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Minutes 

North Liberty City Council 

February 9, 2010 

Regular Session 

 

Call to order. At 6:00 p.m., Mayor Salm called the Regular Session of the North Liberty City Council to 

order.  Council members present: Chipman, Donahue, Hoffman, Kuhl, Wayson. Absent – none.  

 

Others present:  Ryan Heiar, Scott Peterson, Tracey Mulcahey, Corinne Lemmage, Gary Ray, Bill Stone, 

and Ryan Sawyer and other interested citizens. 

 

Approval of the Agenda. Donahue moved, Kuhl seconded to approve the agenda with deletion of Item 

Number 15 ―Assessment Resolution‖.  The vote was: ayes – Hoffman, Wayson, Kuhl, Donahue, 

Chipman; nays – none. Motion carried. 

 

Strategy Meeting regarding Union Negotiations. At 6:04 p.m. Chipman moved, Kuhl seconded to 

move into closed session under Iowa State Code Section 20.17(3), strategy meeting regarding union 

negotiations.  The vote was: ayes – Wayson, Donahue, Chipman, Kuhl, Hoffman; nays – none. Motion 

carried. 

 

At 7:00 p.m., Kuhl moved, Donahue seconded to return to open session. The vote was: ayes – Kuhl, 

Hoffman, Chipman, Donahue, Wayson; nays – none. Motion carried. 

 

Consent Agenda. Hoffman moved, Wayson seconded to approve the Consent Agenda including: City 

Council Minutes - Regular Meeting - January 25, 2010; City Council Minutes - Special Meeting - January 

27, 2010; City Council Minutes - Special Meeting - February 1, 2010 and the attached list of claims. The 

vote was: ayes – Donahue, Wayson, Kuhl, Hoffman, Chipman; nays – none. Motion carried. 

 

Public Comment.  No public comment was offered.  

 

City Attorney Report.  No City Attorney report was offered.. 

 

City Administrator Report.  City Administrator Heiar reported on the following items: 

 The Chamber Washington DC Trip was canceled due to weather. The Chamber is working to line 

up teleconferences with legislative staff.  

 Cherry Street/Highway 965 update. The preconstruction meeting will be held in the next couple 

of weeks. At that time, the schedule will be firmed up for the project.  

 Highway 965 Project. Two mobile homes will be moved tomorrow if the weather cooperates.  

Planning for April bid letting.  

 Upcoming Dates. The budget work session will be held on February 16 at 6:30 p.m. The 

Chamber banquet is scheduled for February 18 at 5 p.m. at the Coralville Marriott.  
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 The Stormwater grant is official. The City is receiving $85,000 in IJOBS funds via IDNR for a 

pervious pavement, rain garden, bioswales, and other storm water quality improvements in Penn 

Meadows Park.  

 Wheatley updated Council on the stormwater informational meeting coming up next week.  Staff 

is hosting open dialog about how stormwater is managed in North Liberty specifically to the area 

around Harvest Estates, Part 2. The meeting will be held on February 18 at 5:30 p.m. in the 

Gerdin Conference Center.  

 Hoffman asked about refunds on the DC trip. Most refunds will be coming soon except for paper 

copies of materials that were to be handed out. 

 Kuhl asked about status of TIGER grant. Heiar will follow up but has not heard anything.  

 

Mayor Report.  Mayor Salm provided an update on the Joint Emergency Communications Center.  

 

 Cedar Springs, Part 11.  Donahue moved, Hoffman seconded to approve Resolution Number 10-17, A 

Resolution Approving the Developer’s Agreement between the City of North Liberty and Cedar Springs 

Partners, LLC that establishes the terms and conditions under which Cedar Springs, Part 11 will be 

developed in the City of North Liberty, Iowa.  The vote was: ayes – Kuhl, Chipman, Hoffman, Wayson, 

Donahue; nays – none. Motion carried. 

 

 Library Expansion.  Hoffman moved, Kuhl seconded to approve Resolution Number 10-18, 

Resolution relating to financing of a proposed project to be undertaken by the City of North 

Liberty, Iowa; establishing compliance with reimbursement bond regulations under the Internal 

Revenue Code. The vote was: ayes – Chipman, Wayson, Kuhl, Donahue, Hoffman; nays –none. 

Motion carried. 
 

Cherry Street Project. Kuhl moved, Donahue seconded to approve Resolution Number 10-19, A 

Resolution Approving the Agreement between the City of North Liberty and Advanced Electrical 

Services, Inc for Project Number ESL-5557(614)—7S-52, Traffic Signals at Highway 965 and Cherry 

Street. After discussion, the vote was: ayes – Wayson, Donahue, Hoffman, Kuhl, Chipman; nays – none. 

Motion carried.  

 

FY 2011 Budget.  Hoffman moved, Wayson seconded to approve Resolution Number 10-20, To fix a 

date for a public hearing on the FY 2011 Budget for the year ending June 30, 2011.  The vote 

was: ayes – Donahue, Kuhl, Chipman, Hoffman, Wayson; nays – none. Motion carried. 
 

New Business.  Councilor Hoffman announced that the Executive Director hired for UNESCO will be 

made public by the end of the week. 

 

Adjourn.  At 7:20 p.m., Chipman moved, Wayson seconded to adjourn. All ayes. Meeting adjourned. 

 

 

Signed:       Attest: 

 

__________________________________  _________________________________ 

Thomas A. Salm, Mayor    Tracey Mulcahey, City Clerk 
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Minutes 

North Liberty City Council 

Tuesday, February 16, 2010 

Work Session 

 

Call to order.  At 6:30 p.m., Mayor Salm called the Work Session of the North Liberty City Council 

order. Council members present: Chipman, Donahue, Hoffman, Kuhl, Wayson; absent – none.  

 

Others present: Ryan Heiar, Tracey Mulcahey, Corinne Lemmage, and other interested citizens.  

 

Approval of the Agenda. Chipman moved, Kuhl seconded to approve the agenda. The vote was: ayes – 

Hoffman, Wayson, Donahue, Kuhl, Chipman; nays – none. Motion carried. 

 

FY 2011 Budget. City Administrator Heiar presented the revised budget proposal for FY 2011. 

The proposed wage increase is cost of living of 2% plus merit if employee review demonstrates.   

Revised proposal for the levy is at $11.45 reduced from $11.55. 

 

Council discussed the proposed revisions to the budget.  The consensus was to move forward 

with the budget proposal as presented with the tax levy amended to last year’s rate plus the 

additional debt service and reduction of the amount going into the general fund reserve to 

$50,000. Water and stormwater rate increases will be brought forward.  

 

The budget public hearing will be held on March 9, 2010.  

 

Adjourn. At 7:40 p.m., Wayson moved, Hoffman seconded to adjourn.  All ayes. Meeting adjourned.  

 

Signed:     Attest: 

 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Thomas A. Salm, Mayor   Tracey Mulcahey, City Clerk 

 









 

                          JANUARY 31ST, 2010

 

                                         MONTH-TO-DATE   YEAR-TO-DATE

                                            BALANCE         BALANCE

________________________________________________________________________

  010-GENERAL FUND                         239,503.78    3,851,829.27

  011-FIRE EQUIPMENT CAPITA                      0.00            0.00

  012-LIBRARY CAPITAL FUND                     604.50        3,671.92

  013-RECREATION CAPITAL FU                      0.00            0.00

  014-POLICE CAPITAL FUND                    3,112.45       31,073.70

  015-TRANSPORTATION IMPACT                      0.00      223,691.31

  016-STORMWATER IMPACT FEE                      0.00       12,223.00

  017-TREE PROGRAM                               0.00            0.00

  018-PARK CAPITAL FUND                          0.00            0.00

  019-YOUTH SPORTS SCHOLARS                  2,437.64        7,073.49

  020-EQUIPMENT REVOLVING                      995.43       60,398.19

  021-TELECOMMUNICATIONS EQ                      0.00        5,803.00

  022-LIBRARY TAG                                0.16          159.40

  023-LIBRARY ENDOWMENT                          0.00            0.00

  024-DRUG TASK FORCE                            0.00          851.77

  060-ROAD USE TAX FUND                     50,448.81      378,794.42

  061-STREET CAPITAL PROJEC                      0.00        1,400.00

  090-TIF FUND                              10,303.29      475,168.45

  110-DEBT SERVICE FUND                      3,520.91      254,246.24

  210-TRUST AND AGENCY                       4,884.77      347,117.89

  280-CUSTOMER DEPOSITS                      8,790.00      111,395.00

  310-COMMUNITY CENTER II C                      0.00            0.00

  311-FRONT STREET RECONSTR                      0.00            0.00

  312-CHERRY STREET RECONST                      0.00            0.00

  313-TIF PROJECTS                               0.00            0.00

  314-ENTRYWAY DEVELOPMENT                       0.00            0.00

  315-HIGHWAY 965 IMPROVEME                      0.00            0.00

  316-COMMUNITY CENTER PHAS                      0.00            0.00

  317-TRAIL PROJECTS                             0.00            0.00

  318-EC DEVELOPMENT PROJEC                      0.00            0.00

  319-PENN STREET IMPROVEME                      0.00            0.00

  320-LIBERTY CENTER PROJEC                      0.00            0.00

  321-LAND/FACILITIES                            0.00          476.71

  322-LIBRARY BUILDING FUND                  2,500.00        2,500.00

  323-LIBERTY CENTRE BLUES/                  2,200.00        2,700.00

  324-RANSHAW HOUSE PROJECT                      6.94           94.59

  510-WATER FUND                           138,873.24    1,053,731.98

  511-WATER CAPITAL RESERVE                 14,700.00      127,373.89

  512-WATER SINKING FUND                    55,000.00      385,000.00

  513-WATER BOND RESERVE                         0.00            0.00

  514-WATER CAPITAL PROJECT                      0.00            0.00

  520-SEWER FUND                           189,131.40    1,361,291.75

  521-SEWER CAPITAL RESERVE                 14,925.00      202,992.74

  522-SEWER SINKING FUND                    83,000.00      581,000.00

  523-WASTEWATER TREATMENT                       0.00            0.00

  524-SEWER TRUNK AND I&I                        0.00            0.00

  525-SEWER DEBT SERVICE RE                      0.00            0.00

  530-STORMWATER MANAGEMENT                 12,118.00       87,914.00

  532-STORMWATER SINKING FU                      0.00            0.00

________________________________________________________________________

GRAND TOTAL REVENUE                        837,056.32    9,569,972.71
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NORTH LIBERTY HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN 

ABRIDGED DOCUMENT SUMMARY 
 

The following document is an abridged version of the North Liberty Hazard Mitigation Plan.  Said plan contains extensive 

background information on a variety of hazards.  To facilitate the plan review and public comment process, a selection of 

those sections of the plan that may apply to future development in North Liberty is presented. 

BACKGROUND 

On October 30, 2000, the President signed into law the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, also known as DMA 2000, which 

amended the Stafford Act.  DMA 2000 streamlines the delivery and utilization of disaster recovery assistance and places 

increased emphasis on local mitigation planning.  It requires local governments to develop and submit mitigation plans as a 

condition of receiving Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) and Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) project grants.  

Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR) Section 201.6 describes requirements of DMA 2000 for single 

jurisdictional plants, but includes options for multi-jurisdictional plans.  This is called the Interim Final Rule and was first 

published in the Federal Register on February 26
th

, 2002.  Because deadlines were subsequently modified, relevant sections 

of the Rule were again published in the Federal Register on October 1, 2002, and again on October 28, 2003, when one 

section was reworded.  

PURPOSE 

This local hazard mitigation plan is specifically for the jurisdiction of the City of North Liberty. 

Hazard mitigation is any sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk to human life and property from 

hazards. Mitigation activities may be implemented prior to, during, or after an incident. However, it has been demonstrated 

that hazard mitigation is most effective when based on an inclusive, comprehensive, long-term plan that is developed 

before a disaster occurs. 

With that definition in mind, a mitigation plan is a document that is intended to accomplish several things.  First, through 

the planning process, the hazards that pose a risk to the community are identified.  Second, hazards will be assessed based 

on their historic patterns of occurrence, the number of people that could be impacted, the area of the community that 

could be affected, the potential costs that the County, individuals and organizations may incur, the likelihood of future 

occurrence, and the amount of warning time before that hazard event occurs. 

Several key concepts are reflected throughout the mitigation planning regulations at 44 CFR 

Part 201, and are reflected in each of the State, Tribal and Local Mitigation Plan requirements and corresponding guidance. 

The most successful of mitigation plans — where practical, meaningful mitigation actions resulted — have two common 

elements: 
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Comprehensive risk and capability assessments that form a solid foundation for decision making 

Participation by a wide range of stakeholders who play a role in identifying and implementing mitigation actions 

A Local Mitigation Plan as defined in 44 CFR §201.6 is required for local jurisdictions that elect to participate in FEMA hazard 

mitigation assistance programs as a subapplicant or subgrantee.  The Stafford Act authorizes up to 7 percent of available 

HMGP funds for State, Tribal, or local mitigation planning purposes.  Also, funds from the PDM program may be used to 

develop mitigation plans, and the FMA program provides annual grant funds for flood mitigation planning.  The North 

Liberty hazard mitigation plan was funded by an HGMP planning grant. 

The Local Mitigation Plan requirements encourage agencies at all levels, local residents, businesses, and the nonprofit 

sector to participate in the mitigation planning and implementation process.  This broad public participation enables the 

development of mitigation actions that are supported by these various stakeholders and reflect the needs of the 

community.  Private sector participation, in particular, may lead to identifying local funding that would not otherwise have 

been considered for mitigation activities. 

HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING COMMITTEE 

The Planning Committee was made up of fourteen members of the community plus the plan consultant: 

Tracey Mulcahey, Assistant City Administrator 

Don Colony, Streets Superintendent 

Dean Wheatley, Planning Director  

Tom Palmer, Code Official 

Terry Donahue, City Council Member 

Kerry Fitzpatrick, Citizen and Johnson County LEPC 

Nicole Knapp, Citizen and DAEC Representative 

Alecia Williams, First United Methodist 

Paula Vincent, Clear Creek Amana Community School 

District 

Eric Vandewater, North Liberty Police Chief 

Jim Warkentin, North Liberty Police Chief 

Shelly Streb-Alberts, Resident 

Hilary Copeland, Consultant 

 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 

The North Liberty Hazard Mitigation Plan was developed from November 2008 through October 2009.  North Liberty 

worked with the East Central Iowa Council of Governments to submit an application to fund the planning process.  When 

funding was received, City staff met with the consultant in North Liberty to discuss the planning process.   

The City determined they would use ECICOG’s consulting services for their Hazard Mitigation Plan.  After the initial meeting, 

the City assembled the above mentioned Planning Committee, made up of members of the general public and persons with 

professional experience in city affairs, and began monthly meetings that ran through July of 2009.  The public was informed 

of the process by press releases that ran on local TV news broadcasts.  Meetings were held in at the North Liberty City 

Council Chambers.  The first meeting outlined the process of creating a Hazard Mitigation Plan and the benefits of having a 

hazard mitigation plan.  In the second meeting, the Committee identified hazards that pose a risk to the City.  The third and 

fourth meetings were used to review the hazard profiles and complete the risk assessment.  During the fifth meeting, 

mitigation options were considered, an activity which continued into the sixth meeting.  At the sixth meeting, the finalized 



 

list of mitigation options was prioritized.  During the seventh meeting, the draft plan was reviewed and public presentation 

of the plan was finalized  

 



 

PLAN SUMMARY 

Generally, the first question asked when communities begin the process of preparing a Hazard Mitigation Plan is very 

simply “What is a Hazard Mitigation Plan and what is it intended purpose?”  First, it is imperative to define what precisely 

the term mitigation entails.  One definition of the term is stated most effectively by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency and is as follows: “Mitigation is defined as any sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to 

human life and property from a hazard event.  Mitigation, also known as prevention (when done before a disaster), 

encourages long-term reduction of hazard vulnerability.  The goal of mitigation is to decrease the need for response as 

opposed to simply increasing the response capability.” (www.fema.gov).   

With that definition in mind, a mitigation plan is a document that is intended to accomplish several things.  First, through 

the planning process, the hazards that pose a risk to the community will be identified.  Second, an assessment of the 

hazards will be made that take into account historic occurrence, the number of people that will be impacted, the area of 

the community that will be affected, potential costs that the County, individuals, and organizations may incur, the 

likelihood of future occurrence, and the amount of warning time before and event occurs.   

Once the assessment is completed a list of current and historic mitigation efforts are discussed.  Through this discussion 

areas that can be improved upon are identified and developed into “action steps”.  Early in the planning process meeting 

attendees identify broad goals that briefly state what the plan should attempt to accomplish.  Every action step should, if 

implemented, work toward one or more of the goals of the plan.  An action step may suggest continuing a current 

mitigation effort or propose a new project altogether.   

Finally, once the hazards have been assessed, mitigation steps identified, and the action steps have been prioritized the 

plan makes some suggestions for implementation.  Throughout the document there are references to the cost of 

particularly identified projects.  Some proposed projects are small in scope and thus relatively low cost.  However, other 

projects are broad in nature and would require more funding than the local community can reasonably provide.  Therefore, 

the final piece of the plan suggests methods to implement the plan, how to keep the public involved, and what steps should 

be taken by local government to ensure that the concept of hazard mitigation is always a priority. 

When implemented appropriately, mitigation projects can save lives, reduce property damage, is cost-effective, and 

environmentally sound.  This, in turn, can reduce the enormous cost of disasters to property owners and all levels of 

government.  In addition, mitigation can protect critical community facilities, reduce exposure to liability, and minimize 

community disruption. 



 

IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION ACTIONS 

After identifying the mitigation actions, the actions must be prioritized in the order in which actions will be implemented.  

Considerations that may be used to prioritize the action plan include the STAPLEE analysis as well as analysis by the 

Planning Committee.  The Planning Committee considered the benefits that would result from the mitigation actions versus 

the cost of those actions, but note that a full benefit cost analysis was not performed.  Rather, an economic evaluation is 

essential for selecting one or more actions from the list of identified mitigation actions.  The Committee ranked the 

mitigation steps on the following pages based on the criteria previously described.  An additional consideration was the 

overall impact of that action item.   

The cost analysis for the mitigation options are fairly broad, and each mitigation option would need to be specifically priced 

by an expert in that field, and additional options would be evaluated at that time.   For the purposes of this analysis, the 

cost analysis consists of three categories: High, Medium and Low.  As much as possible, the costs and benefits of the 

projects have been weighed to arrive at the final rank.   

High Cost:  Existing funding levels are not adequate to cover the costs of the proposed project, and in some circumstances, 

funding may only be available after a presidential disaster declaration.  These are items anticipated to cost in excess of 

$100,000. 

Medium Cost:  The project could possibly be implemented with existing funding but would require a reapportionment of 

the budget or a budget amendment, or possibly a bond option.  These items have an anticipated cost between $10,000 and 

$100,000 

Low Cost:  The project could be funded immediately under the existing budget, generally at levels under $10,000.  Some 

low cost options could be funded nearly entirely as volunteer or general office staff time projects. 

The benefit analysis examines the short and long term impact the mitigation option would have on decreasing risk and 

increasing ability to respond to events. 

High Benefit: Projects will have an immediate impact on the reduction of risk and exposure to hazards, and are generally 

well supported by the community.  These are also projects that are within the County’s legal jurisdiction. 

Medium Benefit: Projects will have a long term impact on the reduction of risk and exposure to hazards or project will have 

an immediate impact on the above.  These projects may require more work to obtain full community support or may 

impact a smaller percentage of the community than High Benefit Projects.   

Low Benefit:  Benefits of the project may be difficult to quantify or the project may not result in a significant improvement 

over existing conditions.  Project may involve private/governmental property rights issues or other aspects that are 

generally outside of city control, or improvement of coordination with agencies where existing levels of cooperation are 

acceptable. 

Based on the criteria outlined above, mitigation actions were categorized into three priority groups as follows:
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MAINTENANCE AND UPDATE 

Section 201.6(c)(4) of 44 CFR requires a formal plan maintenance process to ensure that the mitigation plan 
remains an active and relevant document.  The plan maintenance process includes a method and schedule for 
monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan at least every five (5) years.  When the plan is updated, local 
jurisdictions assess how the Local Mitigation Plan maintenance process worked and identify whether changes to 
the process are needed. Taking into consideration future updates, adjustments to the method and schedule for 
maintaining the plan may be necessary to ensure its value for comprehensive risk reduction.   

When the community prepares a plan update, the mitigation planning regulation at 44 CFR Part 201 requires 
that the plan discuss how the community was kept involved during the plan maintenance process over the 
previous five years. This discussion may take place within the planning process section of the plan update rather 
than the plan maintenance section. The plan maintenance section is intended to be forward-thinking and 
emphasize future plan maintenance.  Plan maintenance has three main components: 

 Monitoring, Evaluating and Updating the Plan 

 Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms 

 Continued Public Involvement 

 

MONITORING, EVALUATING AND UPDATING THE PLAN 

The plan will be monitored by the City Clerk of North Liberty.  The plan will be evaluated by the engineering staff 
using the worksheets in the attached appendix after every completed action step with a cost level of medium, and 
will be updated every five (5) years unless the City Council determines that an update is needed sooner.  To ensure 
that an update is completed on time, the City Clerk will reconvene the Planning Committee a maximum of four (4) 
years after plan adoption to begin the review and update process.    

Between updates, the lead departments should make note of any completed mitigation action steps, and 
the date by which those steps were completed in a publically available copy of the adopted Local Multi-Hazard 
Mitigation Plan.  Any member of City staff or any member of the community may submit suggestions to the 
Engineer for aspects of the plan that may need to be changed.  Additionally, a second opinion regarding 
monitoring or updates may be sought by contacting the planning consultant or the East Central Iowa Council of 
Governments.  The planning agency may also provide advice and assistance in any grant projects that may result 
from implementation of the mitigation action steps. 

During the review process, available representatives of the current Planning Committee and/or any additional 
interested residents or new City staff will serve as the reviewing committee to retain as much institutional 
knowledge about the planning process as possible.  The review process should include an evaluation of the 
following: 
 

 The effectiveness of the planning process 

 The effectiveness of the City’s actions 

 Progress made toward implementing the mitigation action steps 

 Determination of the relative success of any implemented action steps 
 
Additionally, the plan updates should include a discussion of the following items, to be completed by the Planning 
Committee and/or a consultant selected by the City: 

 The goals and objectives address current and expected conditions. 
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 The nature, magnitude, and/or type of risks have changed. 

 The current resources are appropriate for implementing the plan. 

 There are implementation problems, such as technical, political, legal, or coordination issues with other 
agencies. 

 The outcomes have occurred as expected (a demonstration of progress). 

 The agencies and other partners participated as originally proposed. 

The updated plan will also include a reviewed and/or revised recommendation on the method and schedule of 
plan maintenance.   After the above considerations are addressed by the Planning Committee and/or the selected 
consultant, the City or the selected consultant resubmit the plan for approval.   

 

INCORPORATION INTO EXISTING PLANNING MECHANISMS 

Updates of this planning document will include a summary of any mitigation items that were incorporated into 
other planning mechanisms.  The Planning Committee or the selected consultant should particularly examine the 
following when incorporating this document into existing planning mechanisms: 

 Updates to the floodplain maps or floodplain regulations. 

 Updates of the zoning code that may include additional regulations on building near identified hazard 
areas, which may include steep slopes, unstable soils, special flood hazard areas, proximity of residential 
areas to transportation, HAZMAT, flooding and other hazards. 

 Updates to the comprehensive plan that include the goals of the mitigation strategy or mitigation related 
goals. 

 Updates to the subdivision ordinance relating to setbacks on properties that pose a higher than average 
risk from structural failure, hazardous materials incident or fire. 

 Updates to the building code that may include adoption of a full set of building codes or adoption of more 
stringent building codes. 

 Any new additions to the City Code or administrative policies that may include but are not limited to: solid 
waste regulations, landscape codes, evacuation plans, response plans, fire mitigation programs, and 
construction or retrofit programs. 

 An overview of how the information contained in the HARA was used in any other planning documents. 

The above considerations and any others deemed appropriate will constitute part of the required explanation of 
how the City incorporated the mitigation plan into other planning mechanisms. 

 

CONTINUED PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Upon review and update of the plan, the City will host a public strategic meeting to analyze public opinion about 
the past mitigation plan and determine what additions may need to be made to the update.  Due to the high 
growth rate in North Liberty, it is assumed that the population in 5 years will be substantially different from that of 
today, and thus the exact details of public involvement will be determined at the time the involvement is sought.  
However, appropriate methods of public involvement would include posting notices on public buildings and other 
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community facilities, circulating flyers, and posting proposed changes on the City’s website.  This information will 
be used by the Planning Committee and/or the selected consultant to guide the update of the plan.  Upon 
completion of a final draft of the plan update, the final draft will be made publically available at the North Liberty 
City Hall for review and comment by the public, with a specifically noted end date for the public comment period.  
Public comment shall be submitted to the City Clerk in writing before the end of the public comment period or 
shall be delivered in person to the public meeting of the City Council for formal adoption of the revised plan.   
 



RESOLUTION NO. 10-22 

 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE NORTH LIBERTY HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has heretofore deemed it accessory and desirable to have a 

Hazard Mitigation Plan that identifies potential hazards and the actions that need to be taken to 

reduce or eliminate the long term risks to human life and property from those hazards for the 

citizens of North Liberty; and 

 

WHEREAS, a Local Mitigation Plan, as defined in 44 CFR Section 201.6 is required for 

local jurisdictions that elect to participate in FEMA hazard mitigation programs as a subapplicant 

or subgrantee; and 

 

WHEREAS, the North Liberty Hazard Mitigation Plan 2009 was funded by an HMGP 

planning grant; and  

 

WHEREAS, the East Central Iowa Council of Governments (ECICOG) with the help of 

the Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee has prepared the hazard mitigation plan, that has now 

been placed on file in the City Clerk’s Office for public inspection; and  

 

WHEREAS, a public hearing has now been held in accordance with published notice of 

the same as by law provided; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has recommended approval of the same, 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of North 

Liberty, Johnson County, Iowa, that the above-referenced North Liberty Hazard Mitigation Plan 

2009 be an d the same is hereby approved. 

 

********* 

Passed and approved this ___ day of __________, _____. 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Thomas A. Salm Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

____________________________________ 

Tracey Mulcahey, City Clerk 
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January 27, 2010 
 

Memo 
 
To: North Liberty Planning Commission 
From: Dean Wheatley, Planning Director 
Subject: Request of Cedar Springs Partners LLC to approve a rezoning of property located in the Cedar 
Springs neighborhood, north of Cedar Springs Drive and between Cedar Springs Court and Silver Maple 
Trail.  

(Cedar Springs Part 6, lot 156. Proposed Cedar Springs Part 12) 

 
Your North Liberty city staff has reviewed the subject submission, and offer comments presented in this 
memo. The staff review team includes the following personnel: 
Ryan Heiar, City Administrator 
Tracey Mulcahey, Assistant City Administrator 
Tom Palmer, City Building Official 
Scott Peterson, City Attorney 
Kevin Trom, City Engineer 
Dean Wheatley, Planning Director 
 
This request is to rezone an area currently zoned RM-8 Multi-family to RS-4 Single-family. A “Good 
Neighbor” meeting was held to allow any interested party an opportunity to comment on this rezoning 
prior to submission, and 1 person attended who supports the rezoning.  
 
The property is shown a “residential” on the Land Use Plan, and so in a general sense the request is 
consistent with that policy. The Land Use Plan text discusses the desirability of a mixture of housing 
types and multi-family housing opportunities are shrinking with this proposal and the previously-
approved rezoning south of this site from multi-family to a duplex zone. This plan contributes to the 
pattern of single-family and two-family opportunities already established in the neighborhood. 
 
Under the current RM-8 zoning, a maximum of 34 units could be constructed on the site. As proposed, 
there would be 9 single family lots/units, all meeting the RS-4 zoning requirements. This rezoning is 
recommended for approval with no conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended for approval with no conditions by Planning Commission on 2/2/2010. 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

Cedar Springs Final 
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