Grand Forks City Council Service/Safety Standby Committee
Tuesday June 14, 2011 - 5:30 p.m.

The Service/Safety Standby Committee met on Tuesday, June 14, 2011 at 5:30 p.m. in the
council chambers in City Hall with Council Member Kreun presiding. Present at roll call were
Kreun, Bjerke, Grandstrand, Gershman (ex-officio).

Others present included: Howard Swanson, Chief Packett, Dan Braaten, Becky Ault, Al
Grasser, Todd Feland, Dean Rau, Mark Walker, Chief O’Neill, Don Shields, Emily Fossen.

Kreun called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. with no changes to the agenda.

1. Amendment #2 to Engineering Services Agreement with Kadmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc.
for Project No. 6581, Federal Projects SU-6-002(102)910 and SU-6-986(104)108, Downtown
Traffic Signals Upgrade.

Mark Walker, asst. city engineer, reported there are 10 signals in the downtown area and
looking
at upgrading all except two which are being considered for removal as no longer warranted, looking to
convert one to pedestrian crossing, project is eligible for federal funding and in order to utilize that,
have to do a project concept report and have hired Kadmas, Lee & Jackson to do that report. It was
not intended when did the original agreement to do traffic operations study, which is a detailed study
and analysis of how traffic will flow through the signalized intersections, and in talking with DOT
they have determined that it is necessary to do the traffic operations report and that is the purpose of
this amendment, to add that work to the contract. He stated their staff recommendation was to approve
an amendment of $25,000, but when informed they would have to update traffic counts of 2008 that
will cause an additional increase of $4,500 and their recommendation is to proceed with the
amendment, and request is to approve the amendment in the amount of $29,500, with agreement
totaling $118,396.00. The staff report will be updated prior to council action. Motion by Bjerke/
Grandstrand to approve and move forward to city council. Motion carried.

2. Create special assessment district for Project No. 6620, Dist. 647, paving for Highland
Point 5
Resubdivision.

It was reported this is phase I of two in the Highland Point area, and this project will pave

South

16™ Street from 40™ Avenue S. to little bit north of 38" Ave.S. as developers would like to have this
paving installed prior to installing foundations for single family homes along that roadway. Estimated
construction cost is $355,000 and are requesting approval of engineer’s report, create the assessment
district and to prepare plans and specs. The second phase of the project will be in early spring and
that will continue 16™ Street up to 36™ Ave.S. and will also be doing 36" Ave.S. from 20" Street to
little past 16™ to the east. Dean Rau, asst. city engineer, noted that they have underground which is
storm sewer to include a pond, water and sewer which were brought in earlier and ultimately have two
phases for paving, this one and extend it up 36" Ave.S. and also pave 36" Ave.S. to the east to
halfway between 16" and 15". Motion by Bjerke/Grandstrand to approve and move forward to
council. Motion carried.

3. Bids for Project No. 6713, Upgrade Lift Station 35 and Lift Station 26 Forcemain Repair.
This project involved upgrading Lift Station 35, located at the airport and was constructed

approx.. 19 years ago and is in need of upgrades, also included in this project is replacement of short

section of forcemain at Lift Station 26, and is section of forcemain that ruptured last February and




located on 47" Ave.S. near Optimist Park. Bids were received last week and had a single bidder for
the general and two electrical bids, and project came in higher than their estimate and higher than their
budget. Bids and work requirements were reviewed and are concluding that their estimate was low
and feel that even though the bids came in higher than expected, that the work is necessary and no
advantage to rebid the project and also if rebid not enough time to do the project; and is their
recommendation to award the contract to the low bidders and proceed with the project.

Bjerke questioned if work at Lift Station 32 noted in the staff report could be included with this
project.

Walker stated that originally the work at L.S. 32 wasn’t originally planned to be under this project but
the motor at LS. 32 failed while this project was out for bid and they added that work to this project as
a way to get competitive bid and under contract; intent is to award the entire project and motor
replacement for LS 32 is included within project scope. Motion by Bjerke/Grandstrand to approve
and move forward to council. Motion carried.

Note: Grandstrand thanked Al Grasser for helping with the Coulee project that is moving forward,
and

that he received comments relating to the medians that were put on University Avenue by the RR
tracks, and thinks the City should put sign up that says what they are for, is a trade-off as we lost turn
lane but if know what it is for, which is to make the train whistles stop, information would satisfy
people.

4. Bids for Project No. 6728, Forcemain Rehabilitation on Columbia Road from DeMers
Avenue to 17" Avenue South.

Walker stated this is part 2 of 3 part forcemain repair project, first part was bid last month and
that included repairing the forcemain on Columbia Road from 26th to 28" adj. to Vaaler Insurance and
Buffalo Wild Wings and this phase includes making repairs to the forcemain on Columbia Road from
17" to DeMers, and there is another phase that will be bid next week that will include Columbia Road
from 10™ to just north of Gateway Drive. Received a bid from a single contractor and the bid is higher
than the engineer’s estimate, doesn’t think there is an advantage to rebid the project, feel that the work
is necessary and that should award to this contractor - this particular contractor is also the contractor
who is working on Phase | and that there will be some coordination there. He stated that when this
was brought to the committee in April, they were estimating a budget to be around $2.6 million and on
the basis of the bids that they received so far feel that their costs are probably going to be closer to $2
million although it will depend on what they find when the pipes and start televising and if run into lot
of bad pipe could significantly increase the project cost. The engineer’s recommendation is to award
to the low bidder. Motion by Bjerke/Grandstrand to approve and move forward to council.
Motion carried.

5. Bids for Project No. 6731, 2011 Watermain Replacement Project.

Rau reported that this project was bid earlier and price was above budgeted amount and bids
were rejected; project was rebid and they received only 1 bidder for the project which is 20% above
engineer’s estimate but no advantage to rebidding the project again; and have consulted with the water
department and they would like to have this project done this year and have enough money to cover
this; staff is recommending award of the bid to Spruce Valley Corporation in the amount of
$274,188.25. He stated they have not worked with this contractor before but inquiring through
references, feel that they are qualified to perform the work. Motion by Bjerke/Grandstrand to
approve and move forward to council. Motion carried.

6. 2011 Justice Assistance Grant application.
Chief Packett stated they would like to apply for the annual allotment of the JAG (Justice




Assistance Grant) Program made available through the Byrne Grant, an annual application process and
have been informed that due to their position in the metropolitan statistical area and culture service
level, crime rate, etc. they are eligible for approx.. $36,362, typical break out of that is that a
percentage has to go to the Sheriff’s Office because they are part of the county, they would receive
about $9,000 of that amount, and if approve application, plan to spend that money for an upgrade on
our interviewing and record system — that they have gotten into the practice in recent years of doing
audio and visual recordings of interviews on major cases, etc. and this would help upgrade that
equipment. The Sheriff’s Office plans on getting communications equipment that would bring them in
line with the PSAP communications project. There is no match to the grant. Motion by
Bjerke/Grandstrand to approve and refer to city council. Motion carried.

7. Memorandum of Agreement for City of Grand Forks and University of North Dakota
concerning Law Enforcement Cooperation.

Chief Packett stated at the direction of the committee have entered into negotiations with
representatives of the University of North Dakota and their police department to renew the 3-year
agreement, worked with John Miller, rep. UND, and Howard Swanson, city attorney, and selected city
staff have been involved in the negotiations, that draft agreement is before committee. Some of the
housekeeping items were to have more clarification on notifications of major cases, that a few years
ago had a major case in town of a student that was abducted and eventually taken out of state and was
the victim of a homicide, that case went well because of working relationships that occurred at the
operational level and case came to successful conclusion, but what an agreement like this does, is lay
the groundwork that in writing how those types of cases would work and there is a resource to the
University and vice versa they are there during our time of need, etc. Clarifying of when we are on
campus and notification and also tying up the relationship as to who is responsible for the campus
footprint for snow removal, citing for vehicle, picking up of animals, bicycles, etc. and housekeeping
measure as far as the renewal.

Bjerke stated it would be good if the staff report if had map so people could look to see the University
jurisdiction area, that he gets calls about the noise ordinance and that people need to realize that when
these issues arise in the University district, that the Grand Forks police department is not going to
respond but the University police. Chief Packett stated also that the maps do not clarify that. Motion
by Bjerke/ Grandstrand to approve and refer to city council. Motion carried.

8. “Online” Mandatory Alcohol Servicer Training, Recertification Only. (Info. only)
Officer Braaten reviewed the recertification program - that this fall because of the way the
ordinance was written in 2008 and put into effect by January 1, 2009, everyone that had previously
taken
server training from 2003 through 2009 would be required to take it within 3 years and that 3-year
window is coming due the end of December and are looking at about 2200 people that would have to
be retrained. That he has been working with Safe Communities Coalition, City’s IS department in
putting together an on-line recertification program where they will be able to take and pass the test,
and update the data base on a continual basis over a rotational period where everyone that had taken
the course after 2009 to make it easier for police department staff and bar industry to get those people
that had been previously trained recertified. He stated that if anyone still entering the bar industry or
being an employee for the first time would still be mandated to attend the 2-hour class. He stated that
he passed that information onto all of the bar industry had response from them and is updating their
records and will get back to them so they will be able to access by September. He stated they would
like to get this program started in September of this year so they will have September to December
31to recertify so they are up to speed for the next 3 years and also talking to be at least 2 months after
February if they haven’t trained, their name would drop off the data base — so would have to go back
to a class to get back on the data base. Information will be on the police department website.




Bjerke asked if our alcoholic beverage application ready for license renewal and for new applicants.
Braaten stated that would be through finance office or city attorney’s office; that they are one of the
five that would approve any license.- and that would be question for finance or IS. Information only.

9. Liquor license analysis.

Chairman Kreun reported they had asked Mr. Swanson for an update and to review the
information on how we got where we are, where we are going and if should change or not change were
some of the questions.

Mr. Swanson reported that he had prepared a Memo and tried to address some of the issues that they
wanted to raise — that this addresses the issue of whether or not there should be caps or limitations or
restrictions placed on the number of licenses issued; and gave an historical analysis of what the City of
Grand Forks has done, and reviewed Code issues back to mid-70’s. In 1970’s had licenses which had
population caps and other licenses that had caps not related to population and a number of licenses that
had no caps whatsoever. In 1980°s growth in the area of “supper club” license led to great deal of
confusion, complaints as to what a supper club was, what they could or couldn’t do, who was allowed
to be in a supper club, did you have to purchase food along with alcohol, and in those years the city
council almost doubled the various classes of licenses, that as a result of political pressure when
applicants came forward to seek a license, knowing that there were caps by population, the council
would simply create a new liquor license classification for them that was not capped — at one time had
as many as 29 different classes of liquor licenses in the city.

In 1992 after receiving the 1990 census report there were additional licenses that would have been
available under population growth but was debated as to which applicant would be eligible to receive
a license and then the council appointed a special committee to study the liquor licenses in Grand
Forks and led to substantial re-writing and change. That in 1993 the city council amended the liquor
code and removed all population caps, collapsed a number of licenses by more than half, combining a
number of them and revised some of the specific regulations. He also reviewed some of the findings
of that committee.

He stated we currently have 31 Class 1 licenses, that there are a number of license holders that have a
Class 1 that would otherwise qualify as a Food & Beverage class. Re. On Off —sale there is 1 more
license issued now than if issued under population; that on the Wine & Beer license class way under
what those caps would have been. He tried to identify some of the authority you have in analyzing an
existing license application or new application that would come in — some confusion on the council’s
part as to when you can consider various things or what types of things you consider when looking at a
new application, such as concentration in an area, etc. and identify the features that you can take into
your analysis, such as traffic, noise, parking, proximity to various uses, etc. and didn’t know what
more the committee was looking for but that as detailed information as he could get in short period of
time.

Kreun stated he had asked Mr. Swanson to give us an analysis and history, and that at this time if the
committee has other concerns or questions to direct them to Mr. Swanson so he could research and
give answers at a later date. Mr. Swanson stated that this council 3 or 4 years ago examined a
similar issue as to whether or not caps or population restrictions should be adopted, and the council
chose not to.

Some concerns were raised by Bjerke, that there are two things he would like checked - that of a
minor compliance check because had a minor selling to a minor and only received warning from the
State — and the issue of over-serving — and to look at being more aggressive in our enforcement of the
over-serving law. Mr. Swanson stated the would encourage you to look at what we did in our



ordinance on tobacco enforcement where gave the mayor the authority to appoint the hearing examiner
— that a licensed premise has two licenses, State license and local license- and when State takes an
enforcement action they take that action against State license, the City could take separate action on
the City license and take whatever enforcement steps the City deems appropriate regardless of what
the State does — we have not done that in the past as a policy decision from his office, primarily cost
issues - that they have taken the position that if the Attorney General won’t enforce it, we will defer
enforcement and where the Attorney General in couple instances not enforced, we have separately
enforced but if the council wants his office to take separate enforcement action, they have the authority
to do it and willing to do that if that is a policy the council would like. He also stated that his office
could take that enforcement into municipal court and not for city council to determine penalty so as to
avoid political issues that inherently arise — best model if want to keep it out of municipal court is what
do on illegal tobacco sales — that the mayor’s office appoints a hearing examiner and hearing examiner
makes the decision — that he would go with one or the other — municipal court or hearing examiner and
would speak against specified fines for this reason. — if council inclined to want to act on a license
violation, have authority to do that now.

Mr. Swanson stated re. licenses on-line, that they are working with IT, did re-draft our license forms
last year and are working to put that on-line but have now undertaken in their office is that they have
collected application forms from 6 communities in ND and the State form and trying to determine
where does ours compare and ours looks pretty good but there are few things that need improvements.
Bjerke stated they were trying to get that done by September as some establishments needed more time
in order to get it done and get it in on time.

Gershman stated that one of the things that they have supported at state legislature are higher fines for
adults who buy for minors, that this is big issue, nationally 65% of the alcohol that minors get comes
from adults who buy it for them outside of the establishment — they buy it legally and in ND might
even be higher than that, most establishments work very hard in enforcing the laws but is there some
way in which they could add something in our ordinances and fines and if found adult who is buying
for mnor have some teeth in it — and that they watch their parking lot . Mr. Swanson stated the
questions is what authority does a municipality have to establish fines separate and distinct from what
fines the State authorizes; that they are concerned about where the Supreme Court would go in even
expanding that beyond traffic offenses — there is some question as to what authority we would have to
adopt fines beyond what is authorized by the State. Law. The legislature specifically passed
legislation last session that authorized the licensed premise to withhold a license if they believe that
license is either an altered or in fact shows that they are a minor trying to purchase, and they have
encouraged license holders to do that for long time and thought they had that inherent authority before
and now has been granted by the Legislature and is an enforcement tool that they will be addressing
during the different trainings that police department does.

It was suggested by Grandstrand that we should open this up to the community to people who work on
this or are in the industry and should get larger group together to talk about this and how to deal with
this issue. Bjerke stated he would like to see us set up a group through the mayor’s office and meet on
Thursdays after work and get input and to get some answers.

Kreun stated had several good questions here, and they did go through this process about 3 years ago
and would like to get the history on that, and that Mr. Swanson do some of the research and give an
overview of what our responsibility is — that we don’t realize the control that we already have, and that
Mr. Swanson come back to this group with information and go to next step —a group of people or
Hospitality Group is one that shows the most interest and review things we already have in place and
issues that were brought forward and bring that information to that group and be more organized
would be his suggestion. Mr. Swanson stated can go back through the minutes. Relative to over-



serving, have that authority now and not anything that would have to be created by ordinance or
otherwise and there are some practical issues of enforcement of that and at what point is one over-
served — would have to be based upon observation while that compliance officer is on the premise.

He stated he wanted to look within ND on some of these issues because have to deal with ND State
law, can look outside of ND for some of the broader issues depending on where want to go with those
— if issue is underage drinking can certainly go outside of ND, but it would be unfair to expect the
communities of Bismarck, Minot and Mandan to try to responds to the survey of ours. Kreun stated he
would like to keep it down to the issues at hand and narrow it mainly to the questions that we have .
Swanson stated his concern is have to be very clear within what areas the City has authority and what
the City can do and if revisions needed for the Code, have to be well conceived and well based.

Bjerke stated that he talked with Mr. Haga and that they are going to put the towing ordinance on next
committee agenda.

10. PSAP update. (Info. only)

Becky Ault, PSAP, reported that they are working on the new PSAP and gave brief rundown
of what their activities have been — the building is complete, furniture installed and LTD’s are in place,
security system is functional, and tonight have Quest Intrado and Stone’s Mobile Radio and our IT
department completing final equipment moves; and have live transition at about 3:00 a.m. tonight. She
viewed several pictures showing activity that has been taking place re. equipment moves and have
staff training on those so that they know changes that are taking place with the new system.

They began construction in August and completed in June, will have a few items that will have to
wrap up and will keep the account open until the end of the year — original budget was about $2.1
million and with 2% contingencies that are still remaining , looking like will be about $19,000 short,
however, have contingencies of a little over $11,000 and have sufficient funds in cash carryover to
cover costs. The architect and engineers have been very good to work with and team effort has really
helped sticking to budget. She stated that they do have a couple of items will not be in place and not
get in place until fall — one is master clock system, that synchronizes all of the equipment so have the
same time stamp on it and for litigation reasons. The tower project was about $142,000 and the
installation is complete and have some final work that be occurring for microwave links that will be
moving next week and then will commission it next week, however, when talked about the equipment
moving that were doing, all of the VHF and UHF radio signal antennas are up and running so just the
final microwave link and that runs the MBT and mobile data terminals that officers use. They
upgraded their 911 system to the Viper system and have opportunity to share background equipment
and in the future may be able to cut some costs across the state by working data and trying to share
equipment and maintenance costs, etc. The master clock, looking at putting that in place in the fall
because there is some new technology coming out. Video surveillance has been good project because
they partnered with police department and very cost effective , in original budget projects looking at
around $15,000 and were able to do it at $5100; access control, have existing system that works off the
same system as the police department and partnered with the vendors, and working with IT department
to put 2 additional laptop computers into their answering point along with that have CAD and
mapping capability, so if had a situation where we had to move over to a backup PSAP, which is over
at safety bldg., can take those laptop computers and have some CAD and mapping capability through
them because the servers are also backed up at City Hall, and found that adding wo additional
positions quite expensive and would work around that and allow them to handle overflow during busy
times.

She stated they tried to stay true to their mission to provide single point contact group to citizens of
Grand Forks, County and the City, for immediate and direct access to fire, police and medical services,
and remain true to their goals to maintain qualified trained and educated staff, deliver reliable kindly
accurate information services, maintain open communications with all the response and the public,



maintain efficient personnel management and system operations and comply with federal, state and
local requirements.

Bjerke asked if she was going to have budget presentation — next week — and that they have two
different funds, and that there have been some changes on how we can spend the money, and to review
those so know what each pool of money can be spent on and also that the State gave PSAP the
authority to request to go up to $1.50 per line and wants to know their thoughts on that and where we
are at as far as equipment in the future — five years out and would like to go through the building.

Kreun stated he started on the council in 2000 and Mr. Bakke gave him a report on where to locate
PSAP, went through process for the past 10 years on where to locate, how much money and where
funding came from and the original spot that was intended was to add onto the police department, and
was exactly where we added onto at this time so went full circle in 12 years to get to that point; that
took over 12 to 14 years to analyze this project before got to this level. He thanked Ms. Ault for
update and that this was much needed project in the community; and asked that this item be placed on
the next council agenda for update along with names of contractors, architect and engineers, etc.

11. Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Wastewater Interconnect Implementation and
Execution Project.

Todd Feland, director of public works, reported last update was in May to both committees
and city council where they approved the concept for this interconnect, and that would come back to
begin with Phase 2 of the project for design work and construct this interconnect and look to finalize
the cost of service to East Grand Forks and to develop a rate and do final work on an
intergovernmental agreement and this is to move that ahead; East Grand Forks is also working on
something similar to this. He stated re. staff report that East Grand Forks has spent approx. $9.7
million for public improvements on their side of the river that they are funding through MN funding
agencies and on our side of the river we have a $1.58 million in improvements of which East Grand
Forks is $1 million, and what is incremental difference. As part of this project goal in our master plan
is to add an emergency generator and some other augmentations to our master lift stations (two of
them) and our goal at this time is to add the emergency backup power, and since Grand Forks’
benefitting permit is part of our relationship, and we are paying our proportional share for that upgrade
of that pump station, $585,000, Grand Forks citizens are going to benefit by having that backup
generator at that pump station and East Grand Forks will pay their proportional share for that
improvement.

Relative to the intergovernmental agreement that was discussed and lot of these issues need to be
worked out. East Grand Forks did defer to us in starting to develop an intergovernmental agreement
with Mr. Swanson and he did have some questions, that they answered those questions and lot are
what kind of permits do we need, etc. and have started that process of getting Mr. Swanson some
information so can meet with you as policymakers and have Mr. Kreun, Mr. Gershman and Mr.
Christensen work with counterparts in East Grand Forks

He stated East Grand Forks have emphasized to us - Mr. Grasser, Mr. Duquette, himself and
Advanced Engineering reps. — if we could keep moving forward as want to move beyond the concept
and start to finalize these things — they emphasized one thing which is on his memo to Mr. Swanson
which is comment #17. They want an interface with the City of Grand Forks, their terminology was a
joint commission, they want something where both staffs and their respective policy makers get
together to see how things are operating and anything that they need to be aware of — review what the
budget is going to look like and they would have some input back to Grand Forks and their city
administrator emphasized that they want some sort of interface into the intergovernmental agreement
as part of it and goal is to get these agreements approved on Monday, and very soon after ask our city
team to get together with Mr. Swanson and start working through some of those things and when we



have good draft, set up; meeting s with East Grand Forks and start working through some of the
details.

Bjerke stated they are going to be doing some upfront work and in mid-July the team, staff and council
members will be in meeting and interfacing with EGF and work on joint powers agreement, and then
decide how this commission, with this committee or group and meet with East Side o some type of
regular basis and want assurance that when it comes to rates they want to have input which is fair —
and if that is what Mr. Feland sees. Mr. Feland stated if get some time for Mr. Swanson to put
something together so can have good meeting and not waste time and go over some points and get our
stories straight before going over to start working with EGF

Kreun stated we work together with busing process and landfill, and utilized issues back and forth and
not problem with that and if go through this process, sure it will be fair on both sides and shouldn’t
have any problems there either but lets make sure everybody is aware of what’s going into this.

Feland stated they are asking committee to approve the design agreement, to construct forcemain on
our side of the river and pump station improvements, and also a $25,500 agreement to work on
finalizing costs of service, developing a rate and assistance from Advanced Engineering on needs of
governmental agreement, and that we haven’t finalized anything; have talked to finance development
committee and this is kicking off the end and with Advanced Engineering’s assistance and helping Mr.
Swanson. We will be spending some finances and that EGF is going to have to reimburse us at the
end of their proportional monies that we are spending right now — that the engineering agreement is for
$235,000 and if took proportion of $1 million over $1.5 million and they will pay a portion of these
design agreements and want to make sure they know that , will move forward so that we meet our
timelines, they are spending their own money on designing improvements to come to Grand Forks and
good faith that this is going to work out, just details and we are willing to go ahead and start designs
and if committee can correspond with us so everything can come together on both sides of the river.

Kreun stated in working with the engineering group they have put together several drafts to indicate
how these potential things could take place, nothing written in stone but did take the time to go
through a lot of analyses to give some confidence to both parties that can work within these parameters
to get to the end goal, this is not surprise to anybody but working out the details.

Motion by Grandstrand/Bjerke to approve and refer to city council for full approval with
recommendation. Motion carried.

ADJOURN
Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to adjourn, motion carried and meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.
Alice Fontaine

City Clerk
\



