CITY OF RUSHFORD VILLAGE MINUTES OF December 17, 2019
TNT HEARING, 
CRV AND MIENERGY PUBLIC HEARINGS and
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
43038 State Hwy 30, Rushford Village, Minnesota  55971-5167  

	Robert Hart was sworn in and will replace Chad Rasmussen on the CRV Council until the November 2020  	elections.

	The December 17, 2019 Truth in Taxation (TNT) Hearing was called to order by Mayor Gordon Johnson at 6:30 pm 	in the Rushford Village Council Chambers. Council members present: Dennis Overland, Mike Ebner, Roger Knutson 	and Robert Hart; Planning-Zoning Administrator Jon Pettit, City Attorney Joseph O’Koren, Treasurer	Judy Graham 	and Clerk Mary Miner

	Citizens Present:Rebecca Charles-CEDA

Motion made to close TNT Hearing at 6:58 pm	     						       Motion by Overland 2nd by Ebner. Carried.	                 
                               
	Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag   

	The December 17, 2019 Regular Council Meeting was called to order by Mayor Gordon Johnson at 7:00 	pm in the 	Rushford Village Council Chambers. Council members present: Dennis Overland, Mike Ebner, Roger Knutson and 		Robert Hart; Planning-Zoning Administrator Jon Pettit, City Attorney Joseph O’Koren, Treasurer Judy Graham and 	Clerk Mary Miner	                                     	    					       Absent: Public Works Supervisor Travis Scheck						                 
	AGENDA was approved as presented							              Motion by Overland 2nd by Ebner. Carried.

	MINUTES of the December 3, 2019 Regular Council Meeting Minutes were approved as read      	   				    															                       Motion by Overland 2nd by Knutson. Carried.

	CITIZENS /OTHERS PRESENT /WISHING TO BE HEARD:  Rebecca Charles-CEDA, Eric Udelhofen-	OneEnergy, Kent Whitcomb-MiEnergy, Scott Bestul-Tri County Record and Kirsten Zoellner-Fillmore County 	Journal
· Rebecca Charles-CEDA:  
· Charles has been putting together a land inventory of residents with potential buildable areas that are not in the flood plain.  Once this list is complete Charles would like to send out a letter and survey to those landowners.  
· Charles presented the Council with a letter draft she would like to send CRV landowners who have land with potential for development. Knutson suggested a couple of revisions to the letter which included listing what type of development CRV is interested in and removing CRV and replacing with Landowner as those who might be interested in developing the land.  Ebner stated he wants it to be clear CRV will not be doing any developing.  Charles will make the revisions before sending.
· Charles presented the Council with a survey draft to be included with the letter being sent to residents.  Knutson stated #9 should include only those things that CRV actually has.
· Overland asked what Charles felt the rate of return on surveys sent will be.  Charles estimates with remit envelopes it could be around a 30% return and without remit envelopes it could be around a 10% -12% return.  Charles stated she would be able to get the remit envelopes that would only cost CRV money if they are returned to CRV
· Knutson asked how many she is planning to send out.  Charles is still working on determining this but feels she would be sending 200 at a maximum.
Motion made to approve the letter and survey with revisions		                    Motion by Overland 2nd by Ebner. Carried.

· Charles presented the Council with an article relating to the letter and survey she will be sending to CRV landowners she would like to publish in the CEDA Annual Newsletter only.  
Motion made to approve article for CEDA Annual Newsletter		               Motion by Overland 2nd by Ebner. Carried
· Charles has a second survey that is related to the Safe Routes to School Program.  The Land Conservancy purchased the Schueler property and is going to put in walking paths.  It was asked by residents of Rush Creek Roe if it would be possible to extend those paths through CRV into the City of Rushford so children in the Rush Creek Roe area would be able to walk or ride their bikes safely into town.  Right now the only option is to ride on Highway 43. 
This survey would be sent to residents in Rush Creek Roe asking if they have children and would include questions about how they get to school.  A map would be included so residents could show their routes.  
· Charles stated this is an extremely competitive program but the money you get for it really makes it a possibility for any community to put those trails in with the funding.  
· There is a Safe Route to School Planning Grant which helps with costs associated with applying for the Safe Routes to School Program Grant.
· Pettit stated R-P School and the City of Rushford have applied for the Safe Routes to School grant multiple times in the past and have been turned down.  Pettit suggested Charles check into this.  Charles will reach out to the program heads about the previous applications.
· No action was taken on the Safe Routes to School Program or Planning Grant
· Charles presented her November Update

Motion made to close Regular Council Meeting and Open CRV Solar Array Public Hearing at 7:16 pm
																		         Motion by Ebner 2nd by Knutson. Carried.

	Citizens Present:  Rebecca Charles-CEDA, Eric 	Udelhofen-OneEnergy, Kent Whitcomb-MiEnergy, 				Scott Bestul-Tri County Record and Kirsten Zoellner-Fillmore County Journa

· Mayor Johnson yielded the floor to Acting Mayor Dennis Overland and abstained from both public hearings	
· Eric Udelhofen and Kent Whitcomb were present to provide information and answer questions regarding the OneEnergy/CRV Solar Array permit application
· Dairyland, MiEnergy wholesale provider, this year came out with a 142A Policy which now allows cooperatives to own up to 10% of their peak load.  This means they can own that generation themselves or purchase it somewhere else other than Dairyland. 
· MiEnergy looked at building solar array themselves. 
· MiEnergy decided to work with OneEnergy and signed a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with them.  By doing this their power purchase price will besignificantly lower than it would be with Dairyland
· MiEnergy is looking at a total of 10 megawatts which would be divided between 5 different solar array sites  
· The MiEnergy Engineer, Tom, looked at the substations in the area to see which ones could handle that much load.  The Rushford sub could handle the load but MiEnergy does not own enough property for a 1 Megawatt system so they contacted CRV about putting some on CRV property as well
· The CRV permit application is for a 512kW solar array on 3.17 acres
· MiEnergy CRV member benefits would include a cheaper wholesale price (almost half) and transmission costs on peak day would be reduced
· Hart asked how are the CRV residents benefiting from the proposal?  Will the residents get a better rate on the electric?  The electric company is getting a benefit from it, what are the people getting from it? Whitcomb response:  First of all, the resident would have to have MiEnergy as their electrical provider.  There would not be a specific credit to the residents account but the overall cost to purchase power would go down for MiEnergy so in theory this should be passed on to the residents.
· MiEnergy would purchase from OneEnergy. Dairyland would also purchase the production back from OneEnergy so there would be a double PPA with CRV and Dairyland
· Johnson stated questions he has heard pertain to maintenance, clean up of site and technology 
· Overland stated 25 years of technology is like 5 life times and asked what the plan is if 10-15 years from now it is determined not to be the best system, what has been seen in the past?
· Udelhofen response:
· As far as equipment the inverters are warranted up to 20 years and the modules are warranted up to 25 years depending on which ones
· It is not felt technology will advance that much it would warrant replacing equipment unless there is a financial benefit down the road where there is a breakthrough Udelhofen does not see any of the equipment being replaced
· The panels are from an installed cost stand point about 25% of the cost of the system.  The rack is galvanized steel and is a significant component along with the wiring, fencing and everything else.  If the panels were so insignificant and improved in 15 years that it made sense replace them the rest of the equipment has very long life so it would probably make sense at that point to replace the panels and leave everything else in place.  This would increase the efficiency of the panels making replacing them cost effective
· The panels are silica wafers and wiring, very basic technology.  They will degrade a little each year but Udelhofen does not anticipate the panels will drastically change even though the technology does get a little better each year
· OneEnergy must provide proof they have a bond or some sort of financial instrument set aside to cover the decommissioning of the project.  In the past OneEnergy has done decommission cost estimates with third party engineers for different stages of the product life.  Usually for the first 10 years there is enough value in the equipment itself to more than compensate for the cost of removing it.  At a certain point there is more cost in removing it than there is value in the equipment itself, usually 10-15 years into the project and this is when a Bond come into effect.  This would step up over time as the value of the equipment drops
· OneEnergy Development LLC has been in business since 2009 when large scale solar became cost competitive.  They started in the Northwest, Mid Atlantic and now in the Midwest.  They have not decommissioned anything yet.  
· Other projects OneEnergy have in this area are the outside the Cities of Lanesboro and St. Charles which are part of a group of 10 projects for municipal utilities that are part of Dairyland, most are in Wisconsin and 1 in North Dakota.  OneEnergy also has 3 project for Excel in Wisconsin.  As part of this group there are 2 others in Fillmore County and 1in Winona County.  Most of the solar arrays are being placed on agricultural land.  The ones with the Municipal Utilities had to be in city limits or adjacent to so it was more challenging from a siting standpoint.
· Knutson asked if CRV Attorney have reviewed the lease agreement.  Johnson stated, as he understood it, the lease agreement would be reviewed and agreed upon if CRV decided to rent the land
· Johnson stated he had heard concerns about removal of the posts at the end of the project. Removal of equipment at the completion of the project would be responsibility of OneEnergy, the lease owner. The original lease agreement did not require the posts be completely removed, they could be cut off below the surface.  Udelhofen provided a revised lease agreement stating all posts would be completely removed at the end of the project.  This process would be outlined in the lease agreement.
· Knutson had questions regarding the rent. Would the rent be an adjusted amount or a flat rate.  He does not believe a government, as a source of revenue, should be providing services but yet the Council should be looking as a way of making income.  If this land is going to be rented it should be rented at a reasonable rate but CRV also needs to be protected for any inflation or rise in land rent because 25 years is a long time.  
· Knutson questioned OneEnergy if the rent is always a flat rate or can the rate increase with land values according to what the Fillmore County states land rent is.  Udelhofen response:  OneEnergy used to offer rent that was escalating at 2% ($625.00 escalating at 2%) or flat ($750.00).  Everyone was going with the $750.00 flat so that is what they started offering as their baseline.  Example:  St Charles owns all the land the solar array is on and OneEnergy is renting the land from St Charles.  The land rent is quite a bit lower than what is being offered to CRV because the St. Charles residents will benefit from the lower rates.  Knutson feels CRV should get a fair market value for rent but be protected for any increases over the 25+ years of the agreement.  Example:  Another situation in Middleton WI wanted a floor put price that was basically 120% of the average cropland rent in the County so they would know they would be at least be getting a 20% premium over cropland prices which ended up being approximately $400.00 now but could change over time.
· Udelhofen stated the rate that has been proposed to CRV is the same as what OneEnergy has proposed to other private landowners.  Everyone is getting the same deal
· Knutson said this is a little different in that this is not being proposed to 1 person with private land this is a Council making a decision for it’s residents
· Contract length would be 25 years with the option to extend the lease up to 10 years if the array is still operating at around 70%.  CRV would not have any right to end the contract after 25 years if the array is operating around 70%
· At the end of 25 years, because of the PPA with MiEnergy, OneEnergy would have to make a new deal with MiEnergy to see it would need to make sense for both parties to extend the agreement.  It would have to be determined if the array is still operating efficiently enough as it is or if panels would need to be replaced.  If panels needed to be replace the cost would be minimal, about 25% of the total project cost, so it would make sense to replace the panels so they are more efficient for the remaining 10 years of the lease.  With a solar project the longer the solar array can be operated at a higher output you can keep that is the return.  95% of the cost is incurred as of day one.  From a business standpoint it needs to be kept operating at full output as much as possible and as long as possible
· Johnson stated the last months electrical costs were about $1,100.00.  CRV cannot construct a solar array themselves because there are no tax credits for Cities so it would not be feasible for CRV to do.  He feels the value to CRV would be to get the land rent for 25+ years to help offset the CRV electric costs and CRV would still own the land at the end of the lease agreement 
· Hart stated there would not be any other development if the land was tied up for 25+ years.  Johnson stated CRV owns about 10 acres so there could be other development on another part of the land.
· Knutson stated we should be encouraging renewable resources as a Council. The land rent is the only real question he has and how to come to an amount for rent  
· Johnson asked Attorney O’Koren if the land rent could be negotiated after a decision has been made to rent the land to OneEnergy.  O’Koren response: If that is what the Council decides to do.  Johnson stated it would probably be best to have the amount determined up front.  Knutson and Hart thought $175.00-$250.00 is the going rate now and CRV was getting $350.00 per acre.  Knutson said CRV needs to protect themselves because 25 years is a long time and Hart added there was rent being paid on a tiered basis so if the crop price was higher the rent would be higher
· Overland questioned if the CRV land is the right location for the solar array
· Hart stated it is hard to give up land for 25 years
· Johnson stated OneEnergy would like to put in a tracking system which has 17-18% more efficient in its lifetime over a standard system.  
· Udelhofen stated a tracking system would be 17-18% more energy output per panel.  The same number of fixed rack panels could be place on just the MiEnergy property.  The tracking rack is more expensive to install but the energy efficiency would make is cost effective.
· A tracking system requires more maintenance
· Johnson asked if MiEnergy is being paid a rent or just getting the PPA?  Whitcomb response:  MiEnergy had the option in their PPA to do either or and they did not take the rent.  That effected the MiEnergy power purchase price
· Pettit stated if this was all on MiEnergy land rent free it would be a savings for OneEnergy to not be paying approximately $50,000.00 to CRV for rent over 25 years.  Johnson stated there would be less output  
· MiEnergy would not have enough space for a tracking system and that is why CRV was asked to consider renting their land
· Overland questioned if the whole 3 acres is needed or can it be cut down to 1-2 acres.  Johnson replied what he understood is if it is less than 3 acres it would narrowing it up to the point where the tracking becomes less efficient
· Ebner asked Pettit to give Hart and overview and refresh the Council of what came out of Planning and Zoning 
· Pettit stated Planning and Zoning discussed the permit application and after the discussion there was a vote of 3 for and 1 against to approve the permit application.  The person voting against was concerned about giving up ag land
· Hart asked Rebecca Charles-CEDA, about her recommendation which was based on the 2013 CRV Comprehensive Plan.  Hart questioned the statement made in her report that renting this land for 25 years would tie up the only land CRV owns thus preventing development.  Charles was not aware CRV had possibly 3-4 acres that could be used for development between the CRV Hall and Croell Redi-Mix
· Pettit stated the rest of the discussion pertained to if this was the appropriate spot for the solar array.  No one was against the solar facility.  Absolutely everyone was in agreement this should happen but using the CRV site was disputed.  Hart asked if there was another option for placing it on CRV property and there is not.  The discussion was there would not be an appropriate site on CRV property but it would be appropriate for the whole array to be placed on MiEnergy property.  A discussion about tracking or stationary units took place.  The Planning and Zoning Board determined there is enough room on the MiEnergy property for the whole array
· Hart questioned if the solar array was built and another business wanted to build on the remaining CRV property would there be any issues with setbacks from the solar field.  It does not appear there would be any issues as the remaining land would be northwest of the solar array
· Johnson stated his understanding was there was a concern about the burn pile being too close so he asked OneEnergy to draw up different plans showing the solar array further from the burn pile.
· Johnson was not sure where the property line between Croell and CRV is.  Graham stated the property line is 20 feet west of the trunk of the trees.  The Council would have to agree to the proposed layout once a survey is completed showing the exact property lines
· Overland stated if CRV were to build a new shed it would be located between the gravel and  maintenance shed facing the road so the array would not affect this
Motion made to close CRV Solar Array Public Hearing and Open Regular Council Meeting at 7:56 pm
																	                Motion by Ebner 2nd by Knutson. Carried
	
	Knutson stated he is torn.  It is a long time to tie up the land but he does think it is the right thing to help provide 	renewable resources and does benefit almost every CRV resident because they get their energy from MiEnergy.  He 	also stated the Council needs to discuss the rent options and protect CRV when it	comes to the rent.  Overland 	stated this would be part of the agreement negotiation 

Motion made to approve CRV/OneEnergy 3.17 Acre Solar Array Permit Application	
																		                      Motion by Knutson 2nd by Ebner. 
· Knutson and Ebner in favor 
· Hart opposed
· Mayor Johnson abstained from vote 
· Overland stated the vote is 2 to 1 so he does not have to vote to break a tie. Overland questioned O’Koren if he needed to vote.  O’Koren said if there is a quorum then you need a majority of the people present.  If there are 5 present with 1 abstaining you would need 3 in favor to pass because only 4 would be voting.  If there are 5 present with 2 abstaining you would need 2 in favor to pass because only 3 would be voting.  O’Koren told Overland he had the option to abstain or vote.  
· O’Koren stated the way he had thought about it is if there was an employee of MiEnergy and there still was a quorum to pass the MiEnergy employee could abstain if they wanted to do so.  Ebner stated being an employee he would like to abstain.  
· Attorney O’Koren shared he had sent CRV a letter to Miner pertaining to conflict of interest.  O’Koren stated there are 5 qualifiers for conflict of interest which basically says if a Council member were to gain financially from the project, was a manager on the project as well as 3 other criteria. If you are just an employee who is not getting any benefit from this, you are not directing or overseeing the project there is no conflict of interest.  There may be an appearance of impropriety but that’s not conflict of interest according to the Attorney General. Miner will send the conflict of interest email to the Council members to review. 
· Ebner chose not to abstain after O’Koren explained the conflict of interest criteria
· Overland chose to vote.  He stated he really likes the idea of renewable energy but has a little problem having it all right there.  Overland voted no
· Final vote is 2 in favor (Knutson & Ebner) and 2 against (Hart & Overland)
· Graham stated the Council has 60 days to make a decision, Overland agreed
· Vote was tabled and the motion will stay on the table until the January 21, 2020 Council Meeting to allow time for new Council member Robert Hart to review solar array information and allow time for the Council to review the conflict of interest email CRV received from O’Koren
· Johnson stated he would like to allow the MiEnergy/OneEnergy public hearing to take place as scheduled knowing the plans for the MiEnergy solar array could change pending what is decided on the CRV solar array.

Motion made to close Regular Council Meeting and Open MiEnergy/OneEnergy Solar Array Public Hearing at 8:05 pm														   				                Motion by Knutson 2nd by Ebner. Carried

	Citizens Present:  Rebecca Charles-CEDA, Eric 	Udelhofen-OneEnergy, Kent Whitcomb-MiEnergy, 										   Scott Bestul-Tri County Record and Kirsten Zoellner-Fillmore County Journal
· Eric Udelhofen and Kent Whitcomb were present to provide information and answer questions regarding the OneEnergy/MiEnergy Solar Array permit application
· The the solar array would be placed on 4.03 acres of land owned by MiEnergy
· The array would have tracking panels if CRV is part of the project and the rows would run North and South
· If CRV is not part of the project the array would then have fixed panels, more rows would be added and the rows would run East and West and be closer together
· Planning and Zoning had no questions at all with the array being placed on MiEnergy property.  In the past, Planning and Zoning along with the Council approved a permit application for a solar array project on that site.  The permit expired before a solar array was installed
Motion made to close MiEnergy Solar Array Public Hearing and Open Regular Council Meeting at 8:08 pm
																			         Motion by Ebner 2nd by Hart. Carried

Motion Made to approve MiEnergy/OneEnergy Solar Array 4.03 Acre Solar Array Permit Application knowing
		  the plan depends on what is decided on the CRV/OneEnergy permit application
																		          Motion by Knutson 2nd by Ebner. Carried

· Udelhofen/Whitcomb asked if there was any additional information they could provide
· Overland stated this may be one of those cases where the Council does not know enough to know what they need
· Hart stated for him personally he would like time to read the information and his hang up is giving up the land for 25 years.  He wants to make sure there is sufficient other developmental property if needed
· Knutson stated the Council needs to talk with Rebecca regarding what CRV could potentially need in the next 25-35 years for development.  Is the land CRV does own the best location or will CRV be looking to purchase land with better location and frontage
· OneEnergy will try to get a survey done so everyone knows where the property markers are located which will determine the solar panel layout
· Pettit asked how committed MiEnergy/OneEnergy are to this project even if CRV is not part of it.  Whitcomb stated they have already signed a PPA with OneEnergy and are 100% committed for a 1 Megawatt solar array with or without CRV.  
· MiEnergy would like CRV part of the project to get the most efficiency from the panels.  MiEnergys limit with Dairyland on the 10% is dependent on how much AC the size is so if they are doing 1 Megawatt it’s going to be 1 Megawatts not matter if it is fixed or tracking both ways that’s the limit but if it is 17-18% more efficient that would be the better route

Acting Mayor Overland turned the meeting back over to Mayor Johnson	  
	
	FINANCIALS December Expenses as of 12/15/2019 $18,491.22  ($5,444.85 Freightliner repair included) 	Received $183,108.84 December Fillmore County Tax Settlement -Estimated December expenses 	$75,000.00.	
	CD’s renewing at current advertised rates														
Motion made to approve the financials as presented		                                 Motion by Overland 2nd by Ebner. Carried.
· Final 2020 Levy:  Final 2020 tax levy was set at $450,000.00 which is a 3.45% increase from 2019. The increase is based on potential flood related projects in South Rushford, CRV will not receive PILT money, purchase of different plow truck in the future, increase if trash collection costs as well as other unknown expenses.  CRV will get more in LGA, $45,569.00 for 2020 compared to $28,551.00 in 2019.  
Motion made to set the 2020 Final Tax Levy at $450,000.00 (3.45% increase)-Resolution 2019-12-17-1
																	          Motion by Overland 2nd by Knutson. Carried. 

	1)  PLANNING / ZONING–Pettit: New Permits/inquiries/updates:	
		New Permits: 	None
· Samantha (Gielow) Stenzel/Glen Scharmach- Ice Fishing House/Storage Shed-Sherwood:  Pettit had received a phone call this spring about a shed being built and if a permit had been obtained.  Pettit talked with the resident and learned the shed being built was going to be an ice fishing house for which CRV does not require a permit.  About 2 weeks ago Stenzel contacted Pettit to inform him the shed that was built as an ice fishing house was no longer going to be used as such and was going to become a storage shed that would remain on the property, which would have required a permit. Pettit informed Stenzel this would require a permit application be filled out. This would have been a no charge permit but there would be a $250.00 fine because the structure was built without a permit.  The resident understands why a fine would be charged and are fine with it.
Motion made to require the permit application be filled out and enforce $250.00 fine for building the shed without 		 	       a permit													               Motion by Overland 2nd by Ebner. Carried.
· Pettit reported Amy Peterson submitted a permit application to subdivide parcel R05.1096.000 into 2 parcels
· The Planning and Zoning Board reviewed the application and survey at their December 17, 2019 meeting.  
· The Planning and Zoning Board approved the permit application and recommends the CRV Council approve the permit application
Motion made to set a public hearing date for Tuesday, February 4, 2020 at 6:30 pm at the CRV Hall for the 				          	       Amy Peterson permit application to subdivide parcel R05.1096.00 into 2 parcels		   													      					                          			                 Motion by Knutson 2nd by Hart. Carried.


	2)  ROADS/WATER/SEWER:
· Lift Station Pumps:  Scheck was absent-no new information 
· Drain Pump Electric Costs:  Miner shared increase in electric costs.  2018-$395.55 / 2019-$1480.35 difference of $1012.80.  There had been an issue this Spring that Ebner had helped Scheck repair. No action taken  

	3)  OTHER:
· Harter’s Trash-Recyclable Carts:  Harter’s had contacted the CRV office asking if they could have the 95 gallon recycling carts delivered to CRV to be stored and if they could start delivering them before March 1, 2020 when the new CRV/Harter’s contract begins.  Harter’s said residents could start using the carts before March 1, 2020 but if there got to be too much recycling they may not pick up every resident’s recycling as they do now.  Council felt this would be confusing to residents and did not feel there would be enough room to store all the carts on CRV property.  Miner will contact Harter’s. Harter’s will be informing residents which weeks their recycling will be picked up starting March 1, 2020.		
· Radar Speed Sign Cost Share-Fillmore County:	CRV has the opportunity to purchase a solar powered radar sign at a cost of $1,000.00 through Fillmore County Public Health.  CRV would be required to manage ongoing maintenance for the signage and complete 2 additional strategic events for traffic calming in CRV.  The Council has looked into purchasing this type of sign in the past and the cost was considerably more.	
Motion made to approve the purchase one solar powered radar sign through the Fillmore County Public Health	 		           	       Department at a cost of $1,000.00							                Motion by Ebner 2nd by Knutson. Carried	
· Gundersen 2020 Occupational Health Service Agreement:  2020 Occupational Health Service Agreement for DOT random drug testing was reviewed.
Motion made to approve Gundersen 2020 Occupational Health Service Agreement
																		           Motion by Overland 2nd by Hart. Carried.
· Scheck Knee Injury:  Scheck reported to Miner on December 12, 2019 he injured his left knee on December 11, 2019 lifting the cutting edge to attach it to the grader.  He went to the doctor on December 13, 2019 and was able to return to work without restrictions.  He had an MRI December 17, 2019.  At this time it is not known if time off will be needed.  Substitute drivers may be needed.  Curt Paulson is the sub-driver but he is driving for Farmer’s Elevator.  Ebner would like Miner to have the ability to make calls if needed without having to have a special meeting.  Johnson stated he would be willing to help out where he could with roads
· Gordon Johnson Resignation:  Mayor Johnson presented the Council will a letter stating he will resign effective at the end of the December 17, 2019 Council Meeting.    
[bookmark: _GoBack]Motion made to table accepting Johnson’s resignation until the Council can look into this and do some follow up 				   										         							   Motion by Ebner 2nd by Knutson. Carried	

	OTHER UPDATES / MEETINGS: 
· NO January 7, 2020 Council Meeting
· January 21, 2020 Annual CRV Meeting Tuesday-7:00 pm- -CRV Office   

	Next Mtgs:  Council: January 21, 2020 (Annual Meeting) & February 4, 2020 -7:00 pm at CRV  Office
				   Zoning: January 21, 2020, 5:30 pm at CRV Office
				   Public Hearing:  February 4, 2020 @ 6:30 pm at CRV Hall Office-Amy Peterson Subdivision

Motion to adjourn Regular Council Meeting by Overland, 2nd by Ebner at 8:45 pm

