 571.00$            ‐$                     24 13,704.00$                
72       2503.602 CONNECT TO EXISTING SANITARY SEWER SERVICE EACH 88 196.00$            ‐$                     100 19,600.00$                
73       2503.602 8" X 4" PVC WYE EACH 35 357.00$            ‐$                     29 10,353.00$                
74       2503.602 12" X 4" PVC WYE EACH 42 655.00$            ‐$                     11 7,205.00$                  
75       2503.602 15" X 4" PVC WYE EACH 1 976.00$            ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
76       2503.602 15" X 4" RUBBER SADDLE EACH 1 557.00$            ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
77       2503.602 18" X 4" RUBBER SADDLE EACH 2 560.00$            ‐$                     2 1,120.00$                  
78       2503.602 18" X 6" RUBBER SADDLE EACH 1 634.00$            ‐$                     4 2,536.00$                  
79       2503.603 6" CL 52 DIP SEWER (FORCEMAIN) LF 50 69.00$              ‐$                     21 1,449.00$                  
80       2503.603 12" PVC SANITARY SEWER  PIPE ‐ C900 LF 1,396 63.00$              ‐$                     1,383 87,129.00$                
81       2503.603 8" PVC SANITARY SEWER PIPE ‐ SDR 35 LF 2,284 51.00$              ‐$                     2,346 119,646.00$              
82       2504.603 10" PVC SANITARY SEWER PIPE ‐ SDR 35 LF 342 45.70$              ‐$                     356 16,269.20$                
83       2503.603 12" PVC SANITARY SEWER PIPE ‐ SDR 35 LF 29 143.00$            ‐$                     73 10,439.00$                
84       2503.603 18" RC PIPE SEWER (SANITARY) DES 3006 CL III LF 4 237.00$            ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
85       2503.603 4" PVC SANITARY SEWER SERVICE PIPE ‐ SDR 26 LF 1,572 42.40$              ‐$                     1,625 68,900.00$                
86       2503.603 6" PVC SANITARY SEWER SERVICE PIPE ‐ SDR 26 LF 33 51.60$              ‐$                     80 4,128.00$                  
87       2506.602 INSTALL MANHOLE EACH 4 3,100.00$         ‐$                     4 12,400.00$                
88       2506.602 INSTALL CASTING LID EACH 38 240.00$            ‐$                     35 8,400.00$                  
89       2506.602 ADJUST STRUCTURE (SANITARY) EACH 1 892.00$            ‐$                     1 892.00$                      
90       2506.602 ADJUST FRAME & RING CASTING (SANITARY) EACH 64 506.00$            ‐$                     69 34,914.00$                

T SCHEDULE 2.0 ‐ SANITARY ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     603,832.20$              

SCHEDULE 3.0 ‐ WATERMAIN
91       2104.601 REMOVE PIPE (WATERMAIN) LF 1,458 2.40$                 ‐$                     1,458 3,499.20$                  
92       2104.601 REMOVE PIPE (WATER SERVICE) LF 726 1.20$                 ‐$                     892 1,070.40$                  
93       2104.609 REMOVE HYDRANT & GATE VALVE EACH 4 357.00$            ‐$                     4 1,428.00$                  
94       2504.602 CONNECT TO EXISTING WATERMAIN EACH 3 684.00$            ‐$                     6 4,104.00$                  
95       2504.602 INSTALL HYDRANT & VALVE EACH 3 5,620.00$         ‐$                     4 22,480.00$                
96       2504.602 REINSTALL HYDRANT & VALVE EACH 1 1,070.00$         ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
97       2504.602 6" GATE VALVE & BOX EACH 1 2,160.00$         ‐$                     2 4,320.00$                  
98       2504.602 ADJUST HYDRANT & GATE VALVE EACH 13 952.00$            ‐$                     2 1,904.00$                  
99       2504.602 ADJUST FRAME & RING CASTING (WATERMAIN) EACH 2 507.00$            ‐$                     1 507.00$                      
100     2504.602 ADJUST VALVE BOX EACH 41 357.00$            ‐$                     49 17,493.00$                
101     2504.602 CURB STOP COVER CASTING EACH 22 161.00$            ‐$                     13 2,093.00$                  
102     2504.602 1" CORPORATION STOP EACH 22 631.00$            ‐$                     29 18,299.00$                
103     2504.602 1" CURB STOP & BOX EACH 22 714.00$            ‐$                     30 21,420.00$                
104     2504.603 1" TYPE K COPPER PIPE LF 726 42.30$              ‐$                     849 35,912.70$                
105     2504.603 TEMPORARY WATER SERVICE LF 1,500 6.55$                 ‐$                     1,751 11,469.05$                
106     2504.603 6" WATERMAIN DUCTILE IRON CL 52 LF 1,315 37.70$              ‐$                     1,396 52,629.20$                
107     2504.604 4" POLYSTYRENE INSULATION SY 60 44.10$              ‐$                     79 3,483.90$                  
108     2504.608 WATERMAIN FITTINGS LB 919 5.35$                 ‐$                     457 2,444.95$                  

T SCHEDULE 3.0 ‐ WATERMAIN ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     204,557.40$              

SCHEDULE 4.0 ‐ STORM
109     2104.501 REMOVE SEWER PIPE (STORM) LF 390 9.55$                 ‐$                     535 5,109.25$                  
110     2104.509 REMOVE MANHOLE OR CATCH BASIN EACH 3 386.00$            ‐$                     7 2,702.00$                  
111     2502.601 4" PERF PE PIPE DRAIN LF 40 23.70$              ‐$                     20 474.00$                      
112     2502.602 4" PE PIPE DRAIN CLEANOUT EACH 1 178.00$            ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
113     2503.541 12" RC PIPE SEWER DES 3006 CL V LF 238 29.40$              ‐$                     370 10,878.00$                
114     2503.541 15" RC PIPE SEWER DES 3006 CL V LF 96 33.60$              ‐$                     98 3,292.80$                  
115     2503.541 18" RC PIPE SEWER DES 3006 CL III LF 1,891 33.30$              ‐$                     1,778 59,207.40$                
116     2503.541 24" RC PIPE SEWER DES 3006 CL III LF 43 51.00$              ‐$                     71 3,621.00$                  
117     2501.515 12" CM PIPE APRON W/ TRASH GUARD EACH 3 416.00$            ‐$                     1 416.00$                      
118     2501.515 12" RC PIPE APRON W/ TRASH GUARD EACH 2 780.00$            ‐$                     5 3,900.00$                  
119     2503.511 18" RC PIPE APRON W/TRASH GUARD EACH 2 1,000.00$         ‐$                     1 1,000.00$                  
120     2503.511 24" RC PIPE APRON W/TRASH GUARD EACH 1 1,470.00$         ‐$                     1 1,470.00$                  
121     2506.502 CONST DRAINAGE ST. DESIGN SPECIAL 24"X36" EACH 24 1,630.00$         ‐$                     18 29,340.00$                
122     2506.502 CONST DRAINAGE STRUCTURE DESIGN 48‐4020 EACH 7 2,300.00$         ‐$                     16 36,800.00$                
123     2506.502 CONST DRAINAGE STRUCTURE DESIGN 60‐4020 EACH 1 3,270.00$         ‐$                     1 3,270.00$                  
124     2506.521 INSTALL CASTING (STORM) EACH 3 833.00$            ‐$                     3 2,499.00$                  
125     2506.602 CONNECT TO EXISTING STRUCTURE (STORM) EACH 12 565.00$            ‐$                     11 6,215.00$                  
126     2506.602 ADJUST STRUCTURE (STORM) EACH 12 833.00$            ‐$                     11 9,163.00$                  
127     2506.602 ADJUST FRAME & RING CASTING (STORM) EACH 17 506.00$            ‐$                     13 6,578.00$                  
128     2511.501 RANDOM RIPRAP CLASS III (CV) CY 28 119.00$            ‐$                     46 5,474.00$                  
129     2511.511 GRANULAR FILTER (CV) CY 13 27.20$              ‐$                     0 ‐$                            
130     2511.515 GEOTEXTILE FILTER TYPE IV SY 7 2.10$                 ‐$                     39 81.90$                        

T SCHEDULE 4.0 ‐ STORM ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     191,491.35$              

SCHEDULE 5.0 ‐ ALTERNATE BID
131     2575.561 BLOWN COMPOST SEEDING SY 31,048 2.25$                 ‐$                     24,657 55,478.25$                
132     2575.602 SITE RESTORATION LS 1 5,000.00$         ‐$                     1 5,000.00$                  
133     2575.605 SODDING TYPE LAWN SY 31,762 (3.90)$               ‐$                     0.00 ‐$                            
134     2575.635 WATER MGAL 655 22.00$              ‐$                     0.00 ‐$                            



T SCHEDULE 5.0 ‐ ALTERNATE BID ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     60,478.25$                

SCHEDULE 6.0 ‐ ALTERNATE BID
135     2503.602 RUBBER SADDLE ADJUSTMENT EACH 1 2,500.00$         ‐$                     0.00 ‐$                            
136     2506.603 CONST DRAINAGE STRUCTURE DESIGN CATTLE GUARD LS 1 30,000.00$       ‐$                     0.00 ‐$                            

T SCHEDULE 6.0 ‐ ALTERNATE BID ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     ‐$                            

BID SUMMARY
T SCHEDULE 1 ‐ STREET ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     2,268,352.86$           

T SCHEDULE 2 ‐ SANITARY ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     603,832.20$              

T SCHEDULE 3 ‐ WATERMAIN ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     204,557.40$              

T SCHEDULE 4 ‐ STORM ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     191,491.35$              

T SCHEDULE 5 ‐ ALTERNATE BID ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     60,478.25$                

T SCHEDULE 6 ‐ ALTERNATE BID ‐ TOTAL ‐$                     ‐$                            

AMOUNT EARNED
AMOUNT RETAINED ‐ NONE
PREVIOUS PAYMENTS
AMOUNT DUE

CONTRACTOR'S CERTIFICATION

Contractor REDSTONE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC.

By _________________________________________________________

Date ________________________________________________________

ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATION

Engineer:  MSA PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

By __________________________________________________________

Date _________________________________________________________

APPROVED BY OWNER
Owner: CITY OF NEWPORT

By __________________________________________________________

Date _________________________________________________________

The undersigned certifies that the work has been carefully observed and to the best of their knowledge and belief, the quantities shown 

in this estimate are correct and the work has been performed in accordance with the contract documents.

‐$                                     3,328,712.06$                                    
(3,000.00)$                        ‐$                                                   

3,325,712.06$                                  
3,000.00$                        

The undersigned Contractor certifies that to the best of their knowledge, information and belief the work covered by this payment estimate has been completed in 

accordance with the contract documents, that all amounts have been paid by the contractor for work for which previous payment estimates was issued and payments 

received from the owner, and that current payment shown herein is now due.
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