Grand Forks City Council Service/Safety Standby Committee
Tuesday August 9, 2011 - 5:30 p.m.

The Service/Safety Standby Committee met on Tuesday, August 9, 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.

Others present included Al Grasser, Todd Feland, John Warcup, Chief O’Neill, Saroj Jerath,
Emily Fossen, Jane Williams, Earl Haugen, Nancy Ellis, Don Shields

Kreun called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and that there were 13 items on the agenda and
that item 12. would be moved to the first item on the agenda.

12. Boat ramp closures — discussion.
Chief O’Neill reported this item placed on the agenda because of request by fishing service —

that

in best interest of public safety the City placed barricades on boat ramps at 28 ft. — at 28 ft. it makes
the turnaround on the boat ramp extremely close to being under water — at between 28.5 and 29 ft.
portion of the road would go under water. Barricades with signage ”ramp closed” placed by street
department.. Jurisdiction on the river belongs with the Coast Guard, however the Sheriff’s
Department and the Fire Department both respond to emergencies on the river. He stated that Brad
Durick (fishing service) and several other requests for special permit not to close until 30 to 32 ft. and
as river not their jurisdiction they wouldn’t be granting special permit. Chief O’Neill showed slides of
the boat ramp area.

He stated they have historically always stopped at 28 ft.

Gershman stated that if the Coast Guard has jurisdiction, what is their limitation to people coming on.
Chief O’Neill stated that when talking to the Sheriff’s Department last week about this issue, was told
that the Coast Guard has actually restricted recreation on use of the river until July 15.

Brad Durick, owns fishing company in town called Brad Durick Outdoors, and over the last 4 years
they haven growing with leaps and bounds as far as tourism industry, that 85% of his business is
outside of 100 miles of Grand Forks, and unfortunate now that they’re dealing with high water issues
and was asking for permit to go over flood stage — it’s one of those things that he has do what he can
to stay in operation, that he has been to Coast Guard school, carries an extensive insurance policy and
that if thinking there is danger or trouble, not taking this lightly - that after started this process started
looking at other places in the country and found out that boat ramps don’t shut down until the Coast
Guard puts no navigation on in most cases which around here is typically when we hit 40+ ft. He
stated his main concern is when get high water periods where looking at projection of 29-30 ft. or
maybe little over, just to stay in operation and keep his customers who are coming up from out of
state, Omaha, Nebraska and North Carolina, etc. and would hate to cancel trips and lose potential
customers and is comfortable a little over 28 ft. and would never put his insurance and Coast Guard
license at jeopardy if he didn’t think it was safe —and running on the river is about as easy as it can
get, and ramp easy to be used right now, and easier to use today than when river at normal level —
doesn’t see a problem and navigation isn’t a problem. He asked if he and other operators could get
permit to stay in operation, would be appreciated.

Kreun stated that the City doesn’t shut down boat ramps, is a policy and not a law, that as Chief
O’Neill indicated it is a self-policing situation but what we have been doing is that at 28 ft. and many
people know that number and that is when things start to happen — and that is why we close out the
bikepaths and greenway areas, etc. and don’t clean or maintain the boat ramps at that point. If you



look at the barricades there is no warning other than ramp is closed or just has a barricade over there —
that is an indication to people that it could be dangerous — but in your case it may not be dangerous but
lot of people who aren’t experienced and looking out for majority of people and saying in your case
you’re taking on responsibility with you and your customer, and you can access that water because we
do not have jurisdiction — won’t get a ticket from us — but up to Coast Guard to make that decision as
to when it is navigicable or not- for us to give you a permit there is none to give — and would suggest
that you take on the responsibility of you and your customers to determine when it is safe and when
not. We are warning general public — not safe for the majority of people that aren’t experienced in
high water. There isn’t an ordinance that says it has to close, etc. but a good policy but they can
utilize their best judgment.

He stated his recommendation would be to put the warning signs up but we do not patrol, we do not
have ordinance that says you can’t be there unless there is a proclamation by the Mayor at high levels
— and suggests that we leave it at that — and as long as not going to give ticket utilizing the access —
that we have visited with the County Sheriff’s Department and they are not in the mode of doing that
either — but want to continue to ward the general public not to do it. Most of time either barricade that
warns people.

That Mr. Durick is taking on his own risk and responsibilities — just putting out a warning sign.

Chief O’Neill stated that Mr. Feland has offered to clear up language on the sign — Kreun suggested
visiting with Mr. Warcup or Mr. Swanson to see what you put on there to keep the responsibility off
the City because doesn’t believe it’s the responsibility of the City to determine when somebody should
go in that water or shouldn’t because we don’t have jurisdiction over it. Kreun stated taking all the
signs off unless Mayor Brown makes proclamation. But until then don’t want to take that
responsibility because we don’t have the jurisdiction. Todd will work with the city attorney and have
it back to committee in the next two weeks. Kreun stated he wants to make sure that Mr. Durick can
do what you want within the confines of the laws and that we are not held responsible for what he
does. Mr. Durick stated that we are ranked #1 in channel cat fish in the country right now.

1. Ordinance repealing Section 8-0528 relating to Prohibition of Texting While Driving,
and re-enacting Section 8-0528 relating to Use of Wireless Communications Device Prohibited
While Driving, and amending Section 8-1503(15) relating to Penalties for Specified
Offenses.

John Warcup, asst. city attorney, reported the intent of this ordinance is to make City law
comply
with new State texting law; that the City had a texting ordinance before the State law was enacted in
the
most recent Legislative session and is little different and has a higher fine, and making our City
ordinance consistent with State law — that if only had State law in place and someone was charged it
would be charged into District Court and the City ordinance allows it to be charged into Municipal
Court — intent is to delete or repeal what we had in place and re-enact one fully consistent with the
new State law. Bjerke stated the ordinance is unenforceable. Motion by Kreun to repeal and re-
enact ordinance and refer to city council, Grandstrand seconded the motion. — Grandstrand
withdrew his second and moved that the matter be referred to city council with no
recommendation, Kreun withdrew his motion and seconded the motion to refer with no
recommendation. Motion carried.

2. Matter of special assessment projects for newly annexed property.
a) Project No. 4236.2, Dist. No. 353.2, sanitary sewer in Aurora Plaza Addn.
b) Project No. 4704.8, Dist. No. 14.8, permanent flood protection
¢) Project No. 4959.1, Dist. No. 400.1, storm sewer on S. 42™ Street.
d) Project No. 5048.8, Dist. No. 563.4, paving S. 42™ Street, 17" Avenue S and 11™



Ave.S.

e) Project No. 5488.3, Dist. No. 418.3, sanitary sewer in 1100 and 1200 blks. of 47™
Ave.S.

f) Project No. 5703.2, Dist. No. 608.2, paving 47" Ave.S. (Washington St. to Belmont
Rd.)

g) Project No. 5772.1, Dist. No. 435.1, sanitary sewer on Desiree Drive

h) Project No. 5773.1, Dist. No. 285.1, watermain on Desiree Drive

i) Project No. 6123.1, Dist. No. 636.1, paving 40" Ave.S. (S. Wash. St. to Clearview
Drive)

Emily Fossen, finance department, reported these are all special assessment projects that have

had

Rure assessment district and now there has been land that has been annexed into the city limits, so
bringing these projects back in to be special assessed on this newly annexed land.

Motion by Grandstrand and Bjerke to approve recommendation to create special assessment
districts for newly annexed property and to refer to city council.

Bjerke stated he has questions on several projects for item b) — that the purpose of this money is to go
to

future capital expenditures for the flood control project, that he wants this spent on “real stuff”” not an
expansion of services in certain parts of the flood control project, and if this money is going to be used
to maintain the dikes, fix the pumps, etc. as opposed to add things to the greenway. Al Grasser, city
engineer, stated he wasn’t in control of those decisions for the future, those will be up to the city
council but the intent is to carry this money for large capital maintenance projects, that if have to go
back and flood paint walls, pumps, will need to have major work done and that is the intent and
guarantees that nothing will be requested 10 years from now for something that he can’t envision and
would have to go through city council. Bjerke stated he thinks this money should be used for
maintenance vs. adding things and that is the intent of this — to maintain and keep up what we have in
good repair.

Kreun stated they knew there would be areas coming in that are protected by the dike but are outside
the

city limits and were not being charged at that point until they came into the city limits and with that
money, this is some of that coming in and the discussion was to do as Mr. Grasser indicated, was there
is going to be maintenance, diesel engines, generators are in the flood protection project, not greenway
projects and going to have to maintain those and update them and that was part of the discussion that
we would utilize those funds for that part of the operation.

Bjerke asked if this will in any way affect the portion of your utility bill, storm water, greenway, etc.
but

we charge a fee for upkeep and if this money is going to be used differently than that money. Feland
stated, yes, and your flood protection fee pays for operation and maintenance and small capital
projects, and when go through this infrastructure master plan is trying to incorporate flood protection
project as it starts to age and these moneys and are there going to be potential gaps where is this going
to cover all future large expenses like in the flood station, etc. and will see this coming back on the
revenue stream and then will have the expense stream to make sure that we can say we’ve set aside a
fund to start replacing flood pumps, etc.

Bjerke stated his question on b), c¢) and d) all are in the same area of town, same lots, but don’t all get
assessed all 3, is there a reason why — why some are and some aren’t when all same piece of property,
some are getting assessed and some are not. Fossen stated that some have been assessed from a prior
project and some are newly annexed and being assessed now.



Upon call for the question and upon voice vote, the motion carried, and bring it forward as a
recommendation to the full city council. Motion carried.

3. Cost participation, Construction and Maintenance Agreement for Project No. 6585, 20"
Ave.S. from Columbia Road to S. 25" Street, Federal Project No. SU-6-986(106)110.
Al Grasser, city engineer, reported this is the next step in the federal procurement process and

that

once do the Cost Participation, Maintenance Agreement they can get it on the bid schedule, right now
looking at bidding project in November and construction will be next year. Motion by Bjerke and
Grandstrand to approve and to refer to city council. Motion carried.

4, Bids for Project No. 6632, Dist. 474, Storm sewer/pond for_S. 11" St. (40" to 47" Ave.S.)

Grasser reported that this is the pond that is associated with the Choice Wellness Center, bid
project a month or so ago and bids came in high, coordinated with the Park District and they concurred
that project should be rebid, and this rebid — 2 bidder and low bidder was R.J.Zavoral &Sons, $1.3 +
change and aren’t recommending award of alternate bids that were part of the bids. Sean Gaddie of
AE2S, who did design and have been coordinating with the Park District, and recommending award.
Motion by Grandstrand and Bjerke to approve recommendation without the alternates and
refer to city council. Motion carried.

5. Bids for Project No.6727, Dist. 650, paving Southern Estates 7" Addn.

Grasser stated this is special assessment district for paving, the developer installed
underground at his expense which met the upfront money requirement, received good bids, 18% lower
than engineer’s estimate, and recommend award to Opp Construction in the amount of $674,776.10.
Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to approve and refer to city council. Motion carried.

6. Bids for Project No. 6737, Traffic Signal Fiber Optic Interconnect on N. 4 7" St. (Public
Works Facility to Gateway Dr.) and Gateway Dr. (N. 47" St. east - 1-29 Ramp)
Jane Williams, traffic engineer, stated they were requesting award to the lowest bidder, and

this is

part of our fiber interconnect for the rest of our traffic signals, and is being done in conjunction with
the State project they are doing on Gateway Drive, and will tie into their project. On problem is that
they are working with BNSF and problems with radio signals which interfere with our traffic signals
and so are switching to fiber optics in the areas where there is railroad tracks on 42" and will solve
one of those problems. They had a bid that came in 2% over the engineer’s estimate, and asking that
this be awarded to lowest bidder for $35,437.50, Strata Corporation. Motion by Bjerke and
Grandstrand to approve and refer to city council. Motion carried.

Williams stated the signals are set up from one end of the corridor to another —if start at either one end
or the other end, most of the time will be able to drive all the way from one to the other but when jump
into the middle, that will get caught up at some point and get stopped — it progression all the way
through. She also noted that if there is an emergency vehicle that comes through, that destroys it
completely — emergency vehicle gone but still trying to get back into step or if coming from side
street, and takes that one signal out of step- on the MPO website there is the study that was done on
the coordination and that does give a description of the entire system and how it is set up.

Upon call for the question, the motion carried.

NOTE: Bjerke asked for an update on where we are with the Quiet Zones. Williams stated they
are



almost completely finished with all of the improvements and this week are doing summary of the final
payments to everyone, and will be submitting to the State as far as reimbursement for our grant, the
quiet zones will go into effect on the 19" at 12:01 a.m., and Glasston which is the one that runs
parallel on 42" and will go into effect August 20 at 12:01 a.m.

Kreun stated that he was talking to Janet before the meeting, and there is more State money that was
made available and didn’t see anything that would preclude us from applying to finish some of those
other projects that we cut out earlier, and that all the money wasn’t used up that was available in the
last session and would advise that if have more, lets apply for it to see if we can get it.

7. Amendment to Sec. 8-0103 of City Code rel. to Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices.

Jane Williams stated that last year there was an adoption of the 2009 Manual and then
rescinded
because the State had rescinded it and we have to stay in step with what the State does, they have now
adopted the 2009 again and this is to stay in step with them. There is also a supplement that the State
has written and we are also adopting the Supplement. Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to
approve and refer to city council. Motion carried.

8. Proposed amendments to Long Range Transportation Plan.

Grasser stated that the MPO does a long range transportation plan that identifies potential
projects
for the city out in the future, the category is short, medium and long term plans and with the Columbia
Road project that we approved last year to go from 36™ to 47" but in plan might be 50", that one was
in the long term section of the plan and to meet federal requirements need to move that to the short or
mid term section of the plan — essentially that’s what this is — that we have to financially balance that
so have to move one from mid-term and move it back to the long term. The consultation coordination
with the MPO what we’ve picked was best meets the needs of that system would be to take the 17"
Avenue South overpass out of mid-term plan and move it to the long term plan and currently then
would take the Columbia Road project from the long term into the mid-term and that gets us into the
period of time that it can be approved through the federal process and that this is about a 3 month
process — and you will see this again a couple times especially if on Planning and Zoning needs some
public input, public meetings, those types of things — that this is the official request from the city
council to begin that and again before that gets approved its going to have several public input options
there. We didn’t get the Columbia Road approved last year by the DOT and expecting that we will
probably ask for that same project this year which will then put us on the 2016 timeline, and that is his
prognostication — if didn’t think would move forward with then — don’t need to amend the plan but
assuming that will probably proceed on that basis. This will move us into request for funding in 2016
but the other ones at Columbia Road projects are actually 2 of a one takes it from the overpass to 11",
and from 11" down through 13" - those are already hard programmed through the Dot because they’re
within that timeframe where they are pretty firm and only things that can see happening , there could
be a federal level with finances but that is going to be totally unrelated to this issue. Thinks 2013 and
2014 and when originally did that schedule, were assuming the section onto 11" wasn’t going to need
any property acquisition so thought we could sneak it ahead a year, but might end up with a little bit of
right of way which is going to kick the two of them back together and probably move them to 2014 —
just a prognostication at this point in time but we’re working on the PCR and will be seeing that in the
next month and still have to have that discussion about the four lanes and sixth lane things and have
meeting for those determinations yet and still gathering data and still need that discussion.

Kreun stated that when talking about 36 to 47™, our development is on the west side of Columbia Road
is not being developed because of our, in his opinion, not enough access to that area yet, and that goes



back to the street that 38" and 34" back in their and get those developed and that goes back to the
MPO will look at something to get the IGR report going on the interchange at mile mark 137 or 138
but connects to 47" because if you look at the way we are developing that whole piece of land is
barren from Columbia Road to the Interstate and need to develop the infrastructure in there so that
develops otherwise what is happening is we’re passing that by and development is taking place on the
east side and all our roads are being utilized on the north and south without access direct and thinks
that is extremely important for the development of Washington, if go down 47" all the way to
Washington that whole area is being developed and should have access all the way to the Interstate at
that level so that development can take place — doesn’t know at what point in time if we go to the Land
Use Plan or where implement that thought process, don’t want to change this but thinks that has to be
significant interchange for us in the not to distant future. Grasser stated that the MPO is in that early
phases of developing an updated long range transportation plan and thinks there is going to be some
opportunities to comment both staff and council in that process. Kreun stated that land gets more
expensive when its developed all the way around it and they have to buy it, and same thing with the
interchange itself. Grasser stated that the Planning & Zoning Commission had that discussion last
time about how it would be nice if had enough money to pre-buying some of this land so that we can
make some of these projects happen. Kreun stated look at the up and over on 17" and that we’re now
delaying which is fine too but that is going to be expensive up and over because we didn’t acquire the
land and didn’t have the plan in there far enough in advance so that we could get the right of way and
do all the things we need ; and one of his concerns is that keep that in front.

Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to approve and refer to city council. Motion carried.

9. South Washington Choice Wellness Center Corridor Study — Information only.

Nancy Ellis, senior planner with the MPO and project manager for this study, stated that this
study was requested by engineering to look at the street network in and around where the new Choice
Wellness Center is going, to make sure that we provide transit, multi-modal and be appropriate
mobility capacity on the streets in and around it so where the current time and the Wellness Center
goes in as well as in the future as we see more development.

Kreun stated a lot of this will depend on more answers that you get from your committees and actually
the mobility grant and if get all or part of it, then you will adjust according to the special assessments
want to be there and if people want to pay the special assessments, and this will be a work in progress
as we go through, but this is the alternatives and plan that is being presented basically. Ellis stated the
added bus service was a part of the final plan and not necessarily that it would come in in 2013 but
would if by chance there was a --- grant there, same with the trails — all of the trails that were
requested but not all of the trails were in the recommendations for 2013, included that full price tag
because that was what was requested but that wouldn’t be the cost — some of the special assessments
and Altru is aware that they would have to be special assessed for the road and sidewalk included

10. 2011 Public Works Department Sanitation Division baling facility baler and assoc.
eqguipment installation (Proj. #6744).

Todd Feland, director of public works, reported they received a substantially higher bid than
they anticipated from the engineer’s estimate — received bids yesterday and have bid the equipment,
which is the baler and conveyor system and the low bidder in May was Sanitation Products and that is
a Marathon Baler which is the equivalent baler that we have and based upon what the specs. are, were
to come back and try to develop some installation requirements for this baler, have done that and did
get bids back yesterday, two bids, one from Industrial Builders and the other from ICS, with Industrial




Builders is the lowest responsible bidder, both with the base bid and the alternative, with a total of
$365,400.00. The engineer’s estimate was $155,900 and substantially over the estimate. He explained
the work that was to be done with the lump sum of base bid is essentially to move the existing baler
out of the building and to install the new baler, and also some other modifications that need to be
placed in there and have some stair modifications that need to be attached to the baler, and if review
the bids those are the misc. things that are included. The contractor that installs the baler has to pay
the taxes so will that info. on there and as part of the lump sum is the north pit concrete topping and
that was their attempt in the — have conveyor system where the solid waste is placed, then up to the
baler and hopper and gets compacted and that concrete topping was to try to resurface the bottom of
the pit and to assist that it would drain better. The alternative is widening and modifications currently
in the conveyor area, there is approx.. a little less than between a foot and half and two feet of space
between the conveyor and the pits, and every one to two weeks we use a packer truck to stuff out all
the residuals that get down in the conveyor area, and also have to get down in the conveyor pit area
with our operators — this is probably one of the toughest jobs you’re going to find in the city of Grand
Forks but an essential job — and part of this will be applying it, one of the requests from one of the
operators is what can we do to allow for better access in an hourly of those conveyor pit areas and last
year the city council approved some better hearing components which the operators have really
appreciated

Motion by Kreun and Grandstrand

11. Public Works Department — 2011-12 Streets Division salt for ice control, bid #2011-37.

Feland reviewed bids for salt for ice control; bid for sand will be coming in next week or so —
getting ready for winter season. Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to approve recommendation
and refer to city council. Motion carried.

13. Review of proposed ordinance to Chapter V111, Article 8, Towing.
Bjerke noted there were several different fees involved and have come to conclusion that
$25.00 fee for each one — with fees adopted by resolution.

Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to approve recommendation and introduce ordinance for first
reading, and refer to city council. Motion carried.

The committee adjourned their meeting at 7:25 p.m.

Alice Fontaine, City Clerk



