AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS
APRIL 14, 2009
5:00 PM
CALL TO ORDER
CALL OF ROLL

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM

1.

American Crystal Sugar Odor Update — Michelle Berg

2. American Crystal Sugar Refund Bonds — Arnison & Stewart

3. 5™ Ave. NW — Greg Boppre

4. 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Update to the East Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan — Nancy
Ellis & Earl Haugen

5. 2009 Residential Garbage — John Wachter

6. Summer Salaries 2009 — Dave Aker

7. Byrne JAG Grant -~ Chief Hedlund

ADJOURN

UPCOMING MEETINGS
Regular Meeting - April 21, 2009 — 5:00 PM — Council Chambers

Work Session — April 28, 2009 — 5:00 PM -~ Training Room
Regular Meeting - May 5, 2009 — 5:00 PM — Council Chambers

Work Session — May 12, 2009 — 5:00 PM — Training Room







CERTIFICATE

STATE OF MINNESOTA )

)
COUNTY OF POLK )

The undersigned duly appointed, qualified, and acting City Administrator of the City of East
Grand Forks, Minnesota, hereby certifies that there is attached hereto a true and correct copy of the
RESOLUTION APPROVING OF THE ISSUANCE OF SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
REVENUE REFUNDING BONDS (AMERICAN CRYSTAL SUGAR COMPANY PROJECT)
SERIES 2009 which was adopted by the City of Council of the City of East Grand Forks,
Minnesota, on April 21, 2009, at a regular meeting of the City Council which certified copy is an
exact copy of the original on file in the office of the City Administrator.

Dated this day of April, 2009.

City Administrator

£




RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION APPROVING OF THE ISSUANCE OF
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REVENUE REFUNDING BONDS
(AMERICAN CRYSTAL SUGAR COMPANY PROJECT)
SERIES 2009

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota, as
follows:

Recitals:

1. The City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota (the “City”) is authorized pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.152 t0 469.165, as amended (the “Act”), to issue its revenue bonds
for the purpose of providing financing for the construction, acquisition and installation of equipment
and buildings to be used in connection with processing agricultural products, the disposal of solid
waste, and functionally related facilities and to refund bonds previously issued under the Act.

2. The City has previously issued its $34,350,000 Solid Waste Disposal Revenue Bonds
(American Crystal Sugar Company Project), Series 2008, dated December 4, 2008 (the “Prior
Bonds”), the proceeds of which were used to refund four prior issues of bonds, the proceeds of which
- were used to finance the acquisition, construction and installation of certain solid waste disposal
facilities at the American Crystal Sugar Company factory in East Grand Forks, Minnesota (the
“Project”).

3. American Crystal Sugar Company, a Minnesota agricultural cooperative corporation
(the “Company™), has applied to the City to issue and sell its revenue bonds pursuant to the Act for
the purpose of refunding the Prior Bonds.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby found, determined and ordered, as follows:

L. The City hereby approves the issuance and sale, pursuant to the Act, of its Solid
Waste Disposal Revenue Refunding Bonds (American Crystal Sugar Company Project), Series 2008
(the “Bonds”) in the principal amount not to exceed $34,350,000 for the purpose of refunding the
Prior Bonds.

2. The Bonds will be issued pursuant to an Indenture of Trust dated as of April 1, 2009
(the “Indenture”), between the City and Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, Minneapolis,
Minnesota (the “Trustee”), the terms of which are hereby incorporated by reference. Payment of the
principal, redemption price and purchase price of and interest on the Bonds will be initially secured
by an irrevocable letter of credit to be issued by CoBank ACB.




3. Pursuant to a Lease Agreement dated as of April 1, 2009 (the “Lease Agreement”),
between the City, as lessor, and the Company, as lessee, the City will lease the Project to the
Company. The basic payments to be made by the Company under the Lease Agreement are
established so as to produce revenue sufficient to pay the principal of, premium, if any, and interest
on the Bonds when due. The City will assign its rights to the basic payments and certain other rights
under the Lease Agreement to the Trustee as security for payment of the Bonds under the Indenture.

4. Under the provisions of the Act, and as provided in the Lease Agreement and the
Indenture, the Bonds are not to be payable from or charged upon any funds other than the revenue
pledged to the payment thereof; the City is not subject to any liability thereon; nor shall the holder
of any Bonds ever have the right to compel any exercise by the City of its taxing powers to pay any
of the Bonds or the interest or premium thereon, or to enforce payment thereof agamst any property
of the City except the interest of the City in the Lease Agreement which has been assigned to the
Trustee under the Indenture; the Bonds shall not constitute a charge, lien or encumbrance, legal or
equitable upon any property of the City except the interest of the City in the Lease Agreement which
has been assigned to the Trustee under the Indenture; the Bonds shall recite that the Bonds are issued
without obligation on the part of the State or its political subdivisions, and that the Bonds, including
interest thereon, are payable solely from the revenues pledged to the payment thereof; and, the Bonds
shall not constitute a debt of the City within the meaning of any constitutional or statutory limitation.

5. Subject to the approval of the City’s counsel, the forms of the Lease, the Indenture,
the Bond Purchase Agreement among the City, the Company and W.R. Taylor & Company, LLC
(the “Bond Purchase Agreement”) and all other documents necessary for the issuance of the Bonds
arc approved. The Lease, the Bond Purchase Agreement and the Indenture, in substantially the forms
submitted, are directed to be executed in the name and on behalf of the City by the Mayor or other
member of the City Council and the City Administrator or Assistant City Administrator. The Mayor
or other member of the City Council is authorized and directed to sign the Bond Purchase Agreement
upon the terms and conditions stated therein and at an initial interest rate not exceeding 5.00% per
annum. Any other documents and certificates necessary to the transaction described above shall be
executed by the appropriate City officers. Copies ofall of the documents necessary to the transaction
herein described shall be signed, delivered and filed as provided herein and in the Lease Agreement
and the Indenture.

6. The City shall forthwith proceed to issue its Bonds, in the form and upon the terms
set forth in the Indenture. The Mayor or other member of the City Council and City Administrator
are authorized and directed to prepare and execute the Bonds as prescribed in the Indenture and to
deliver them to the Trustee for authentication and delivery to the Bond Purchaser.

7. The Mayor and City Administrator and other officers of the City are authorized and
dirccted to prepare and furnish to the Bond Purchaser a certified copy of all proceedings and records
of the City relating to the Bonds and such other affidavits and certificates as may be required to show
the facts relating to the legality of the Bonds, as such facts appear from the books and records in the
Officer’s custody and control or as otherwise known to them; and all such certified copies,
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certificates and affidavits concluding any heretofore furnished, shall constitute representations of the
City as to the truth of all statements contained therein.

g. The approval hereby given to the various documents referred to above includes
approval of such additional details therein as may be necessary and appropriate and such
modifications thereof, defetions therefrom and additions thereto as may be necessary and appropriate
and approved by the City’s counsel and the City officials authorized herein to execute said
documents; and said City officials are hereby authorized to approve said changes on behalf of the
City. The execution of any instrument by the appropriate officer or officers of the City herein
authorized shall be conclusive evidence of the approval of such documents in accordance with the
terms thercof. In the absence of the Mayor or City Administrator, any of the documents authorized
by this Resolution to be executed may be executed by the acting Mayor or the acting City
Administrator, respectively.

Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Absent:

The President declared the resolution passed:

Passed: April 21, 2009.
Attest:

City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer President of Council

I hereby approve the foregoing resolution this 21 day of April, 2009.

Mayor




AGENDA ITEM#

Request for Council Action

Date: April 8, 2009

To:  East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, President Dick Grassel, Council Vice
President Henry Tweten, Council Members: Marc Demers, Craig Buckalew, Wayne Gregoire,
Greg Leigh, and Mike Pokrzywinski.

Cc: Hile

From: Greg Boppre, P.E.

RE: 5™ Ave NW

Background:

In 2006, an Access Management Study was completed for the MPO. This study looked at the US 2
corridor to determine the most appropriate long-term highway access for this corridor. The City
Council would like to discuss this project or the possibility of alternative projects.

Recommendation:
Approve existing plan or alternative

Enclosures:
N/A

C:\Documents and SettingsimhaliLocal Settings\Temporary Intemet Files\OLK2B\council095thavenw.doc
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AGENDAITEM # L,

Request for Council Action

Date:  April 14, 2009

To: East Grand Forks City Council and Mayor Lynn Stauss

Ce: File

From: Nancy Ellis, Senior Planner

RE: Final Approval of 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Update to the Comprehensive Plan

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Planning Commission recommends final approval of the newly updated 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan
to the East 6rand Forks Comprehensive Plan.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Background: The staff of the MPO was requested by both the EGF and GF City Council to prepare an update
to the Downtown Plan/Riverforks Plan, Working together with the City of Eas’r Grand Forks, the MPO has
prepared an update.

Beginning in January 2008, the MPO started the process of updating the Downtown Plan. A Steering
Committee comprised of stakeholders has been meeting, guiding the development of the Downtown Plan
Update. Throughout the process, the MPO has kept all informed on the progress and at all fimes of decision.
The MPO believes that the update incorporates all of the input and feedback provided. Further, the update
provides for strong reliance on improving the usage of the existing downtown area by planning for a few key
improvements,

Staff recommends final approval of the 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Update together with all maps,
information, recommendations and data contained therein, This would then be adopted as part of your
Comprehensive City Plan. The Comprehensive Plan consists of many documents including 2035 Lang Range
Transportation Plan, The Greenway Plan, The East Grand Forks Urban Design Plan, among others. This plan
will update the existing River Forks plan to a new 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan.

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
. The current Downtown Plan element is out of date.
. The City of East Grand Fork's City Comprehensive Plan does contain a Downtown Plan.
. The recommended Plan does amend all past downtown documents to represent current conditions

and future recommendations.




April 14, 2009 Request for Council Action

The GF/EGF MPQ has presented an update to the element.
The City's Comprehensive Plan needs to be amended fo contain the updated Downtown Plan Element.
A final public meeting was held on March 24™ by SEH at the Riverwalk Center to discuss the final

document,
A public hearing for final approval was held at the April 9™ Planning Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission should recommend final approval fo amend the East Grand Forks
Comprehensive Plan to include the River Forks Downtown Plan Update together with all maps,
information, recommendations and data contained therein.




RESOLUTION NO. 09-03-XX

Councilmember , Seconded by Councilmember , introduced the following resolution and
moved its adoption:

WHEREAS, the city of East Grand Forks has an adopted East Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan;
and

WHEREAS, the proposed plan update is in general agreement with the other clements of the East Grand
Forks Comprehensive Plan, those other elements being the following:

1. The Grand Forks — East Grand Forks River Forks Plan Element, together with all Maps,
information and data contained therein.

2. The Grand Forks — East Grand Forks 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update, which
contains the following sections:

a. Bikeway Element, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein.
b. Pedestrian Element, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein.
c. Transit Element, together with all Maps, information and data contained theretn.

d. Street and Highway Element, together with all Maps, information and data contained
therein.

e. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Strategy Element, together with all Maps,
information and data contained therein.

3. The 1998 East Grand Forks Downtown Plan prepared by Field — Paoli, together with all Maps,
information and data contained therein.

4. The 2000 Urban Design Plan, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein.
5. Greenway Plan Element, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein.

6. The 2035 Land Use Plan, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein.

And

WHEREAS, The Grand Forks — East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization IS preparing a
2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Update Element to the East Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Element of the Bast Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan is
a guide for future growth for the downtowns of the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks; and

WHEREAS, the 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Update may be amended to reflect changes to the
community; and

WHEREAS, the River Forks Downtown Plan Update is a representation of the goals and values of the
city; and

WHEREAS, the City Planning and Zoning Commission further held a public meeting on Aprll 9, 2009 to
get input from the citizens of the community; and




WHEREAS, the East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission forwards a recommendation that
the 2009 River Forks Downtown Plan Update to the East Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan, be hereby
approved and adopted; now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED, By the City Council of the City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota, that the 2009 River
Forks Downtown Plan Update to the East Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan, and proposed amendments,
be hereby approved and adopted with any further amendments as stated:

Voting Aye:

Voting Nay: None.

Absent: None.

The President declared the resolution passed. Passed: March 17, 2009
Attest:

City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer President of Council

I hereby approve the foregoing resolution this 17" of March, 2009.

Mayor
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Adinowledgements

The Grand Forks - Bast Geond Forks
Metropolfian Planning Orgonization

i Eas) Grand Forks, MIN
iEMDchAvenuc
. East Grand Forla, MN 56721

Steering Commitice
Egut Stgssheim, GF Oy Couned
Mkt Pokrzjwhibl EGF City Coundl
Marijo Whikcomb, GF Plinnlig Coirmlstion
Gary Christlanson, EGF Paaning Commission
% Diotrg Herzog, GF Downtown Dembspment
" Review Board

Ben Kipfel, GF Bushess Gwner’Downtown
Leadership Group
Pau! HoBe. GF Business OwnerfDowitown
Leaderstip Group
Daw Homsad, EGF Business Owner
Bob Moore, EGF Business Owner
Punky Beauchangp, MPO Bourd/EGF Planning
Commission
thrsta Gundgrson, GF Hizterical
Preservation Comndssion

Downtown Steff Commities
Brad Gengler GE Cley Painning
Maiicy Ells, EGF Planning

Bev Collins, GF Buiking nspectoriZoaing
Adninistratot

ey Slyberg.Interim Cloy Adminkscrator
Fott Spoar, EGF Bullding lnspector
Rick Duguette, GF Ciey Adminksratar
Greg Boppre, EGF Contulting Engineer
Jans Willams, GF Traffic Engincer
Moiedih Rickards, GF Urban Development
Pete Haga, GF Mayor's Office

fim Richeen EGF EDHA

John Wachrer, EGF Publie Works

Todd Feland, GF PublicWorks

Les Nothre, GF-NODOT

Grajg Gikertson, MNDOT
BarryWillhrz, Chamber of Comméree
Julio Rygy, CVB

Peg O'Leary, GF Historical Preservation
Committoe

Earf Haugen, MPO




TABLE1

DEMAND SUMMARY
'DOWNTOWN GRAND CITIES
2008 {0 2020
Grand Cities Total
[ Full period Shori-term Long-terut

Housing (2-5 years) (6-12 Years)
For-Sale Multifamily 95 units 20 units 75 units
Market Rate Apartments 223 units 73 units 150 units
For Sale Senior Housing 49 units 49 urits 1/ units
Market Rate Senior Housing 79 units 79 units /s units
Dffice
Total Demand 30,6000 51,000 sq. £ 10,00010 15,000 sq. &t | 20,0000 35,000 sq. fi.
Absorption of Existing Space 60,000 to 64,000 sq. £ 20,000 1025,000 sq. & | 35,000 t0 40,000 sq. ft
Retail
Neigbborhood Goods and Services 93,000 s, fL 15,000 to 20,000 s, ft. 20,000 10 30,000 sq. ft.
Biestination Specialty Services 41,000 sq. . 5,000 10 7,000 sq. ft. 10,000 to 15,600 s, ft.
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Downtawi management group
# Looks to community-based enfities for resources, including:  # Answers to p Bound made vp of key downtown

© Dedicaled staff time For meeting and coordination stakebolders
@ Financial support » Munaged by s fulltime director
© Administrative support » Coordinales aspects of joint mission for Gramd
© Office space Forks/Eas( Grand Forks, including:
oFl . © Marksting end branding
© Business reciuitment
© Events coordination
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Cperating concept
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» 17 EGF CC

FCC 7?MPOBoard
-« 18 MPO Board | |




WASTE MANAGENENT

FIRST ADDENDUM
TO THE
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS
RECYCLING MATERIALS COLLECTION AGREEMENT

This First Addendum to the City of East Grand Forks, MN, Recycling Materials
Collection Agreement is made and entered into by and between the City of East Grand
Forks, Minnesota ("City") and Waste Management of North Dakota, Inc. ("Waste
Management") as of this __ day of 2009.

Whereas, the parties hereto are parties to a Contract for Collection and
Transportation of Recycling Materials dated July 1, 2007 ("Contract"); and

Whereas, the parties wish to further amend the Contract,

Now therefore the parties agree as follows:

1y

2)

Section “Residential Curbside Recycling Services”, is hereby modified by
revising the last sentence of the last paragraph of this Section as follows:

* “Waste Management agrees to provide (1) 96 gallon recycling cart to each

household designated by the City, The container will be provided at no cost to
the resident, provided however, that should a container be lost or destroyed
while in the possession of the resident, and as a result of negligence by the
resident, such resident shall be responsible for the full replacement value of the
container.”

Amend agreement to add section “Residential Refuse Collection Services:
Waste Management shall establish a once weekly schedule for residential
households to collect solid waste. Each residential building in the City shall be a
collection point, and residents will be responsible to deposit their waste at the
curb (within four feet) as designated by Waste Management in an approved cart
container. A 64 gallon cart container will be provided at no cost to the resident,
provided however, that should a container be lost or destroyed while in the
possession of the resident, and as a result of negligence by the resident, such
resident shall be responsible for the full replacement value of the container.

The city will be responsible for all disposal costs incurred by the residential
waste collection.

It is intended that Waste Management will dispose of all solid wastes collected
within the City from residential households excluding hazardous wastes. No
collection will be made of stone, plaster, cement, dirt, concrete, leaves, rakings,
garden refuse, ashes, and construction material from remodeling and




3)

4)

5)

construction work, tree and stumps, and bulk items, unless arrangements are
made for extra pick-up at an additional charge.

Waste Management agrees that we will walk up to no more than two (2) percent
of residential household (approximately 50) at no additional cost. If
households requiring this service increase above two (2) percent Waste
Management and the City will negotiate a small additional fee,

Section "Rates for Service", as amended is hereby further modified by
revising the Section as follows: "The City shall pay Waste Management for
residential recycling of materials listed above, utilizing a 96-gallon cart, at a
rate of $3.45 per month, per residential household. The City shall pay Waste
Management for residential waste collection, utilizing a 64-gallon cart, at a
rate of $6.60 per month per residential houschold. Disposal costs will
continue to be incurred by the City of East Grand Forks, MN, The City shalt
confirm to Waste Management the additions and deletions of households for
pickup on a monthly basis, and adjust its payments accordingly.

Section “Term of Agreement”, is hereby modified as follows that the new
expiration contract expiration date is June 30, 2014, At the expiration of the

original term or any renewal terms, the contract may be renegotiated for

additional terms by mutual agreement between both parties.

All other terms and conditions of the Contract not expressly modified in this
First addendum shall remain in full force and effect.

In witness whereof, the parties have caused this First Addendum to be executed by there
duly authorized representatives as of the date first above written.

City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota Waste Management of North Dakota, Inc.

By:

By:

Title:

Title:




City of East Grand Forks

600 DeMers Ave - P.O. Box 373 - East Grand Forks, MN 56721
218-773-2483 - 218-773-9728 fax ~ www.eastgrandforks.net

To:  Mayor and City Council

From: Scott Huizenga, City Administrator

Re:  Refuse Collection Alternatives and Analysis
Date: March 31, 2009

After receiving a series of questions in the last few weeks, I have attempted to compare two types of
automated refuse collection (carts) versus the existing system using bags. This memo touches upon the
_operational advantages of each system along with cost data.

The analysis draws upon the work previously presented to the City Council in January. I attempted to
maintain as much consistency as possible throughout the services. As such, there arc no adjustments
made for worker compensation rates, tipping fee variances, or illegal dumping costs. Such rates are
speculative and difficult to project with little historic data.

Expenditures are relatively similar under all three scenarios. The alternatives provide a cost variation
of approximately 10 percent relative to the current system. The primary operational decision can be
characterized as one of internal control versus risk management and mitigation. The City can manage
all of the operations, response, and risk by continuing to provide refuse collection internally. Or, the
City can alleviate the risk associated with leave, injury, and mechanical breakdown while allowing a
contractor to assume some control over daily operations. In any scenario, the City remains the ultimate
authority for the provision of refuse collection services.

Scenario #1 — City-provided carts — no cart for recycling
The original City proposal for automating trash collection as presented in the Adopted 2009 Budget
did not include an additional cart for recycling with Waste Management. This option is the least
expensive because there is no increase in recycling services.

Scenario #1 would provide automated collection while the City maintains a sense of internal control
over the refuse collection system. The City would provide residents with one cart for trash. There
would be no cart for recycling. The City would responsible for inventory and distribution of the carts.
The City would also purchase a new truck and approximately 2600 carts for automated collection. The
City would maintain one FTE for trash collection. A small portion of the FTE time could be devoted
to other duties of the Public Works Department as needed.

Scenario #2 — Automated Refuse Collection and Recycling provided by Waste Management

Staff recommends Scenario #2. This option would provide for containerized trash and recycling.
Waste Management presented its RFP response in this fashion. The City would containerize both
recycling and solid waste collection in order to get the “pulk discount” with automated trash

'The City of East Grand Forks is an Affirmative Action Equal Opportunity Employer.




collection. Option #2 costs approximately $16,000 more than Option #1. However, the added

recycling component is inexpensive for the benefit.

Scenario #2 would sacrifice some internal control in favor of reduced risk. There would be no upfront
costs associated with capital purchases, inventory, or distribution. The City would have no need for
contingency plans in the event of absences, injuries, or mechanical failures.

This would be a five-year agreement amendment with Waste Management. The amendment would
add two years o the existing recycling contract so that the contractor could recoup its capital
investment. Both services could be automated for the proposed rate increase of $12.75. One existing
FTE would be redirected to Streets operations; and one FTE would be eliminated through attrition.

Scenario #3 — Current System: City Service with Bags

Scenario #3 is the least expensive in the short run because the City currently owns a relatively new
rear-load truck for bags. However, if a truck purchase is amortized over a five-year cycle as in the
other scenarios, the bag system actually would become the most expensive in the long run. This is due
to the inefficiency of requiring two persons fo run the residential route — one driver and one bag

collector.

Similar to Scenario #1, this option would maintain internal control over refuse operations. Residents
are accustomed to the current system — whether pro or con. And, the bag system represents a “pay as
you throw” system in which residents can reduce costs by recycling. However, some revenue is lost
through the bag system by residents who use other means for residential waste disposal, including
illegal dumping. '

Summary
For the past few years, the City Courcil has directed staff to explore options for automating trash

collection primarily for ease of use and a generally cleaner system. Cost factors are important in any
decision that the policy-making body considers. In the presented scenarios, cost fluctuations are
present, but not dramatic. The method of service delivery and the associated risk varies significantly.
Therefore, that is the primary decision point for the City Council.

One of the primary roles of management is to provide service altematives for Council consideration.
To that end, 1 hope that we have performed our job satisfactorily. Staff stands ready to implement any
recommendation upon Council approval. As always, we will endeavor to answer any linger questions
that you may have.

Cc: John Wachter, Public Works
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AGENDA ITEM # Lo

Request for Council Action

Date; March 25,2009

To:  Fast Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lyrm Stauss, President Dick Grassel, Council Vice
President Henry Tweten, Council Members: Marc Demers, Craig Buckalew, Wayne Gregoire,
Greg Leigh, and Mike Pokrzywinski.

Ce:  File

From: Dave Aker

RE: Summer salartes 2009

Background: The minimum wage is $6.55 this year and that goes up to $7.25 at the end of July. We have
a litrle increase in salary this year but it should not affect a lot of summer employees. '

Recommendation: Approve the summer salaries for 2009,

Enclosures: A sheet showing the bids.

C:ADocuments and Settings\mhalliLocal Settings\Temporary Intemet Files\OLKZB\RCAsummersal 09.doc
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May 2, 2002 Request for Council Action
Position 2007 2008 2009
BASEBALL:

Baseball Supervisor 5225 925 s925
Baseball Coach VI F8.00 S800 8895
Baseball Coach vir B 775 B800
Baseball Coach VI B740 $750 B2
Baseball Coach | 4 . Yé! 1 572y 750
Baseball Coach IV 700 S0 B7o5
Baseball Coach 1 $6.75 $675 LYALY)
Baseball Coach I $6.50 sa.450 B6.75
Baseball Coach r $6.25 $6.95 $a.55
Basehall Coach saiy $615

Umpire - Youth $1500 S15.00 1500
Umpire - 13 yr. old feam $2000 2000 s2000
Umpire - 14-15 yr. old team B25.00 B0 S2500
Umpire - 16 y1. old teatn F40.00 F40.00 sL000
PLAYGROUND:

Playground Supervisor $E75 $E75 B900
Playground Worker Leader $7.95 L.Y4: 760
Playground Worler v s700 $7.00 725
FPlayground Worker ar B6.75 B6.75 $700
Playground Worker I 8650 B6.50 $6.75
Playground Worker I 3625 $6.25 8655
Playground Worker B615 $als
SWIMMING POOL:

Pool Manager 5995 #9925 $950
Co- Managers * BRI $E7E $875
Asst. Manager $8.00 $8.00 $800
Life Guard 14 L. Y47 775 . YA
Life Gnard Iv &7.50 $7.50 $7.50
Life Guard mr H7.95 By $7.25
Life Guard yig S200 $700 $7.00
Life Gaard I $6.75 8675 B675
Life Guard S6.50 650 $655
Sub Gaard F615 $615 F6.a5
Diving and Swim Team NA NA

Boys Room Attnd Ba15 BeI5 $o.58
Girls Room Aftnd 8615 $6.15 $6.55
Cashior I 8650 $6.50 F656
Cashier IT 8675 8675 $7.00
Position 2007 2008 2009
TENNIS:

Tennis Supervisor B850 HEH0 BELO0 O (season )
Tennis Instructor nr $750 $7.50 S50
Tennis Instructor o $650 8650 FO.55
Tennis Instructor I BeIF 8615




May 2, 2002

SOFTBALL:

Softhall Supervisor (3 manébs)
Soithall Coach
Softhall Coach
Softhall Coach
Softhall Coach
Softball Coach
Softhall Coach
Softball Coach

RRISE RN

DRIVING:

Bas Diriver

PARK MAINTENENCE

Parlr Maintenance
Park Maintenance
Park Maintenance
Park Maintenance
Farlc Maintoenance
Parkk Maintenance
Parlkc Maintenance

SREITY

FLOWER GARDENELS:

Garden Supervisor
Gardener
Gardener
Glardener
Gardener
(farrdener
Gardener
Gardener

RRIEEE

RED RIVER RECREATION AREA WORKERS:

Park Ranger (1-2)

Farlr Worker
2 fall time 40 hrs (office)
& part time 20 firs.
Park Maintenance Worker (I-5)

Security Ranger (1-3)

8135000 $1.350.0081, 350K (mmonth)
8750 8750
8795 8ro5
$2.00 8700
8675 8675

" 8650 8650
8695 $6.95
8615 B6.15
810.00 $10.00
$7.50 8750
8795 8795
$7.00 Br00
8675 8675
86,50 8650
8695 86.95
8615 8615
$8.50 8850
8750 8750
$795 8795
8700 8700
86,75 $6.75
86.50 8660
B6.95 8695
8615 B6I5

$22.00

S10.00
$10.00
S1am

S1000

Request for Council Action

$25.00

S1200
SI000
$I10.00

S1000

SE00
L. YA
B750
$72
S700
$6.75
$6.95

S1000

V41
$7.50
$7.25
$7.00
B6.75
$6.55

B850
BE.00
$7.50
8785
S0
8675
$6.55

$25.00

$1200
s1000
10w

1000
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AGENDA ITEM #

Request for Council Action

Date: 4-8-09

To:  Fast Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, President Dick Grassel, Council Vice
President Henry Tweten, Council Members: Marc Demers, Craig Buckalew, Wayne Gregoire,
Greg Leigh, and Mike Pokrzywinski.

Cc: File

From: Chief Hedlund

RE:  Bymme JAG Grant

This is a Federal Grant where the East Grand Forks PD/City of East Grand Forks has been
designated to receive $12, 231.00. There is no match and the money could be spent in a variety of
ways. What we have decided to use it for is LED Lights for the squad cars and for some
audio/video recording equipment for use in our interview rooms here at the PD. The Grant is
through the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant Program. The lights are dramatically more visible then
our current lights (lightbars on top of the cars) and this makes it much safer for the officers. Itis
our opinion that in time we will be mandated to have recording equipment for our interviews and
this is an opportunity to do so without hurting the budget. Thanks.
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