Grand Forks City Council Service/Safety Standby Committee
Tuesday August 23, 2011 - 5:30 p.m.

The Service/Safety Standby Committee met on Tuesday, August 23, 2011 at 5:35p.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 Chief Packett, Chief O’Neill, Don Shields, Tim Hauk, Al Grasser, Todd
Feland, Mark Walker, Emily Fossen, Pete Haga, Howard Swanson, Council Member Bjerke.

1. Matter of ordinance adopting Section 13-0210 of the Grand Forks City Code relating to
certified food manager requirements for food and beverage establishments and amending
Section 13-0301 relating to North Dakota requirements for food and beverage establishments
adopted by reference.

It was reported by Don Shields and Tim Haak of the health department that they went back to
see if they were in sync with both City Code and Codes they were using and have not updated the City
Code to reflect current food code that they are using for inspections, and is housekeeping item to bring
that up to date. They have been inspecting restaurants with the 2008 State Code which also parallels
the National Food Code. They stated what they are proposing is to make that effective January 1,
2012 with a 4-month period of time to implement one requirement in there that is new — the rest of
them are basically requirements that food service facilities are used to — the one requirement that is
new is a mandate that at least one person in a food facility have food server training so they know how
to keep hot things hot and cold things cold and keep things clean — have had a voluntary program with
the City of Grand Forks since 1993 and of that program 75% of food facilities were already in
compliance. The update of this would be making the Code by adopting references to the 2000 Code
and would be back every two years updating that as food code changes in State and National.

Tim Haak stated that one of the problems they have with food service is education — there is a lot of
turn-over in staff and hard to educate staff for short period of time and inspection, want to improve the
education of the whole staff where train the manager and the manager then trains the employees. Cost
for training is $90.00 — they offer a 16-hour class, two-days.

Kreun asked what are changes are that would affect our local establishments. Shields stated that
inspections they do have been based upon the new Code so they would see no change in that except
the educational requirement.

Motion by Bjerke and Grandstrand to approve recommendation and introduce ordinance for
first
reading. Motion carried.

2. Matter of research to review noise controls - Information Only.

Chief Packett stated the police department was tasked with researching this matter, and before
committee is current ordinance and for comparison purposes the ordinance from Fargo; that it is pretty
standard as it relates to music, etc. or construction sites or things they would be involved in on a
complaint basis ; that the health department and the city attorney are also here to answer any questions
re. enforcement. Some challenges they have had is the actual site, designating footage as to where
you’re to be, how many feet you are from the roadway, elevation of the meter, etc. and usually on a
complaint basis and haven’t been real successful in doing this and would welcome questions or
suggestions that the committee may have.

Kreun stated there have been questions, have dual exhausts on cars, motorcycle exhaust systems, base



on music in vehicles that creates some disturbance but basically how do we go about enforcing this —
have several laws in place but enforcement becomes issue as how determine when above normal use
or not,— that health department has equipment to do this. Chief Packett stated they would borrow from
the health department, and has asked staff to start some preliminary research to check with other cities
in our region and to research what type of equipment is out there now — new technologies to make
enforcement easier but willing to work with health and city attorney on any research that the
committee would like them to do.

Kreun asked what success do they have in court system of enforcing .these laws. Chief Packett stated
from law enforcement point of view is that if you had the laws on the books that indicates standard and
sets bar that they could measure, then go out and bring that to prosecutor to prove beyond reasonable
doubt.

Kreun stated he would like to know if there is any equipment out there that is better than we have,
next step may be to look to see what is out there with ability to monitor at reasonable cost and fairly
successful way of enforcing — and asked police department to do the research to see what is available
so have reasonable amount of success when we make an arrest. Chief Packett stated they would
coordinate with health and attorney’s offices and research . Committee suggested 30 days to do some
research. Bjerke stated when they do the research, would like to see if find something, to put in shift
supervisor’s vehicle so that it is on the street.

3. Report on Columbia Road Overpass — Information Only.

Al Grasser, city engineer, reported this stated year ago and are seeing some deterioration on
the Columbia Road bridge overpass and wanted to do preliminary evaluation to see if there is
something that they need to take immediate action and alternatives for the future.

He reviewed background, that overpass was built in two phases, the first two-lane section built in 1984
and widening section that took them to four lanes was 1989; and that the report states that the structure
is in pretty good shape, some cracking occurring in the inch and half overlay (main deck and overlay
on top), but hasn’t manifested itself back through the main structural elements of the deck, which
means they won’t have to do anything immediately. The report gives 3 alternatives for work: 1)
$115,000 option that puts penetrating seal on top of the deck to prevent moisture from getting through;
2) do the new deck; and 3) was to review the entire overlay on the 1984 and 1989 sections. What they
have reflected so far in the CIP budgets is that they are going to define $800,000 in the 2015 budget,
have had some discussions with the DOT and this project is potentially qualified for bridge
rehabilitation funds where we could get 80% federal funding for the construction activities. He stated
that if pursue the federal funding need to do that a few years in advance so starting in 2011/2012
request would start looking at getting that into 2015 or 2016, but before we start going through that
process is getting some concurrence from the council that do the more extensive case is the right way
to go, however, as its in the budget right now, not shown that way, and his recommendation is to do
the full repair and get basically another 30-year life and do that as larger project and leverage our local
funds with the federal dollars. That before bringing that back as a federal request, this will come back
through the service/safety committee and back through council so is informational item right now if
want to do that, that will have to come back through these bodies again for final action.

Kreun stated that if do item 1) $120,000 gives us 5 to 10 years, and if do option 3) can do potential of
80-20 match or 90-10 and if take $1 million, that is $200,000 and with extra $100,000 could get full
replacement in a few years down the road.. Grasser stated its not just the dollars you’re applying to
the structures, it’s the inconvenience to the public when working on that structure as major arterial,
and would not take that down too many times to work on it. It was also noted that the consultants are
saying there is no immediate factors involved but how would we take care of those spots that are
breaking up right now for another few years; and Grasser noted would take care of that through our



concrete street repairs and put some silicone sealants in there, don’t want to try to take some measures
to prevent some of that water from penetrating but again what they are finding, is this only working
on that top inch and half and hasn’t gone through to the main body and that takes it away from
something urgent as its not found into the structural components yet — and is something that we don’t
want to let go for another 10 years because then dealing with more expensive type issues — some short
term things would probably want to take care of.

Gershman stated preferred maintenance is fine if don’t defer it too long, and that would be his concern.

Bjerke stated he agrees with the 2015/2016 but that the two things he read re. finger joint abutments is
already causing a bump and catch point for the plows and if they are going to fix that now, and to take
care of those two things, and not put up with that for 5 more years, and do all three. Grasser stated the
finer joint abutments is very expensive to repair and is something they can do, but a next year project.
It was noted in the report that it is not an immediate need, however, from other information that plows
catch part of that. Kreun stated the suggestion is to take good look at it and if fits into the budget also
if bad visit with Mr. Feland to see if it is something that needs to be done, and comment more critical
about catching it with the snowplow than one inch bump for rideability and if worth fixing now rather
than waiting. Information only- but concerns is to take look at those finger joints to see if they need
repair prior to and also look and fix small pockets and problems with silicone to get us by Grasser
stated that was what looking for to find out if take some interim steps or just want to do the $115,000
or the $800,000- and the $800,000 referenced that with inflation and little bit of paint in here, too.

4. House Bill #1012 (funding for street/highway costs to local governments) — Information
Only.

Grasser stated that back in the 2010 did something similar to this where they used State money to
bring some money back to the local communities, townships and counties to do some road repairs, and
the original Bill was more reflective of what related damage kind of language in it, the City got about
$1.5 million on that one and are actually just wrapping that segment up this year in 2011. Our
legislators wrote something similar to that in the 2013 legislative session which is the Grand Forks
amount of $1.1 million, they took away a little of the restrictions on direct weather related, is Highway
tax money so if want to relate it to road type funding — again there was budgeted in the 2012 budget
and reviewed the proposed allocations: first priority is some money for materials and equipment in
street department, 2012;.

Second priority is would like to take on those inlne repairs on 32™ Avenue South but originally put
them in for special assessment project so weren’t mixing our Highway Users money too much —
didn’t like to do that because the repairs out there are little complicated trying to figure out what the
mechanisms are and the cheap way of fixing it cheaply is big challenge and if can use this money to do
that and avoid special assessment is good use for this money,. Those are weather related types of
repairs and impacts to the road.

Priority #3 would be working on Columbia Road north-bound lane, that the farthest east lane on
Columbia Road from 23 to 17" is nasty — idea is if can take care of part of that, might be able to
delay the full blown reconstruction of that intersection and avoid the delay that could be a $3 or $4 or
$5 million project and are not doing all the geometric improvements, like right turn lanes, double lefts,
etc. but if can delay that, there are other priorities that we also need to get at. There is an asterisk on
that one because as thinking about it over time, may want to take care of some of the southbound
lanes, not as bad as northbound but if went in there and did that as special assessment and expanded
the scope of that, might be able to get both of those lanes and maybe even tiff north of 17" Avenue,
keeps expanding the scope on this, but with relatively minor dollar investment, can get that
intersection and segment of road good to go until at least 2020-2025 or something like that — but at
some point the geometry is going to dictate that we need to do something with that intersection to get
more turn lanes, etc. but right now functioning okay and just trying to delay getting into that major




reconstruction ; that Priority #3 would be a 2012 project.

Priority #4, 2012 would be BFM Drive reconstruction, narrow road and almost glorified alley but

that needs to be rebuilt, get some temporary repairs in there this year and this money will off-set what
otherwise would have been the local Highway Users share of that project — being able to not access
our Highway Users money as aggressively and still get the projects done. That would be the extent of
the projects in 2012 and are also looking at extending this money to 2013 and again a bit more
aggressive concrete street repair budget, $125,000, and then again probably the need for some
materials and equipment on the street department.

Priority 17 is Stanford Road reconstruction from University to 6", bad section of road, has been on our
list for some time but haven’t had the money to go after it, and if look closely your CIP and can see
that this segment of road actually some of this money and some Highway Users money and his intent
on this one is to use this as a clean-up if we end up needing little more of this money in some of the
earlier phases might decrease some of those. Money on this project and if get really good bids and end
up with some extra money but some carry-over money might increase that one — good project to clean
up whatever money we may or may not have out of this is 2013. — kind of a moveable item. All of
them show up in your CIP at this time except for the street department budget in 2013 is shown in
there or not but 2012 is.

Grasser stated that there are a number of projects that need to be done soon and that it takes this one
away from competing from things like 47" Avenue South from Washington to Columbia Road, may
free up some more money so can do a good job of the Columbia Road reconstruction from 36" to 47™;
those are big projects that we need to address our growth and capacities out there and don’t have
enough money to catch them all and if can delay one and move it out of that competitive que, that will
help us.

Gershman stated that he and Mr. Grasser had talked about putting in a half-cent sales tax for a period
of time — for 3 years — which would generate fund that you could lever and then pick the projects that
would not be special assessed but projects around the community for the public to see and then have a
vote of the public because not going to get the federal money that we used to get— State has
tremendous stress on the western part of the state for roads and infrastructure — and just informing the
other council members that once we are done with the project perhaps do some state work to see what
the major projects so they would be scattered all over town so everybody knows in year one , going to
do those x projects and year two these x projects and in year three do those x projects, and public votes
on those, they know where there money is going and at the end of that period we sunset that tax so
they know there’s an end to it — not a huge fan of sales tax because he collects it and our sales tax is
relatively high — doesn’t see way out of it because people from outside of our community use our
roads and they would pay part of that sales tax dollar — and thinks have to have serious conversation
about it — engineering is picking projects that need to be done and while we are doing those, there are
others that also need to be done. There is one thing he hears from the public, is fix the roads — real
commentary on a city is the condition of your roads — thinks the public might buy it but if vote no,
continue with what we are doing but have to have a plan so they can see exactly what they would be
voting on and when it would sunset, and that through this committee can start the conversation and see
where we can go.

Grasser stated that this is going to roll right into the work that Advanced Engineering is doing with us
on all of our major infrastructure planning and financing - trying to bring that forward and intention is
to bring that in this fall but will address all of our major infrastructure and an overall look as to where
we are at.

Kreun stated there are other things but streets can be our major topic or sales tax could be utilized just
for streets but then that frees up money for other areas. Gershman stated he wants to keep it very



simple so the public understands that we are not going to special assess that road in front of their
property — that we are all going to be involved in it but get it done. Grasser stated that the more we
can do locally is going to be benefit.

5. Final Project Concept Report for Project No. 6581, Federal Projects SU-6-002(102)910
and SU-6-986(104)108 Downtown Traffic Signals Upgrade — Information Only.

Mark Walker, asst. city engineer, stated this is for information only and at the next meeting
will be looking for a recommendation to forward onto council — this project involves upgrading 10
signals in the downtown area. Some of the signals are on the regional system and 3 on the urban
system; they have identified 2 that can remove or a decision as to whether we should keep those
signals and rehab. them or should they be removed — those 2 are at 4™ Street and 1% Avenue N next to
the parking ramp and been out of commission for almost 8 months, and the other one is at 5" and
Bruce, and neither one of those signals are warranted anymore — final decision will be up to the DOT.
Because some of these signals are on the regional system the DOT will be making decisions on this as
well. He stated that signal at 5" Street and 2"® Avenue were looking at converting to a pedestrian
signal only and because on the regional system the DOT would make that decision but we would give
them our recommendation. He stated that the consultant is thinking that signal might be warranted so
that even though the staff report suggests that we might convert that one, might be doubtful that we
would convert that to a pedestrian crossing.
Consultant is looking at signal at 5 Street and 5™ Avenue by St. Michael’s, which is not warranted
either only as a pedestrian crossing — will be asking for committee’s recommendation for either
conversion or rehab and forward that recommendation to DOT for their consideration. This project
bid in 2012 and constructed and bringing back for final recommendation. Pedestrian traffic will be
taken into consideration as it deals with the signals, and won’t be doing anything beyond that with the
traffic signals other than crosswalks, etc.

Bjerke asked if EGF making those timing improvements. Walker stated they paid attention to that
signal as he drove through it and if come out of Cabela’s parking lot you would come up to that signal
no matter how many vehicles are coming on DeMers Avenue, could trip signal to give you a green
light as coming out of Cabela’s — timing changes so additional traffic using DeMers Avenue and MN
Avenue could utilize that — could visit with MNDOT but up to now conversation with MNDOT and
City has been through MPO —and thinks that’s an easy fix.

Walker stated this project will make the traffic signals function better, right now there is no timing
between lights, and project is proposed to put in fiber optics to connect in with the amount of one
controller. Bjerke stated that this is maintenance project and is to get our equipment up to date.

Kreun stated this is informational and will come back to us with more definite answers, and one of his
concerns is that we have to live with decisions that the DOT makes, that we will make our
recommendations and concern is that we won’t have the input to their final say before we have to sign
off on it, and there could be some issues on a couple of them that will create some conversation in the
community.

6. Presentation and introduction for Project No. 6756 — Belmont Road Pedestrian
Connection — Information Only.
Kreun stated this is Belmont Road pedestrian connection and is information only.

Al Grasser, city engineer, reported current situation in the Belmont Road area — there is vicinity map
of the area and there are number of existing sidewalks and bikepaths in that area, bikepath along
southend drainway and along 47™ Ave.S., and City has installed some temporary bikepaths south of
the Drainway or Desiree Drive and did that pro-actively and were able to get in before the homes went



in so put in relatively cheaply with asphalt. The segment that we are missing is that segment between
the Drainway and 47" Avenue South, right now the road is a rural two-lane road and there’s not
enough room for two cars and pedestrians and bicycles at the same time, speeds are of rural nature —
probably 30-35 mph — have a number of these situations around town where have traffic and
development where have urban section road — urban section roads have curb and gutter, sidewalks,
bikepaths and can accommodate pedestrian as well as bicycles and vehicles, and now are being able to
accommodate pedestrians — that is segment talking about and our intentions would be assuming we
have concurrence with the committee, go out and send more time with our survey crew looking at
cross sections, etc. and trying to identify the cost — one of the challenges is the ditches and driveways
come from bottom of the ditch up to the driveway unless you back basically as far as you can get on
the right of way because whatever we put in there will also need to accommodate ADA compliance
issues so limited as to how much grade we can go up and down, etc. and as soon as gather that
information will bring back with estimates of cost and funding alternatives.

Gershman stated that road is going to be urbanized and when would that happen, and if going to do a
sidewalk, wouldn’t want to put something in and then tear it up 5 years from now — either we wait or
put it far enough in the easement so could actually build a road and have a sidewalk there and that
would be his concern.

Grasser stated this is one of those deficient areas that would be nice to get up to an urban standard, that
after the 1997 flood we rebuilt that road and structurally made it a pretty solid road and is in good
shape, and harder to trigger that need for replacing the road, and lot of time what triggers our need is
the fact that it rides so poorly and beat up — and that is what drives our projects — this one don’t have
that driver and is more of a geometric issue which is harder to identify and that this needs to go to an
urban section and this is one of the projects that needs addressing. He stated he wouldn’t assume that
the property along Belmont Road really know about this and is part of what they will do with
investigation and would be number of public discussions on it and neighborhood meetings.

Kreun asked if the MPO or somebody looking at an overall project or connection with the Choice
Fitness Center catches into plan and this could be a part of that — that there are other areas on 47" and
had situation on Chestnut re. sidewalks — and reason this is being brought up is that committee called
safety and service and one of the things that the safety factor on that particular section of road. That
Belmont is built and good for another 10-15 years, can use temporary sidewalk until reconstruct the
whole road and those are some of the options want to look at. — and if look at it as part of the overall
project or as a temporary project to get us through for the next 10-12 years. Want to see how approach
it and which way want to go with it so that we meet the safety factors. Grasser stated that
reconstruction out here is probably 10 years or more away and that is his assumption now.

Mr. Mulroy stated he has lived on Desiree for 6 years, and started this process with Mr. Kreun, and
there are about 34 new homes since he moved there, lots of kids, that his back yard facing the
bikepath, lots of women and kids that do not go on the bikepath by themselves, that there are 129
homes along Belmont that can not go north on the sidewalk or bikepath from the Drainway — can’t go
over to Chestnut because there is no sidewalk and Chestnut doesn’t have the traffic that they have on
Belmont — would be nice to have a temporary bikepath that would go to 47", that he did the petition
last time and had all but 3 that agreed to do it — some said it would be nice if on the other side but with
Shadyridege coming into the city, lot of people come in that way -

Kreun stated that one of the things that doing here is look at which way works best and one of
concerns is when do we rebuild Belmont and if don’t rebuild Belmont we should look at doing
something prior to that because prior to that and wait 10 or 12 years — can’t wait that long. Mr.
Mulroy stated that everyone would really be upset if bid the whole project and put the road in but if



got something temporary like what we had going to the south, would be really nice.

Grasser stated that he didn’t want to get too far into this, but thinks what is going to drive it, and will
end up being a 5 ft. concrete sidewalk because getting the equipment you need to put in an asphalt path
is big paver and truck, and thinks construct ability wise its going to be cheaper to actually put it in as a
sidewalk instead of an asphalt path — shouldn’t be pre-determining things yet as they haven’t done the
valuation but thinks that is where he is leaning. Kreun stated those are the things that they are going to
look at and examine to find out what is the best way to go.

Bjerke stated that he doesn’t want to do the road until we need to, and not sold on doing something
temporary — that he would like to see permanent 5 ft. sidewalk on one side and both sides pay for it
and make sure it will stay there when they do the road. Grasser stated that they would attempt to try to
do that but is always hard to predict in the future because of where utilities or storm sewers go and lots
of different things may cost you more sometimes to try to save something than to allow the contractor
to take it out and replace it but try to do that with that goal in mind..

Gershman stated that he would be in favor of keeping it on the east side so that you are not crossing
the road as that is dangerous for kids esp. and then it is contiguous with the one south. Grasser stated
that they have assumed that it would be on the east side and that is a decision they would have to make
but seems to be apparent; that they didn’t have time to put this together yet but will be a 2012 project.

7. Shady Ridge Bridge Concepts — Information Only.

Grasser stated first concept is a little bit of history, there is a fair amount of development on
the east side of what they call East Lake, this is south of 42" and north of 62™ Ave.S. (map in your
packet showing that general area), and what happens when river elevations reach somewhere around
43 ft. or so the last of the crossings starts to go under water so people living on the east side don’t have
vehicular access, they lose some of their emergency access, etc. This has been turning around for a
number of years and have had some discussions with the potential bridge located on 62™ Ave.S. but
when they brought that into neighborhood discussions, there was a lot of neighborhood opposition to
that location - this is a resident-led discussion, not something the City is bringing in, this is being
proposed to us by the residents and as they talked to their neighbors and looked at alternatives, they
have been focusing on the Shadyridge Court southerly loop which is the road crossing north of 62"
and being preferred option for a bridge — due to cost constrains and trying to save money, some of the
things that they are considering is a one-lane bridge.

His information is that they had a neighborhood meeting in the last month or so and have
enough support for residents to pay for this bridge, the concept would be that this would be led
through the Township — he noted they had some discussion about this a year ago re. mitigation grant
request, same bridge but different location — and for tonight this is a heads up.

That enclosed is a copy of a letter that he sent out to one of the residents that is leading this
issue outlining some concerns and general procedural issues — the important issue is we do want this to
be led by the Township at this time because the area is serving the Township because most of them are
not in the city limits and part of the footprint of the bridge would be in the city limits — in 2014 the
Shadyridge area would come into the city limits and that he would prefer to have this issue resolved
before it comes into the city as right now they are willing to pay for it and that this isn’t in our budget
and not something that we would normally pay for but there is a need out there and if they can address
this on the local side and with some geometry on a bridge that certainly not up to our normal standards
and thinks it is something we should consider if the neighborhood has a consensus on it. Re. the one-
lane mentioned it would have to be a one-way and make those roads one-way because there isn’t sight
distance on that bridge for two people to come in and meet in the middle — and would be important
issue considering a one-lane bridge.




Committee question what about fire trucks, etc. and if that meets Code - Grasser stated that fire trucks
can come in on the southerly Shadyridge Court loop - is less than a quarter of a mile and if coming
down 55™ Ave.S. that is the access that the fire trucks would take as most direct access that gets you
across East Lake. If flooding — that many times during emergency they have to have two-way
operation but would have to rig something up so that vehicles know that somebody is approaching so
don’t meet on the bridge.

Kreun asked what involvement will we have from the council level. Grasser stated he didn’t have

the answers to that and what they are waiting for now would be a letter of request from the Township,
as want another governmental entity to be able to take the lead on this — had some discussions with the
city attorney and that there are lot of issues that would have to be addressed — until we find out if the
Township is willing to step forward and try to accomplish — assuming we are going to end up with sort
of joint powers agreement that will outline the duties of the two entities — would like to keep the City
involved as minimal as possible but would have to have some involvement because of the structure,
embankments that will be within the city limits — just have a general roadmap and not very detailed at
this point.

Grasser stated the residents will come into the city limits in 2014 — its only the people in Shadyridge
and that the area on the northerly side — East Lake won’t be in the city limits. That after 2014 the
bridge and roads will be in the city limits. Bjerke stated that we need more information but if we get
into this and in couple years its our bridge and have to improve it to two-lane, etc. — didn’t know it
was coming in that fast and more complicated than what he thought — and has some issues here.

Kreun stated that those are the issues and some of the things that they are willing to pay for at this
time, but when it becomes our property who is going to do the maintenance, who is going to be in
control of it, and does serve that area that is not coming into the city limits — those are questions that
have to be answered — and reason for joint powers agreement or something of that nature to work on to
make sure it still becomes part of their responsibility for maintenance because the main reason at this
point is to serve people that are not coming in. Bjerke stated he is concerned that once it gets within
the city limits then people want two lanes, etc. and can expand quickly and if do joint powers
agreement need to spell out whose responsibility and future issues. Kreun stated he thinks we have the
concerns and that Mr. Grasser will bring those forth. Grasser stated he wanted to give a heads up as it
is on the radar and is gaining traction.

8. Panhandling — Information + Discussion Only.

Kreun stated it has been brought to their attention several time that there is becoming more of
this activity taking place and wanted to clarify what we have on the books and how it can be handled.
Chief Packett stated staff did some research and letter from Kristi Pettit and Fargo ordinance.

Mr. Swanson stated that what Ms. Pettit is telling you is that you have virtually nothing on the books
now that is going to address panhandling issues on medians; and if that is your concern, can address
that, but if concern is that we don’t like panhandling in the city, stated in no uncertain terms you can’t
address that — that is a First Amendment right — but if want to adopt an ordinance that essentially
controls the location where that activity occurs and prohibit it within medians of roadways, have
authority to regulate that.

Swanson stated that by adopting such an ordinance its going to apply across the board, will apply to
the youth groups trying to do car washes and on the median with signs, will relate to farmers market
people that are saying “vegetables here”, relate to panhandlers and will extend to fire department or
other agencies that are out trying to do fundraising, etc. —



Gershman asked if there is really a problem here — but do we have a serious problem in Grand Forks
with people on medians. Swanson stated he wasn’t able to answer - but that his office has received
over last year or two a handful of calls on this and majority of the people are expressing an attitude
they don’t like the idea of somebody panhandling — have had one or two calls where somebody
complaining about somebody on the median (32™ and Columbia) trying to get cash from some driver
and that driver was slow to take the left hand turn light, and probably extent of any complaints from
his office has received.

Kreun stated he didn’t think it was safe for people to stand in the median to solicit car wash or silent
market, etc and what restrictions would be on the median. Swanson stated risks are twofold, risk of
individual on the median from a vehicle leaving the roadway and coming onto the median, also risk of
a driver being distracted by somebody on the roadway. He stated that State law would not override the
First Amendment of the United States Constitution.

Kreun suggested that they look at an ordinance that would define medians or berms and work with
Chief Packett and find out where the most safety concerns and see if can write something into our
ordinance. So don’t have them in the middle of the road. Mr. Swanson stated he could provide a draft
ordinance..

Grandstrand stated they should answer the question if there is really a problem before moving too far
forward before put another law on the books. Mr. Swanson stated reason he wanted to address this
was because there are members of the public and cities that have a concern re. panhandling within the
community — those are not issues that are allowed for the City to address under the First Amendment —
there are others on whether there should or shouldn’t be panhandling focuses purely on the issues of
the median, that the ordinance will not be panhandling ordinance but will be addressed to activities in
medians or roadways.

Kreun stated has a problem soliciting a car wash when they have 14 year old kids standing in the
middle of the street —isn’t issue of panhandling but is a safety issue and it was noted that the median is
not a place to conduct business.

ADJOURN

Motion by Bjerke/Grandstrand to adjourn, motion carried and meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.

Alice Fontaine,
City Clerk



