
AGENDA 

OF THE CITY  

COUNCIL WORK SESSION  

CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2013 - 5:00 P.M. 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER: 

 

CALL OF ROLL: 

 

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM: 

 

1. Mold Remediation in Police Department – Brent Dammann/Greg Boppre  

 

2. 12AJ4 Utilities & Street Construction Assessment Roll – Greg Boppre 

 

3. 2040 Alternative Transportation Modes – Teri Kouba 

 

4. Refuse Collection Services Update – Jason Stordahl  

 

5. Motor Grader Rental – Jason Stordahl 

 

6. 2013-2014 Gravel and Sand Bids – Jason Stordahl 

 

7. Annual Pump Replacement Lift 16 – Jason Stordahl 

 

   

ADJOURN: 

 

Upcoming Meetings 

Regular Council Meeting – October 15, 2013 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers 

Work Session – October 22, 2013 – 5:00 PM – Training Room 

Regular Council Meeting – November 5, 2013 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers 

Work Session – November 12, 2013 – 5:00 PM – Training Room 

Regular Council Meeting – November 19, 2013 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers  
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

 
 

- 1 - 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date: October 3, 2013 
 
To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, City Administrator David Murphy, 

President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice President Greg Leigh, Council Members: Henry 
Tweten, Ron Vonasek,  Mark Olstad, Clarence Vetter and Chad Grassel. 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Michael S. Hedlund – Chief of Police 
 
RE: Mold Remediation – Police Building  
 

 
 
Background:  We have reviewed the remediation plan for the police building and have 
submitted a new proposal to Steamatic regarding building accessibility.  We are now proposing 
that the building be done in two sections rather than only two rooms at a time.  PD sergeants 
will share offices that will be done at different times and the admin staff and detectives will be 
housed at City hall when their offices are not accessible. 
 
Recommendations:  Approve the plan to move forward on this project. 
 
Enclosures: To be delivered at the Council meeting  
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date: October 3,  2013 
 
To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice 

President Greg Leigh, Council Members: Clarence Vetter, Henry Tweten,  Chad Grassel,  Mark 
Olstad and Ron Vonasek. 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Greg Boppre, P.E. 
 
RE:  File Assessment Roll -  2012 Assessment Job No. 4- Utilities and Street Construction 
 

 
Background: 
I would like to file the assessment roll for the above reference project and set the date for the public 
hearing. At the present time, there is only one property owner and that is Crary Development Inc. 
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
Approve assessment roll and set date for public hearing 
 
Enclosures: 
Assessment roll 
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ROLL

Storm Sewer Watermain Sanitary Street TOTAL

Square $ SQ FT FRONT $ FRONT Sewer $ FRONT Construction $ FRONT ASSESSMENT

PARCEL OWNER DESCRIPTION FOOTAGE BENEFIT FOOTAGE BENEFIT FRONT BENEFIT FRONT BENEFIT BEFORE INTEREST

No. 0.141423224 22.86721962 FOOTAGE 35.34606174 FOOTAGE 87.45813185

RIVERVIEW 10TH ADD

R 83.04400.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-001 Block-001 10,647.46 $1,505.80 78.00 $1,783.64 78.00 $2,756.99 78.00 $6,821.73 $12,868.16

R 83.04401.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-002 Block-001 10,684.72 $1,511.07 78.00 $1,783.64 78.00 $2,756.99 78.00 $6,821.73 $12,873.43

R 83.04402.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-003 Block-001 10,652.62 $1,506.53 78.00 $1,783.64 78.00 $2,756.99 78.00 $6,821.73 $12,868.89

R 83.04403.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-004 Block-001 10,643.64 $1,505.26 78.00 $1,783.64 78.00 $2,756.99 78.00 $6,821.73 $12,867.62

R 83.04404.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-005 Block-001 10,634.67 $1,503.99 78.00 $1,783.64 78.00 $2,756.99 78.00 $6,821.73 $12,866.35

R 83.04405.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-006 Block-001 10,625.75 $1,502.73 76.50 $1,749.34 76.50 $2,703.97 76.50 $6,690.55 $12,646.59

R 83.04406.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-007 Block-001 22,885.12 $3,236.49 115.21 $2,634.53 115.21 $4,072.22 115.21 $10,076.05 $20,019.29

R 83.04407.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-008 Block-001 26,930.12 $3,808.54 108.54 $2,482.01 108.54 $3,836.46 108.54 $9,492.71 $19,619.72

R 83.04408.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-009 Block-001 12,239.01 $1,730.88 80.06 $1,830.75 80.06 $2,829.81 80.06 $7,001.90 $13,393.34

R 83.04409.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-010 Block-001 11,883.78 $1,680.64 80.06 $1,830.75 80.06 $2,829.81 80.06 $7,001.90 $13,343.10

R 83.04410.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-011 Block-001 11,528.54 $1,630.40 80.06 $1,830.75 80.06 $2,829.81 80.06 $7,001.90 $13,292.86

R 83.04411.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-012 Block-001 22,720.52 $3,213.21 115.99 $2,652.37 115.99 $4,099.79 115.99 $10,144.27 $20,109.64

R 83.04412.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-013 Block-001 18,124.31 $2,563.20 109.00 $2,492.53 109.00 $3,852.72 109.00 $9,532.94 $18,441.39

R 83.04413.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-014 Block-001 10,937.99 $1,546.89 80.00 $1,829.38 80.00 $2,827.68 80.00 $6,996.65 $13,200.60

R 83.04414.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-015 Block-001 11,033.99 $1,560.46 80.00 $1,829.38 80.00 $2,827.68 80.00 $6,996.65 $13,214.17

R 83.04415.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-016 Block-001 11,130.00 $1,574.04 80.00 $1,829.38 80.00 $2,827.68 80.00 $6,996.65 $13,227.75

R 83.04416.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-017 Block-001 11,226.00 $1,587.62 80.00 $1,829.38 80.00 $2,827.68 80.00 $6,996.65 $13,241.33

R 83.04417.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-018 Block-001 11,302.17 $1,598.39 80.00 $1,829.38 80.00 $2,827.68 80.00 $6,996.65 $13,252.10

R 83.04418.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-019 Block-001 7,507.98 $1,061.80 47.16 $1,078.42 47.16 $1,666.92 47.16 $4,124.53 $7,931.67

R 83.04419.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-001 Block-002 10,411.24 $1,472.39 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,543.42

R 83.04420.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-002 Block-002 10,411.24 $1,472.39 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,543.42

R 83.04421.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-003 Block-002 10,411.24 $1,472.39 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,543.42

R 83.04422.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-004 Block-002 10,411.24 $1,472.39 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,543.42

R 83.04423.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-005 Block-002 10,411.24 $1,472.39 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,543.42

R 83.04424.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-006 Block-002 12,992.59 $1,837.45 93.93 $2,147.92 93.93 $3,320.06 93.93 $8,214.94 $15,520.37

R 83.04425.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-007 Block-002 12,991.81 $1,837.34 93.93 $2,147.92 93.93 $3,320.06 93.93 $8,214.94 $15,520.26

R 83.04426.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-008 Block-002 10,408.66 $1,472.03 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,543.06

R 83.04427.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-009 Block-002 10,406.92 $1,471.78 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,542.81

R 83.04428.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-010 Block-002 10,405.17 $1,471.53 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,542.56

R 83.04429.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-011 Block-002 10,403.43 $1,471.29 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,542.32

R 83.04430.00 CRARY DEVELOPMENT INC Lot-012 Block-002 10,401.68 $1,471.04 76.00 $1,737.91 76.00 $2,686.30 76.00 $6,646.82 $12,542.07

SUBTOTAL RIVERVIEW 10TH ADD 383,404.85 $54,222.35 2,550.44 $58,321.49 2,550.44 $90,147.98 2,550.44 $223,056.73 $425,748.55

GRAND TOTAL 2012 AJ No. 4 383,404.85 $54,222.35 2,550.44 $58,321.49 2,550.44 $90,147.98 2,550.44 $223,056.73 $425,748.55

2012 Assessment Job Number 4

Riverview 10th Addtion

EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA

Page 1
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CALCS

Construction $187,442.62 Construction $45,565.00

Plans & Specifications $16,869.84 Plans & Specifications $4,100.85

Staking & Inspection $11,246.56 Staking & Inspection $2,733.90

Assessment Roll $1,874.43 Assessment Roll $455.65

Administration $5,623.28 Administration $1,366.95

TOTAL $223,056.72 TOTAL $54,222.35

Front Footage's Front Footage's

RIVERVIEW 10TH ADDITION 2,550.44 RIVERVIEW 10TH ADDITION 383,404.85

TOTAL 2,550.44 TOTAL 383,404.85

Front Assessment Rate $87.4581319  / front foot Front Assessment Rate $0.1414232  / front foot

Construction $49,009.64 Construction $75,754.63

Plans & Specifications $4,410.87 Plans & Specifications $6,817.92

Staking & Inspection $2,940.58 Staking & Inspection $4,545.28

Assessment Roll $490.10 Assessment Roll $757.55

Administration $1,470.29 Administration $2,272.64

TOTAL $58,321.47 TOTAL $90,148.01

Front Footage's Front Footage's

RIVERVIEW 10TH ADDITION 2,550.44 RIVERVIEW 10TH ADDITION 2,550.44

TOTAL 2,550.44 TOTAL 2,550.44

Front Assessment Rate $22.8672196  / front foot Front Assessment Rate $35.3460617  / front foot

Grand Total To be Assessed $425,748.55

Watermain Sanitary Sewer

2012 Assessment Job Number 4

Riverview 10th Addtion

EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA

Street Construction Storm Sewer

Page 1
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

1 

 

Request for Council Action 
Date: October 8, 2013 

To:  East Grand Forks City Council and Mayor Lynn Stauss 

From: Teri Kouba, Planner & Stephanie Erickson, Planner – Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO 

RE:  2040 Alternative Transportation Modes 

GENERAL INFORMATION: 

The Alternative Modes is an element of the Long Range Transportation Plan that is updated 

every five years. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan element of the Alternative Modes Plan was 

last updated in 2006. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan update is before you to be adopted as part 

of the Alternative Modes Plan. The Transit Development Plan (TDP) element of the Alternative 

Modes Plan was last updated in 2012 with implementation starting in 2012. Since the 

implementation of this plan Congress adopted the new transportation bill “Moving Ahead for 

Progress in the 21
st
 Century” (MAP-21). 

 

MAP-21 called for performance measures and targets to be set for all modes of transportation. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have 

put out guidance on how these performance measures and targets need to be presented. MAP-21 

also changed the way funding is made available and how much is available. 

 

To be in compliance with the guidance and MAP-21 the MPO has updated the goals and 

objectives of the TDP to give more prominence to the performance measures the MPO already 

collects data on. The MPO has also updated financial information in the TDP to reflect the 

changes in funding that MAP-21 outlines. Staff from Cities Area Transit have been involved and 

concur with the update for the TDP. 

 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is a full update that includes maps, data, and information about 

the bicycle and pedestrian network throughout the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Metro area. 

The update recommends a future connected bike and pedestrian system consisting of a mixture 

of bike and pedestrian facilities (shared use paths, bike lanes, sharrows and bike route). The 

recommended updates will fill in the gaps of the system and enhance the already in place bike 

and pedestrian system.  

 

The Greenway Trail User’s Group, Greenway Technical Advisory Committee, Safe Kids Grand 

Forks, the surrounding neighborhood associations and City staff have been involved in the 

update of the Bike and Pedestrian Plan as well as concur with the update. The feedback that was 
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January 11, 2006  Request for Council Action 
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received during the meetings has been positive responses to all ready great bike and pedestrian 

system in place but they would like to see more on road bike facilities and connectivity within 

the system as well. The bike and pedestrian facilities provide an important link to alternative 

transportation throughout the Cities not only for the recreational user but commuting to jobs, 

shopping and education facilities. 

 

The goal of a transportation system in any city is to provide access to facilities, goods, services 

and activities. Supporting different forms of transportation modes gives users the choice whether 

it is to make trips entirely by walking and biking or catching a ride on the public transit. 

 
Both elements of the Alternative Transportation Modes Plan can be found in full on the MPO’s 
website.  www.theforksmpo.org 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approval of Draft 2040 Alternative Transportation Modes Plan. 
 

Support Material: 
 
 Summary of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

 Draft Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures for Transit Development Plan  

 Fiscally constrained financial plan for the Transit Development Plan 

 Presentation 

 Draft resolution amending the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) has formed a 

Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) which is a guide to assist in the decision-making process 

regarding transportation system improvements that will be made over the next 25 years. The 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is one element of the MPO Long Range Transportation Plan.  

This plan was developed to update the 2006 Bicycle and Pedestrian section of the Long Range 

Transportation Plan. These updates reflect bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements that 

have taken place since 2006, and to set standards that will allow both cities to adequately 

provide facilities, or access to facilities for non-motorized traffic. 

Established in 1982, the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(MPO) is a non-profit entity serving as a forum for public officials, citizens, and other interest 

groups to establish policies and plans to deal with various metropolitan issues. The 

communities in the region have joined together to ensure efficient, coordinated action in 

resolving intergovernmental issues. The role of the MPO is to harmonize the activities of 

federal, state, and local agencies and to provide assistance and encourage public participation 

in the long-term development of the area. Part of the MPOs function is to provide technical 

assistance and expertise to complete studies and identify solutions to metropolitan problems, 

primarily that of transportation. Each MPO is required to develop a unified planning work 

program in cooperation with the State and transit operators. They are also required to prepare 

a long-range (20 year horizon) transportation plan that includes a financial plan. This plan 

assesses capital investment and other measures to preserve the existing transportation system. 

Similarly, a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) must be developed by the MPO in 

cooperation with the States and transit operator. The TIP includes a prioritized list of projects 

and a financial plan consistent with anticipated funding. The TIP is updated annually and covers 

a four year period. 
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The MPO is located in northeast North Dakota and northwest Minnesota. The MPO planning 

area encompasses the cities of Grand Forks, ND and East Grand Forks, MN as well as the 

urbanized areas and areas anticipated to be urbanized it the next 20-years in Grand Forks 

County, ND and Polk County, MN. MPOs are designated for each metropolitan area with a 

population exceeding 50,000. The year 2010 population of the city of Grand Forks was 52,875 

and 8,601 for the city of East Grand Forks. 

BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN GOALS, OBJECTIVES, STANDARDS & 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The development of the Long Range Transportation Plan’s (LRTP) goals, objectives, 

standards, and performance measures is a critical step in the planning and decision-making 

process regarding transportation system improvements that will be made over the next 25 

years. The MPO and its member jurisdictions have adopted an overarching set of goals that 

are consistent across modes and supported by multimodal and mode specific objectives. 

GOAL 1: ECONOMIC VITALITY 

Support the economic vitality through enhancing the economic competitiveness of the 

metropolitan area by giving people access to jobs, and education services as well as giving 

business access to markets. 

Performance Targets 

 Ninety percent (90%) land use and economic development initiatives consistent 

with the LRTP and TIP projects. 

 One hundred percent of development review involves connection/coordination 

consideration of multi-modal facilities and land use planning, including site plan 

review. 

GOAL 2: SECURITY 

Increase security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized uses. 
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Performance Targets 

 Document one hundred (100%) of emergency transportation incident reports 

 Complete monthly checklists 

 No more than forty-eight hour (48 hour) continous closures of facilities except 

during flood events. 

GOAL 3: ACCESSIBILITY & MOBILITY 

Increase the accessibility and mobility options for people and freight by providing more 

transportation choices. 

Performance Targets 

 Encourage the increase of bicycle mode share to 15% by 2040. 

 Encourage ADA curb ramp installation to reach 100% by 2040. 

 

GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL/ENERGY/QOL 

Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve 

quality of life by valuing the unique qualities of all communities – whether urban, 

suburban, or rural. 

Performance Targets 

 Maintain EJ, Title VI, LEP plans to ensure they reflect current and future 

demographics, as well as community needs. 

 Increase uses of non-motorized modes of transportation ten percent (10%) by 

the year 2040 

GOAL 5: INTEGRATION & CONNECTIVITY 

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and 

between modes for people and freight, and housing, particularly affordable housing 

located close to transit. 
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Performance Targets 

 Increase bikeway Network miles by 50% by 2040 

 Fill in all Bikeway Network gaps by 2040 

 

GOAL 6: EFFICIENT SYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

Promote efficient system management and operation by increasing collaboration among 

federal, state, local government to better target investments and improve accountability. 

Performance Targets 

 Maintain documentation of public and private partnerships. 

 Maintain the current relationships of the MPO financing of local policies, plans 

and ordinances through work programs. 

 Increase the effectiveness of the MPO Public Participation Plan in informing, 

education and engaging the public in transportation decisions. 

 Have no greater than twenty-five percent (25%) variance when comparing 

programmed dollar amounts to the actual obligated dollar amounts for projects 

listed in the MPO TIP. 

 Prepare a TIP 

GOAL 7: SYSTEM PRESERVATION 

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system by first targeting federal 

funds towards existing infrastructure to spur revitalization, promote urban landscapes 

and protect rural landscapes. 

Performance Targets 

 One hundred (100%) of bridges fully accommodate Bike and Pedestrians by 2040  

 Increase the number of dollars of discretionary funds secured by the GF/EGF 

area. 
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 Increase funding for both construction and maintenance of bicycle facilities by 

five percent (5%) per year in the annual transportation budget. 

 Track percentage of federal funds programmed towards existing infrastructure. 

 

GOAL 8: SAFETY 

Increase safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized uses. 

Performance Targets 

 Reduce bike/pedestrian - auto crashes by ten percent (10%) by 2040. 

 Remove one hundred percent (100%) of known hazardous conditions on 

facilities. 

 Install new speed minder signs in school zones. 

Existing Conditions 

Sidewalks 

Sidewalk Network 

 Grand Forks is very fortunate to have a pedestrian transportation system 

in place. Sidewalks are present along most streets and there are few 

absolute barriers to pedestrian travel. In Grand Forks, growth to the 

south and west has lead to the addition of sidewalks within the last three 

years. 

 In East Grand Forks the older streets and neighborhoods are lined with 

sidewalks; however the development patterns of newer areas were not 

required to provide sidewalks for pedestrian traffic.  One of the goals in 

the recently adopted 2040 East Grand Forks Land Use Plan is to reduce 

pedestrian – automobile conflicts in residential areas. The subsequent 

policy is to require sidewalks to be installed along all sections of road in 

new residential developments. 
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 Recent flood protection efforts have also lead to the reconstruction and 

addition of shared use paths along the Greenway in both cities. 

Current Sidewalk Requirements 

 All sidewalk standards are to be consistent with guidelines set forth by 

the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

(AASHTO) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

Transit Access 

 The transit rider is ultimately a pedestrian and, as such, is more affected 

by changes in the pedestrian pathway than the person walking to a car 

because of the need to coordinate the trip with the transit schedule. The 

transit stop can be considered a pedestrian traffic generator. Therefore, 

the needs of pedestrians should be paramount in the design and 

placement of stops. 

 All city buses have been fitted with bicycle racks, which expand bicycle 

use possibilities in the metro area. Bicyclists as well as pedestrians are 

affected by their access to transit. 

o Safe Routes to Transit Program 

Sidewalk Replacement Programs 

 In Grand Forks, sidewalks are replaced after a section has been 

complained about which lead to an assessment to see if it truly needs 

repair.  

 The City of East Grand Forks has required a property owner to replace 

their sidewalk is if the city receives complaints about the condition of the 

sidewalk. 
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CURB RAMPS 

Americans with Disabilities Act 

 The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (42 USC Section 12201 et. 

Sequ.), enacted on July 26, 1990, provides comprehensive Civil Rights to 

individuals with disabilities. Items covered by the Act include 

employment, transportation, public accommodations, State and local 

government services and telecommunications. 

ON-STREET AND TRAIL USAGE 

Usage Studies 

As non-motorized modes of transportation have been becoming more popular, it has 

become clear that there is a need to track user trends and examine the effectiveness of 

the non-motorized transportation system. Therefore, studies have been done in the MPO 

area that measured the amount of traffic on both trails and street intersections. These 

studies were then compared in order to gain a more complete understanding of non-

motorized behavior and trends.  

Trail Usage Study 

 The MPO conducted a trail usage study in the months of May and June of 

2009. The scope of the study included the trail systems within the 

communities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  

Results 

 A total of 5,824 trail users were recorded during the 2009 study. Of this 

total, there were 231 seniors, 3,382 adults, 1,492 teens, and 719 children. 

The peak usage of the trails took place between 6:30pm and 7:00pm. 

There are definite peaks in usage around the time schools starts and 

ends; however the majority of trail usage took place after 5:00pm.  
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On-Street Usage 

Parameters 

 The 2012 On-Street Usage Study was also designed to be a non-intrusive study. 

Counts were conducted in early May to June of 2012 so use patterns around 

public schools and the University could be documented. The overall objective of 

the study was to count the number of individuals crossing signals intersections 

throughout the MPO area. These counts took place over a 12-hour period of 

6:30am to 6:30pm. No additional information was collected about the user.  

Results 

 Overall, there is more pedestrian traffic in the area than there is bike traffic 

in the MPO area and non-motorized traffic is essentially equal in both trail 

and on-street usage. There is not a strong usage peak that would suggest 

people are choosing to walk or bike as a way to get to work. There is, 

however, a slight pm peak that would suggest leisure use. The train tracks 

are creating a barrier for non-vehicle traffic while the downtown area seems 

to be a generator in that it provides an entrance to the greenway. There is 

also a gap in the bikeway network before the downtown entrance to the 

greenway, which may also be contributing to the on-street usage. 32nd Ave. 

does not appeal to non-vehicle traffic likely because of the intensity of 

commercial areas, which refers to large parking lots and spread out nature 

of the stores. South Washington received more bike and pedestrian traffic 

starting at 17th St., likely because the shared use path ends along 17th and 

trail users are being diverted to the street network. 

Signage 

 Path safety signs are one of the simplest and most effective ways to promote 

trail safety because they convey important information quickly. A primary role of 

trail signs is to aid and instruct users along linear route. Signs are of three 

primary types: regulatory, warning, and guidance. 
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Amenities and Convenience 

 One aspect that contributes to bicycle and pedestrian convenience is the 

location of amenities along the facilities. These areas where non-motorized 

traffic can stop and rest along their trips are essential to many bicyclists and 

pedestrians.  The amenity facilities in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks consist 

of City Bus Shelters, public restrooms, bike racks, and park benches. There are a 

number of these conveniences around Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 

BIKEWAY NETWORK 

Existing Bikeway 

 There are over 57 miles in the existing bikeway system of Grand Forks/East 

Grand Forks. Over 20 miles of this system was developed in a short period 

between 2000 and 2004, much of this being part of the flood protection 

program. An additional 11 miles have been developed since 2004. The bikeway 

system consists of many bicycle paths, lanes and routes. Much of the current 

system consists of shared use paths along the Red River in both cities. A great 

emphasis has been placed on creating a connecting ring of shared use paths 

around the city. The system does have gaps, plans for future paths have been 

added to provide a more continuous bikeway system. 

 Deficiencies in the system include non-direct routes between major destinations.  

 Grand Forks/ East Grand Forks have a great system of shared use paths that 

essentially loop around along the edge of the cities. There is very little 

connection between these trails and older neighborhoods. On-road facilities 

could help to close these gaps to increase the safety of bike riders who are trying 

to get from their homes to the share use paths of for those who would like a 

designated route to commute to work and school. 

 There are five bridges that cross the Red River that bicyclists may use. Two of 

them are bicycle and pedestrian only bridges that were built along with the flood 
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protection system. These two bridges are part of the bikeway system and they 

connect the Greenway Trail systems of the two cities. 

 The remaining three bridges over the Red River were designed and built mainly 

for vehicular traffic and none of these are a part of the bikeway system. 

o The Sorlie Bridge on DeMers Avenue accommodates bicycles 

fairly well, although the rider must walk their bicycle across 

the bridge on the walkway. There is difficultly in that a bicycle 

cannot be ridden up to the walkway on either side of the 

bridge because there are no bicycles allowed on sidewalks in 

commercial areas. The sidewalk on the Sorlie Bridge cannot 

become part of the bikeway system due to their narrow width 

of the shared path. 

 

o The Kennedy Bridge has a very narrow sidewalk on either side 

that pedestrians are discouraged on walking on the bridge for 

it is not safe. The fast moving traffic makes it challenging for a 

bicyclists to ride on the road. When Grand Forks and East 

Grand Forks replace or rehabilitate the bridge a design feature 

would be too accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians as well 

as look out opportunities. 

61% 

32% 

2% 
2% 3% 

Sorlie Bridge Usage Counts 
2013 

Walking

Biking

Running

Blading

Other
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Importance of On Road Facilities 

 Map-21 requires that state and urban areas address the needs of alternative 

modes of transportation along with the more traditional needs of the 

automobile. Without a bike and pedestrian plan in place no federal funds would 

be distributed to the GF/EGF urban area. Beyond funding it is of utmost 

importance that the cities have a plan to provide the facilities to meet all of the 

needs of the different users. 

 Bicycles are classified as motor vehicles by the uniform Traffic Law meaning that 

their operating characteristics (i.e. speed, etc.) are more similar to motor 

vehicles. Though it may not be comfortable for everyone, most bicyclists should 

be on the roadway.  

 Nationally recognized design guidelines (AASHTO, ITE, and MUTCD) recommend 

multi-use trails (aka sidepaths) as facilities that are supplemental to on road 

facilities, not the other way around; these design guidelines are adopted by our 

local units of government. 

 A good bikeway system should create complete connections, for all types of 

users, between their desired destinations. Our area has a very good system for 

recreational cyclists; however, the needs of those who use a bicycle as a means 

of transportation are minimal, as evidenced by the very limited number of 

15% 

64% 

8% 

10% 
3% 

Kennedy Bridge Usage Counts 
2013   

Walking

Biking

Running

Blading

Other
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designated on road facilities. There is a need for greater connectivity between 

cyclist’s homes, their places of work, schools, shopping areas and their 

recreational areas. 

 On road facilities can help increase the safety of bicyclists. Route signs, lane 

striping, and other bikeway marking alert motorists to expect cyclists to be 

sharing their roadway while at the same time confirming that cyclists have a 

right to be on the road. 

 Reducing bicycle use on sidewalks and shared use paths increases safety of 

slower moving pedestrians. 

 On road facilities are useful for navigation. The best route is not always the most 

obvious, especially to visitors unfamiliar with the city; the use of marking and 

signs can help guide them to desirable locations. 

 Bike route signs can help direct bicycle traffic away from high vehicular/truck 

traffic corridors to parallel, low volume roadways. 

 Reducing vehicle lane widths in order to accommodate bike lanes has been 

shown to either have no effect on vehicle safety or even decrease the frequency 

of crashes. 

 On road facilities allow cyclists to continue moving at an uninterrupted pace and 

minimize conflicts with automobiles pulling out across driveways and 

intersections. On road facilities can also make cyclists more visible to merging 

vehicular traffic increasing the safety of the cyclist. 

 On road facilities can create more predictable movements by both bicycles and 

automobiles. 

 On road facilities can be easy and relatively inexpensive ways to provide 

connections between existing shared use trails. 
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Example of good parking design: Bike Corral in front of 

Dakota Harvest Bakers 

Bicycle Facilities 

 The type of bicycle facility to select for an area is dependent on many factors; 

including the ability of the user, corridor conditions and cost. There are four 

basic types of facilities to accommodate bicycles. The descriptions below provide 

an overview of each facility type and general design. 

 

- Shared Roadway (No bikeway designation): Bicycle use is 

appropriate on the existing street system in most areas.  

- Bike route (Designated shared roadway): These roadways are 

indicated by bike route signs and serve either to: 

- Provide continuity to other bicycle facilities, usually bike 

lanes; or 

- Designate preferred routes through high demand corridors 

Designation of shared roadways should indicate to bicyclists that 

there are particular advantages to using these routes as compared 

with alternatives routes. Normally these facilities are shared with 

motor vehicles. Shared lane arrows, or “sharrows”, can also be 

implemented on bike routes. These on-road markings alert motorists 

of the possible presence of bicyclists. They also act as a guide to let 

bicyclists know approximately where they should be riding on the 

roadway in order to remain a safe distance from parked cars as well 
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as allow vehicles to pass. Studies have also shown that motorists tend 

to give bicycles more room when these markings are present. 

 

Sharrow markings are intended to: 

- Reduce the occurrence of wrong-way biking 

- Reduce the chances of bicyclists hitting opening car doors, 

and 

- Promote the safe passing of bicycles by vehicles 

 Bike Lane: Bike Lanes are provided in areas where 

there is an appropriate need and demand. These lanes 

will improve riding conditions for the bicyclists on the 

corridors. This is achieved by providing more 

predictable movements of both the motorist and 

bicyclist. Another reason for constructing bike lanes is 

to accommodate bicyclists where insufficient space 

exists for bicycling. This is accomplished by reducing 

vehicular lane widths. In addition to lane striping other 

measures should be taken to ensure that bicycle lanes 

are effective facilities such as; replacement of unsafe 

drainage grates, repair of uneven pavement and 

unresponsive traffic signals. Maintenance is another 

issue that must be addressed with bike lanes. Debris 
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must be removed from bike lanes for them to be use 

by bicyclists. Bike lanes must provide for each direction 

of traffic, with bicycle direction parallel with vehicle 

direction.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Bike Path (Shared use path): These facilities should serve corridors 

not served by streets and highways or in locations where wide 

utilities of former railroad right-of-way exists. These paths should also 

be designed in such a manner as to accommodate for their mix of 

user (bicyclists, pedestrians, joggers, wheel chairs, in-line skaters, as 

well as others). It should be noted that sidewalks are generally not 

acceptable for bicycling. 

 Green Lanes: An on road 'bicycle lane' is defined by bicycle pavement 

symbols and line marking such as directional arrows or continuous or 

broken lines. Where there is increased risk of a crash between a 

cyclist and a motorist the bicycle lane has been colored green to 

improve their visibility.  

University Avenue 
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Future Bike Lane and Shared Lane Site Analysis 

 Cost is a major consideration in bikeway development. When designing corridors 

for planned bike lanes and analysis of the section of roadway must be 

conducted. First and foremost, existing pavement widths must be examined. If 

there is not enough existing width the probability that the street would be 

widened for a bike lane is small. 

 In 2004 a width analysis was done to determine which roads would most easily 

be retrofitted to include bike lanes. The determination of the roadway’s ability to 

retrofit bike lane facilities was based on the assumption that existing conditions, 

such as street parking, would remain constant, but the removal of parking in one 

direction would be necessary for some roadways. The following minimum 

AASHTO standards apply to lane widths for the analysis: 

 Motor Vehicle Lane  10’ min. width 

 Parking Lane   8’ min. width 

 Bike Lane    5’ min. or 4’ without curb and gutter 

 Park/Bike shared use lane 12’ min. width 

 The following are a few examples: 

 Grand Forks 

- Belmont Road  

- 20th Street South 

 East Grand Forks 

- Bygland Road 
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 In 2009 the width standards had not changed from 2004, so the analysis of 

retrofitted roadways still stands. Bicycle Level of Service  was a new element 

added to the 2004 analysis in 2009. Using the BLOS Model developed by the 

Florida based engineering consulting firm Sprinkle Consulting Inc. these 

roadways were assigned a level of service grade based on the roadways 

suitability or compatibility for on-road bicycle use. 
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Non-motorized Travel 

Access Assessment of Travel Trip Generators 

 Bicycle trip generators were examined to determine appropriate 

linkage to the bikeway network. The Following tables are the results 

of that analysis. The generators have been separated between the 

two cities. They have also been listed by their category (Commercial, 

industrial, etc.). 
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Conclusion 

The goal of transportation system in any city is to provide access to facilities, goods, services 

and activities. Supporting different forms of transportation modes gives users the choice, 

whether it is to make trips entirely by walking and biking or catching a ride on the public transit. 

In many cases in city areas walking and biking are faster and more efficient ways to do your 

short trips. There are many benefits in biking and walking including reduced traffic congestion, 

economic development and the environment. 

 

Having a walkable/bikeable community contributes to the local economy by supporting 

tourism. It also contributes to the quality and feel of the area. Visitors usually explore by 

walking and biking. Additionally trail networks are destination tourist attractions such as the 

Greenway, this can bring many visitors every year in turn bring additional dollars to the 

community each year. 

Transportation system and the community design can have profound effects on the amount of 

physical activity residents have. People can have healthier and more active lives if the 

environment they live in has a transportation system that facilitates safe walking and biking. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 13-10-XX 

 

Council member  _________, supported by Council member _________, 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 elements 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 2040 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 therein. 

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 2000 Urban Design Plan, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein. 

4. Greenway Plan Element, together with all Maps, information and data contained therein. 

5. The 2040 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 

2040 Alternative Transportation Modes Plan to the East Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan; and  

WHEREAS, 2040 Alternative Transportation Modes Plan of the East 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 2040 Alternative Transportation Modes Plan Update may be amended to reflect 

changes to the community; and 

WHEREAS, the 2040 Alternative Transportation Modes Plan Update is a representation of the goals 

and values of the city; and 
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WHEREAS, the City Planning and Zoning Commission further held a public meeting on November 

14, 2013 to get input from the citizens of the community; and   

WHEREAS, the East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission forwards a recommendation 

that the 2040 Alternative Transportation Modes 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 2040 

Alternative Transportation Modes 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: 

Absent: 

 

The President declared the resolution passed. 

 Passed: October ____, 2013 

Attest: 

 

_____________________________________ ____________________________________ 

City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer    President of Council 

 

 

I hereby approve the foregoing resolution this ____ day of October, 2013. 

 

____________________________________ 

 Mayor 
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

C:\Documents and Settings\mnelson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\SXV4RHV5\residential refuse 
collection (2).doc 
 

- 1 - 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date: 10/2/2013 

To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, Council President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice   

President Greg Leigh, Council members: Clarence Vetter, Ron Vonasek, Henry Tweten,  Mark Olstad, and 
Chad Grassel 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Jason Stordahl, Public Work Director  
 
RE: Residential Refuse Collection Update 
 

 
Background:  At the last work session the question was raise, when should we put out an RFP for 
residential refuse/recycling collection?  You had asked me to contact Country Wide Sanitation and ask 
them the following:  If you were awarded the Contract for residential refuse collection for the City of 
East Grand Forks what kind of a time frame would you need to prepare?  
 
I have spoken to Rachel at County Wide Sanitation, and I will bring my findings to the next work 
session. 
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

C:\Documents and Settings\mnelson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\SXV4RHV5\motor grader 
rental.doc 
 

- 1 - 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date: 10/2/2013 

To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, Council President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice   

President Greg Leigh, Council members: Clarence Vetter, Ron Vonasek, Henry Tweten,  Mark Olstad, and 
Chad Grassel 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Jason Stordahl, Public Work Director  
 
RE: Winter Equipment Lease 
 

 
Background:  The Public Works Department leases a motor grader for snow removal each year.  I’m 
acquiring quotes from three vendors, and will bring quotes and recommendation to the next work 
session. 
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

C:\Documents and Settings\mnelson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\SXV4RHV5\Gravel and Sand 
Bids 10-1-2013.doc 
 

- 1 - 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date: 10-1-2013 

To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, Council President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice   

President Greg Leigh, Council members: Clarence Vetter, Ron Vonasek, Henry Tweten,  Mark Olstad, and 
Chad Grassel 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Jason Stordahl, Public Work Director  
 
RE: 13-14 Gravel and Sand Bids 
 

 
Consider approving the request to approve  
 
I received two bids for the 2013-2014 gravel and sand contract.  The bid results per ton for sand and 
gravel are as follows: 
 
       Gravel   Sand 
K &K Trucking     $10.85   $12.50 
 
Garry Gravel      $12.26   $9.36 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation: Award K & K Trucking the 2013-2014 gravel contract for the bid price of $10.85/ton.  
Award Garry Gravel the 2013-2014 sand contract for the bid price of $9.36/ton. 
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

C:\Documents and Settings\mnelson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\SXV4RHV5\WW lift 16 pump 
replacement.doc 
 

- 1 - 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date: 10/1/2013 

To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, Council President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice   

President Greg Leigh, Council members: Clarence Vetter, Ron Vonasek, Henry Tweten,  Mark Olstad, and 
Chad Grassel 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Jason Stordahl, Public Work Director  
 
RE: Annual Pump Replacement Lift 16 
 

 
 
Per our annual pump replacement schedule both pumps at lift station 16 are to be replaced this year.  
There are sufficient funds available in our wastewater fund to cover the expense. 
 
 
I received the following quotations for two new pumps: 
 
Electric Pump                  $6,882.02 
 
MN Pump Works          $5,993.00 
 
 
(Both above prices are after trade in of current pumps.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation:  Purchase two new pumps from Minnesota Pump Works, to be installed at lift 
station 16.  Declare our two used pumps from lift 16 as surplus. 
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May 2, 2002  Request for Council Action 
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