AGENDA
OF THE CITY
COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS
TUESDAY, JUNE 25, 2019 – 5:00 PM
CALL TO ORDER:
CALL OF ROLL:
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM:
1. Consider adopting Resolution No. 19-06-39 approving the year-end transfers for budget year 2018.
2. Consider adopting Resolution No. 19-06-40 setting the fee for the UTV permit process at $30 for a
three-year period.
ADJOURN:

SEE NEXT PAGE FOR THE WORK SESSION AGENDA
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AGENDA
OF THE CITY
COUNCIL WORK SESSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS
TUESDAY, JUNE 25, 2019 – FOLLOWING THE SPECIAL MEETING
CALL TO ORDER:
CALL OF ROLL:
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM:
1. Update on MN Highway 220 Corridor Study – Jairo Viafara
2. Review of Report of Feasibility for 6th Ave NE Improvements – Steve Emery
3. Discussion on Establishing a Quiet Zone – Steve Emery
4. Review of LaFave Park Proposed Improvements – Reid Huttunen
5. Request for Dryland Training Space at VFW – Reid Huttunen
6. Request to Start Hiring Register – Mike Hedlund
7. Consider Approving Memorandum of Understanding with Independent School District
#595 – Mike Hedlund
8. Consider Approving Addendum #2 of the Joint Powers Agreement – Mike Hedlund
9. Review of City Goals & Plans – Mayor Gander
ADJOURN:
Upcoming Meetings
Regular Council Meeting – Tuesday, July 2, 2019 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers
Work Session – Tuesday, July 9, 2019 – 5:00 PM – Training Room
Regular Council Meeting – Tuesday, July 16, 2019 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers
Work Session – Tuesday, July 23, 2019 – 5:00 PM – Training Room
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RESOLUTION NO. 19 – 06 - 39

Special Meeting #1

Council member________, supported by Council Member_________, introduced the following
resolution and moved its adoption:
WHEREAS, the City Council has passed budget resolution authorizing other transfers occurring in 2018;
and
BE IT RESOLVED, By the City Council of the City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota, that the ClerkTreasurer is authorized to make the following transfers for budget year 2018 as set out hereafter:
Reason
EDA Transfer (Budget $181,376)

Amount

Transfer To

Transfer From

$182,689.52

620-39-000-39201

101-49-300-47230

$86,251.11

415-39-000-39201

101-49-300-47200

$105,217

533-39-000-39204

101-49-300-47210

Budgeted ($45,000) for tax rebates

$72,014.77

101-39-000-39204

280-49-300-47200

Cemetery Budget($27,795)Transfer

$38,676.76

214-39-000-39201

101-49-300-47260

16CP3 SSRTS Bike Racks-City Share

$16,204.66

415-39-000-39201

101-49-300-47200

Budget ($33,000) Kennedy Bridge
Trail
Budget ($25,000) 15AJ2 Point of
Woods

$23,360.55

415-39-000-39201

101-49-300-47200

$27,092.06

414-39-000-39201

101-49-300-47200

$522,496.69

414-39-000-39201

209-49-300-47200

Coke 2016-Zamboni Payment

$27,500

703-39-000-39201

400-49-000-47200

Coke 2017-Zamboni Payment

$2,500

703-39-000-39201

400-49-000-47200

Coke 2018-Zamboni Payment

$2,500

703-39-000-39201

400-49-000-47200

Senior Center Parking
Budget($68,000)
Distribute Tax Levy-2015 Bond

18AJ1 State Municipal Aid
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Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
None.
The President declared the resolution passed.
Passed:

June 25, 2019

Attest:
_________________________________
City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer

____________________________________
President of the Council

I hereby approve the foregoing resolution this 25th day of June, 2019.
____________________________________
Mayor
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Special Meeting #2
RESOLUTION NO. 19 – 06 - 40
Council Member ______, supported by Council Member ______, introduced the following
resolution and moved its adoption:
WHEREAS, the City of East Grand Forks City Council has approved the Utility Task Vehicle
(UTV) ordinance;
WHEREAS, the ordinance requires an application and permit process that an applicant will be
completing with the Police Department to be able to drive their UTV on city streets; and
WHEREAS, the permit issued will be approved for up to a three year period starting in 2019 with
the permits expiring on December 31, 2021 requiring a renewal process for another three year
period; and
WHEREAS, the ordinance states the fee for this process will be set by resolution; and
WHEREAS, staff recommends the fee should not be prohibitive and cover the costs of the
application process; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of East Grand Forks, Minnesota
approves the fee for the UTV permit to be set for a three-year period at $30 and will be prorated if
a person applies through part of the three-year period.

Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Absent:

The President declared the resolution passed.
Passed: June 25, 2019
Attest:
___________________________________
City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer

____________________________________
President of Council

I hereby approve the foregoing resolution this 25th day of June, 2019.
____________________________________
Mayor
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WS #1

MPO Staff Report
City of East Grand Forks, MN Working Session Council Meeting
June 25, 2019 5:00-7:00 pm

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Action Item: Progress Report –Project Completion

Matter of the MN 220 N Corridor Study: Final Draft Report
BACKGROUND:
The MN 220 N Corridor Study examined traffic operations on the MN 220 N Corridor. The study was
commissioned to develop potential options to improve mobility, and to improved access and safety on the
corridor. The study was supported by a strong public participation process which provided review and guidance
to the study. Public participation activities included Steering Review Committee (SRC) meetings, public open
houses, and a website with a public feedback survey. In addition, two public open houses were held at key
project milestones to encourage citizen participation in the study. An online community Survey was
administered to gather important feedback relating to the current issues, important priorities, and improvements
needed along the project corridor
Existing and Future conditions on the corridor were analyzed. Those components included: land use, corridor
characteristics, infrastructure, public/private access, multimodal characteristics, environmental characteristics
and motor vehicle demand and transportation network conditions. As a result, the following four types of
improvement alternatives were identified to address four primary objectives of the study:





Improve access control
Improve safety
Improve mobility/capacity; and
Improve pedestrian crossings of MN 220 N

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT:
Recommended alternatives were selected based on: Benefit/Cost Analysis; Estimated Safety Benefits; Traffic
Operation Analysis, Comparative Evaluation of Metrics; and Assessment of Public and Stakeholder
Engagement. The recommended alternatives strive to improve following deficiencies in the corridor:
Page 1 of 2
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Access/Traffic Control Device Considerations
Access Management
Traffic Signal
Pedestrian Improvement Strategies






The proposed alternatives are supported by an implementation plan. Its objective is to assist with the
identification of key infrastructure improvements and prioritization timeline to address needs within the study
area. All improvements identified will be further evaluated during the design development phase and are subject
to further environmental analysis and design requirements. To address the critical needs of the corridor, the
implementation plan has been developed to prioritize the recommendations over near term (within 5 years), midterm (2025 to 2034) and long term (2035-2045+) horizons.
Near Term Improvements (2019-2024) include:
a)

Improve Pedestrian Crosswalk at MN 220 N at 17th St. NW Estimated Total Cost: $71,600

Mid Term Improvements (2025-2034) include:
b) Traffic Signal Replacement and Design/Operation Improvements at MN 220 N at 14th St, NW
Estimated Total Cost: $ 519,088
c) Intersection Control & Geometric Improvements at MN 220 N at U.S. 2 Estimated Total Cost:
$ 6,021,417
Long Term Improvements (2035-2045+)
d) Intersection Control Improvements on MN 220 N at 17th St. NW. Estimated Total Cost: $ 6,340,700
To support the implementation plan, MnDOT, Polk County, the City of East Grand Forks and the GF-EGF MPO
will seek support from available funding sources. Resulting level of financial participation could be in part be
determined by source of funding. The City of East Grand Forks and Polk County will be responsible for cost
participation split equal to the number of approach legs of roadway ownership. It is anticipated that several of
the projects may require additional local resources to advance projects or to construct within the timeframe
identified in the MN 220 N Corridor Study
Due to the regional significance of the recommended alternatives, the next step in the implementation plan is for
the MPO to consider amending the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan so that these projects can be included
in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).
SUPPORT MATERIALS:
More information on the MN 220 N Corridor Study can be found at:





Final Draft Report (Under Review)
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/06/mn220ncorridor-study_draft_052219.pdf
Presentation Stakeholders Meeting
MN 220 N Corridor Study: SRC Meeting 5
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/06/mn220nosrc-meeting-5_implementation-plan_0625191-7.pdf
Presentation at Working Session EGF City Council
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/06/mn220noegf-workshop_implementation-plan_0625191.pdf

Page 2 of 2
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Mn 220 N Corridor Study
East Grand Forks City Council Work Session – Implementation Plan and Study Conclusions | June 25, 2019
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AGENDA

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Study Overview
Opinion Survey Results
Recommendations
Implementation Plan
Project Development Process Overview
Roundabout Design Discussion
Questions / Discussion
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Study Overview
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Opinion Survey Results
Overview
• 52 Respondents
• 35% Residents along Corridor
• Most Respondents were Motorists /
Daily Users / Middle Aged
• Top 3 Most Concerning
Intersections: US 2, 17th, 23rd,
Followed by No Concerns (4th ranked)
• Top 3 Safety Concerns:
Speed/Aggressive Driving, Perception
of Dangerous Crossing at Intersection,
Making Left Turns
• Top 4 Improvement Elements:
Improve crosswalks, traffic signal,
roundabout, pedestrian/bicycles
facilities
• Consistent Noted Concern – Trucks
and Ag Vehicles
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Recommendations / Study Goals
Study Goals
• Opinion Survey Consistent with Goals of this
Study
• Alternatives Analysis Focus
•
•
•
•

Access Control
Mobility
Safety
Pedestrian Crossings

Study Recommendations /
Implementation Plan
• Specifically Address Issues Raised, Safety,
Mobility and Multimodal Deficiencies
• Evaluation Metrics - Balance Objectives for
All Users
• Carry Forward Highest Ranked and Feasible
Alternatives
• Implementation Plan for Project
Programming
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Recommendations
Intersection Control, Mobility, Safety and Pedestrian Crossings

23rd Street NW

20th Street NW

17th Street NW

• Highest Ranked: Roundabout

• Highest Ranked: Maintain Existing
Intersection Access/Control

• Highest Ranked: Roundabout

• Feasible Alternative: ¾ Configuration (If
Traffic Signal at 17th Street)

• Feasible Alternative: Traffic Signal
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Recommendations
Intersection Control, Mobility, Safety and Pedestrian Crossings

15th Street NW

14th Street NW

US 2

• Highest Ranked:
Maintain Existing Access
and Control

• Highest Ranked: Replace Traffic
Signal – Operation Improvements

• Highest Ranked: Replace Traffic Signal System,
Operation and Geometric Improvements
• Feasible Alternatives: Roundabout and Eastbound
Displaced Left Turn
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Recommendations
Intersection Control, Mobility, Safety and Pedestrian Crossings
10th Street NW

9th Street NW

• Highest Ranked: Maintain Existing
Access and Control

• Highest Ranked: Maintain Existing Access and Control – Provide Lane
Configuration Improvement

• Relocate Utilities on Southwest Corner
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Recommendations
Intersection Control, Mobility, Safety and Pedestrian Crossings

9th Street to 17th Street
• Maintain Existing Cross-section – Same
Traffic Lanes

17th Street to 23rd Street – Depends on Final
Intersection Control
• Highest Ranked: 2-Lane Divided (W/Roundabouts at 17th and 23rd ,
Existing Lanes at 20th Street
• Alternative: Extend 4-lane Segment to 20th Street NE (w/ signal at 17th
Street), Maintain Existing Lanes Between 20th Street and 23rd Street

23rd Street to 140th Street SW
• Highest Ranked: Maintain 2-Lane Rural Road, Construct
Left and Right Turn Lanes as Access and Development
Occurs
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Implementation Plan Summary
Phasing
• Short Term – 0 to 5 years (2019-2024)
• Mid Term – 5 to 15 years (2025-2035)
• Long Term – More than 15 years (2036-2045)

Short Term (2019-2024)
• Improve Pedestrian Crosswalk at 17th Street NW
• 9th Street Lane Configuration Improvement
• US 2/Mn220 NE Corner – Establish Sidewalk Connection
and Accessibility to Frontage Road
• Bus Stop Signing Improvements – 4 Locations (City)
• Relocate Utility Boxes – 10th Street NW
• Total Cost: $108,000
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Implementation Plan Summary
Mid-Term (2025-2035)
• Mn 220 at 14th Street NW – Traffic Signal
Replacement and Improvements
• Mn 220 at US 2 – Traffic Signal Replacement and
Geometric Improvements
• 20th Street – Establish Sidewalk Connections
• 15th Street NE – Establish Sidewalk Connection
• Total Cost: $6.7 Million

Other Improvements
• Non-Compliant Ramps (EGF ADA Transition Plan)
• 23rd Street to 140th Street Turn Lanes (As Development
and Access Improvements Occur)
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Implementation Plan Summary
Long Term (2036-2045+)
• Mn 220 at 23rd Street NW – Intersection Control
Improvements
• Mn 220 at 17th Street NW – Intersection Control
Improvements
• US 2 to 23rd Street NW Pavement Rehabilitation (MnDOT)
• 20th Street to 23rd Street – Establish Sidewalk (East Side)
• 10th Street NW/NE – Establish Sidewalks
• Bus Stops (4 Locations) – Provide Bus Bench, Establish
Concrete Pad at 10th Street (Both Directions)
• Total Cost: $13.5 Million
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Project Development Process
3 Primary Future Projects
• US 2 at Mn 220 – Traffic Signal
Replacement/Geometric Improvements
• Mn 220 at 17th Street – Intersection Control
Improvement
• Mn 220 at 23rd Street – Intersection Control
Improvement
Project Development Process (High Level)
• Planning Study
• Establish Construction Year and Funding
• Design Development
• Final Design
• Construction
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Roundabout Design Discussion
Roundabouts on Mn 220
• Balances Needs of All Users
• Highest Ranked Alternatives at 17th Street and 23rd Street – Why?
• Specifically Reduces Right Angle and Crash Severity (47% at 23rd and
55% at 17th Street) – Addresses Key Concern
• Improves Left Turn Access (Lower Delay and Safer) – Addresses Key
Concern
• Provides Vehicle Speed Control without Compromising Mobility
Capacity – Addresses Key Concern
• Especially Efficient During Off Peak Hours (22 Other Hours of Day)
• Allows for Reduced Pavement Area (Increased Frontage Road Space and
Boulevard)
• Pedestrian Crossing Improvement (Reduced Exposure, Shorter Distance,
One Direction at a Time) – Addresses Key Concern
Key Issue and Concern
• Trucks
• Agricultural Vehicles
• Access/Circulation
• Truck Travel Time
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Roundabout Design Discussion
Trucks
• 8-10% of the Traffic (All Trucks During Peak Harvest Season)
• Beet Trucks – Size Does Not Control Geometric Design
• Design Vehicle – WB67 (Standard Trunk Highway Design) – All Movements

• Video File
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Roundabout Design Discussion
23rd Street NW

17Th Street NW

• Facilitates All Truck Movements

• Facilitates All Truck Movements but 1
• East Frontage Road Median (For Pedestrians)
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Roundabout Design Discussion
Agricultural Equipment
• Variable Equipment Expected – Final Design Consideration
• Not Uncommon Design Issue
• 200 Roundabouts on Trunk Highway System
• Approximately 5-10% are Rural
• Rural/Urbanizing Examples – Thief River Falls, Hutchinson,
Farmington
• Combine
• 120’ Planter Implement – Largest Available (Folds to 15-18’ Wide and 62’
Long in Transport) – Likely Controls Design

• Video File
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Roundabout Design Discussion
Truck and Ag Vehicle Final Design Refinements – During Design
Development
• Curb to Curb Widths
• Vertical Clear Zones

Current Mn 220:
8’ SHLD + 12’
Lane= 20’ Travel

Variable Width Lane
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Roundabout Design Discussion
Truck and Ag Vehicle Final Design Refinements – During Design
Development
• Raised Central Island Diameter
• Truck Apron Diameter
• Entry Angles
• Curb Radii
• Final Footprint – Diameter/Location
• Surmountable Aprons on Corners (if necessary)
• Alternative Access / Circulation (17th Street NW)

Variable Width Apron

Current Mn 220:
10’ SHLD + 12’
Lane + 14’ Lane
= 36’ Total Travel

25’ Circulating
Lane
40’ Lane +
Truck Apron
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Questions / Discussion

Questions / Discussion
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AGENDA ITEM #__________

Request for Council Action
Date:

June 12, 2019

To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, Council
Vice-President Chad Grassel, Council Members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Riopelle,
Tim Johnson, and Marc Demers

Cc:

File

From:

Steve Emery, P.E.

RE:

Report of Feasibility – 6th Ave NE – Street Improvements

Background:
The City has received a petition from some of the property owners on 6th Ave NE located between 4th St
NE and Business Highway 2 requesting that 6th Ave NE be improved with the addition of concrete curb
& gutter and paving. The property owners further requested that the project be assessed to the
benefitted properties. Therefore, we have completed a Report of Feasibility for the proposed Street
Improvement project which is attached for your review.
Estimated Preliminary Costs
See Attached Report of Feasibility for potential project costs including a “Preliminary” Assessment roll
with anticipated costs to each of the benefitted properties.
Recommendation:
City Council to approve Report of Feasibility and proceed with setting a date for an Improvement Hearing.
Enclosures:
Report of Feasibility
Preliminary Assessment Roll
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East Grand Forks
1600 Central Avenue NE
East Grand Forks, MN 56721-1570

June 12, 2019

218.773.1185
218.773.3348
EastGrandForks@wsn.us.com
WidsethSmithNolting.com

Honorable Mayor and City Council
City of East Grand Forks
PO Box 373
East Grand Forks, Mn 56721
RE:

Report of Feasibility
Estimate of Cost and Areas Proposed to be Assessed
6th Ave NE Street Improvements
(4th St NE to Business Highway 2)
East Grand Forks, Mn

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council:
We have as directed by the City Council made an investigation as to the Feasibility of completing Street
Improvements on 6th Ave NE from 4th St NE to Business Highway 2 (See attached map)
We have identified the project need as follows:
Street Improvements – 6th Ave NE
The existing roadway on 6th Ave NE is currently a gravel road with poor drainage provided via ditches and
culverts. The existing roadway has many soft areas potentially due to frost boils and is nearly impassable
in the Spring and fall of the year which has an impact on the operations of their businesses. Therefore,
some of the businesses along 6th Ave NE have provided the City with a petition requesting that street
improvements be completed with the cost of these improvements assessed to the benefitted properties.
Proposed Project:
Drainage Improvements:
The proposed project would include installation of Storm Sewer and catch basins along the project corridor
to provide drainage from the roadway and furthermore provide for positive drainage of the adjacent
properties. Furthermore, a draintile system will be installed below the gravel base section to provide for
dewatering of the existing street section subbase which shall improve the stability of the existing subbase
and overall longevity of the proposed street section.

En gin eerin g

|

Arch itecture

|
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Surveyin g

|

En viron m en tal

Street Improvements:
The proposed project would include excavating out the existing street section to a proposed elevation to
provide for installation of 10” aggregate base course including installation of the geogrid fabric for
additional subgrade stability. Upon installation of gravel base section the street improvements to include
construction of Concrete Curb and Gutter for stormwater conveyance along with installation of 8” NonReinforced Concrete Paving. The proposed overall street width to be 34’ from Back of Curb to Back of
Curb.
Estimate of Project Cost:
The estimated total project cost for drainage improvements including preparation of Plans & Specification,
Staking and Inspection, preparation of assessment roll, project administration and contingencies is
estimated to be $ 47,826.75
The estimated total project cost for street improvements including preparation of Plans & Specification,
Staking and Inspection, preparation of assessment roll, project administration and contingencies is
estimated to be $ 399,592.98
The estimated total project cost to be assessed is: $447,419.73
Estimate of Assessments and Areas to Be Assessed:
The proposed assessments for drainage improvements will be based on a Square Footage (SF) of the
platted property.
Estimated Assessment Rate: Drainage Improvements
$0.29 / Square Foot of benefitted property.
The proposed assessments for street improvements will be based on a Front End Benefit cost per Liner
Foot (LF)
Estimated Assessment Rate: Street Improvements
$262.53 / Front Foot End Benefit.
Areas Proposed to be Assessed:
MGI Grain Resubdivision
Block 1: Lots 1 & 2
Replat of Block 2 and Block 3, Burlington Northern Industrial Park I
Block 2: Lots 3, 4 & 5
30
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ASSESSMENT ROLL - PRELIMINARY
2019 Assessment Job No. 1
Curb, Gutter and Paving - 6th Ave NE
(4th St NE to Business Highway 2)
EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA

STORM SEWER

STREET IMPROVEMENTS

Construction
Plans and Specifications (9%)
Staking & Inspection (6%)
Assessment Roll (1%)
Administration (3%)
Contingencies (10%)
TOTAL PROJECT COST

$37,075.00
$3,336.75
$2,224.50
370.75
$1,112.25
$3,707.50
$47,826.75

Construction
Plans and Specifications (9%)
Staking & Inspection (6%)
Assessment Roll (1%)
Administration (3%)
Contingencies (10%)
TOTAL PROJECT COST

$309,762.00
$27,878.58
$18,585.72
3,097.62
$9,292.86
$30,976.20
$399,592.98

TOTAL ASSESSED COST

$47,826.75

TOTAL ASSESSED COST

$399,592.98

Square Footage
MGI GRAIN RESUBDIVISION
REPLAT OF BLOCK 2 & 3 BN INDUSTRIAL PARK 1
Total Assessable Square Footage

Assessment Rate

65,269.00
99,311.00
164580

0.290598797

Front Footages
MGI GRAIN RESUBDIVISION
REPLAT OF BLOCK 2 & 3 BN INDUSTRIAL PARK 1
Total Assessable Front Footage

747.21
774.90
1,522.11

End Footages
MGI GRAIN RESUBDIVISION
REPLAT OF BLOCK 2 & 3 BN INDUSTRIAL PARK 1
Total Assessable End Footage

0.00
0.00
0.00

Assessment Rate
FRONT BENEFIT
END BENEFIT
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$262.52569
$87.50856

ASSESSMENT ROLL - PRELIMINARY
2019 Assessment Job No. 1
Curb, Gutter and Paving - 6th Ave NE
(4th St NE to Business Highway No. 2)
EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA

PARCEL
No.

OWNER

DESCRIPTION

83.04455.00
83.04456.00

MGI GRAIN RESUBDIVISION
MGI GRAIN INCORPORATED
MM&V PROPERTIES, LLP
SUBTOTAL MGI GRAIN RESUBDIVISION

LOT 1 BLOCK 1
LOT 2 BLOCK 1

83.03028.05
83.03028.06
83.03028.07

REPLAT OF BLOCK 2 AND BLOCK 3 BURLINGTON NORTHERN INDUSTRIAL PARK I
A & L POTATO CO INC
LOT 3 BLOCK 2
A & L POTATO CO INC
LOT 4 BLOCK 2
THORSON RONALD
LOT 5 BLOCK 2
SUBTOTAL REPLAT OF BLOCK 2 AND BLOCK 3 BN INDUSTRIAL PARK I
GRAND TOTAL

STORM SEWER
SQUARE
$STORM SEWER
FOOTAGE
BENEFIT
$0.29060

FRONT
FOOTAGE

STREET IMPROVEMENTS
$ FRONT
END
BENEFIT
FOOTAGE
$262.52569

$ END
BENEFIT
$87.50856

TOTAL
ASSESSMENT
BEFORE INTEREST

55,910
9,359
65,269

$16,247.38
$2,719.71
$18,967.09

688.57
58.64
747.21

$180,767.32
$15,394.51
$196,161.82

0.00
0.00
0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$197,014.69
$18,114.22
$215,128.91

41,077
29,354
28,880
99,311

$11,936.93
$8,530.24
$8,392.49
$28,859.66

342.00
246.00
186.90
774.90

$89,783.79
$64,581.32
$49,066.05
$203,431.16

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$101,720.71
$73,111.56
$57,458.54
$232,290.82

47,826.75

1,522.11 $

399,592.98 $

-

164,580 $
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$

-

$

447,419.73

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERS ESTIMATE
2019 Assessment Job No. 1
Curb, Gutter and Paving - 6th Ave NE
(4th St NE to Business Highway 2)
East Grand Forks, MN
6/10/2019
ITEM
DESCRIPTION

ITEM NO.

Unit

UNIT
PRICE

Quantity

AMOUNT

011000

Mobilization

LS

1

$

30,000.00 $

30,000.00

015526

Traffic Control

LS

1

$

2,500.00 $

2,500.00

015713

Storm Drain Inlet Protection

EA

4

$

250.00 $

1,000.00

024100

Remove Curb and Gutter

LF

40

$

8.00 $

320.00

024100

Remove Concrete Pavement

SY

90

$

10.00 $

900.00

024100

Remove Bituminous Pavement

SY

200

$

10.00 $

2,000.00

024100

Remove Culverts

LF

130

$

10.00 $

1,300.00

312200

Common Excavation

CY

2600

$

7.00 $

18,200.00

312200

Subgrade Preparation

SY

3116

$

1.50 $

4,674.00

312200

Geogrid Fabric

CY

3116

$

3.00 $

9,348.00

321123

Aggregate Base Coarse (CV)

CY

865

$

45.00 $

38,925.00

321216

Construct Bituminous Pavement

SY

200

$

45.00 $

9,000.00

321600

8" Non- Reinforced Concrete Pavement

SY

2305

$

62.00 $

142,910.00

321600

Concrete Curb and Gutter, Design B624

LF

1475

$

28.00 $

41,300.00

321600

Reinforcement Bars (Epoxy Coated)

LBS

1470

$

3.00 $

4,410.00

321600

Adjust Manhole Casting Assembly

EA

3

$

500.00 $

1,500.00

329219

Turf Establishment

SY

295

$

5.00 $

1,475.00

SUBTOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

$ 309,762.00

ENGINEERING, ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL AND CONTINGENCIES

$

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

$ 399,592.98
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89,830.98

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERS ESTIMATE
2019 Assessment Job No. 1
Curb, Gutter and Paving - 6th Ave NE
(4th St NE to Business Highway 2)
East Grand Forks, MN
6/10/2019
ITEM
DESCRIPTION

ITEM NO.

Unit

Quantity

UNIT
PRICE
65.00 $

26,000.00

2

$ 1,500.00 $

3,000.00

EA

2

$ 1,500.00 $

3,000.00

LF

1450

3.50 $

5,075.00

SUBTOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

$

37,075.00

ENGINEERING, ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL AND CONTINGENCIES

$

10,751.75

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

$

47,826.75

334111

RCP Storm Sewer Piping

LF

400

334111

Catch Basin

EA

334111

Catch Basin Casting Assembly

334111

4" Perforated Drain Tile
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$

AMOUNT

$

AGENDA ITEM #__________
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Request for Council Action
Date:

June 13, 2019

To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, Council
Vice-President Chad Grassel, Council Members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Riopelle,
Tim Johnson, and Marc Demers

Cc:

File

From:

Steve Emery, P.E.

RE:

Establishing Quiet Zone

Background:
Since we had discussions in regard to establishing a Quiet Zone in March I have had further discussions
with MNDOT and BNSF in regard to what they would be willing to pay for in the event the 3rd St NW
Intersection was closed. If you see the attached e-mail I received from Richard Scott, BNSF he is noting
that all of the project costs I had identified for 2nd Ave and Central Ave NE with the exception of the “Active
Warning Pedestrian Gate System” would be covered. However, he did note that due to the slow speed
of the trains and such that we could get by with just a pedestrian maze and or swing gates at the crossings.
Therefore, in the attached estimates I took out the active pedestrian gate system and have included a
pedestrian maze and or manual gate system which is a savings of approximately $72,000.00 per crossing.
Minimum Requirement to Establish Quiet Zone: To establish a Quiet Zone the following minimum
criteria does need to be met: 1.) Quiet Zone must be a minimum of ½ mile in length 2.) Each public crossing
must be equipped with flashing lights, gates, constant warning time devices and power out indicator.
Along with the Minimum requirements Supplementary Safety Measures (SSM’S) such as Medians or
Channelization Devices with proper signage is further required to reduce risk. If all the criteria for the
SSM’s cannot be met Alternative Safety Measures (ASM’s) are required but do need to be approved by
FRA.
The proposed Medians at 2nd Ave NE and Central Ave NE would need to be approved by Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) as they do not meet the 100’ minimum length criteria for a SSM. Also, if 3rd ST NW
is to remain open the improvements to this intersection would further need to be approved by FRA as
they would not meet the SSM criteria either.
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Estimated Preliminary Costs
See Attached Spreadsheets for preliminary costs.
As noted in the e-mail chain attached, costs to the City would be very minimal if 3rd St NW crossing is
closed as a majority of the project costs would be covered by MNDOT and BNSF.
Steps to establish a Quiet Zone
1.) The City must provide a “Notice of Intent” to establish a Quiet Zone to BNSF and MNDOT to
provide them an opportunity to provide comments or recommendations.
2.) Provide applications to Federal Railroad for any Alternative Safety Measures and complete
Quiet Zone Risk Calculator to assure risk index is less than the nationwide risk threshold.
3.) Prepare necessary plans specifications for improvements
4.) Obtain detailed cost estimates from BNSF for improvements
5.) Complete all upgrades or improvements to each crossing. At this point the earliest BNSF would
complete their upgrades would be 2020.
6.) City to provide a “Notice of Quiet Zone Establishment” to FRA
Note: If the City can provide some clear direction on how they want to proceed Steps 1 & 2 would be
the next items we would work on.
Recommendation:
We are not providing any recommendations at this point. However, looking for direction from Council if
they would like for us to continue work on Steps 1 & 2 above.
Enclosures:
Estimated project cost spreadsheet
Copy of e-mail chain between MNDOT and BNSF
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Request for Council Action
Date: June 25, 2019
To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, VicePresident Chad Grassel; Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Riopelle, Tim
Johnson, and Marc DeMers.

Cc:

File

From: Reid Huttunen, Parks & Recreation
RE:

Review of LaFave Park Planning/Conceptual Design and Greater MN Parks & Trails Funding

Background:
Attached is an updated design concept for the LaFave Park improvements, with the comments from
the May 28th Work Session included. We also submitted a copy of the concept to Dana Werner with
the US Corps of Engineers, and his comments and input are attached in an email.
At the meeting, Mr. Emery will provide an engineer’s estimate to complete these improvements.
Should the City Council wish to move forward with a funding request for Legacy Grant dollars as part
of the Red Lake River Corridor project, the grant application should follow the below suggested
timeline.
- June 25th – Review plans and engineers estimate at City Council Work Session
- July 9th – continued review and discussion on funding (if changes are suggested at June 25th
meeting)
- July 16th – Seek approval of Local share to be contributed as part of a grant application made
to Greater MN Parks & Trails Commission
- July 18th – All Grant materials and information submitted to Red Lake River Corridor group
for application
- July 31st – Grant Application submission deadline
Should a grant application be submitted, we would likely find out if we will be recommended for
funding in February 2020. Reminder the grant period we would be applying for is FY2021.
The full list of funding guidelines for the Greater Minnesota Regional Parks & Trails Commission is
attached to this document. A 25% local match is suggested, as it receives the highest score in the
grant scoring criteria. However lower local match amounts can be accepted.
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Budget Impact:
Recommendation:
Looking for discussion on the current concept, and recommendation from City Council on next steps
in seeking funding for this project.
Enclosure:
Conceptual Design of LaFave Park from WSN
Email from Dana Werner, Corps of Engineers in regards to Park improvements
Funding Guidelines & Criteria for Greater MN Parks & Trails Commission
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-----Original Message----From: Werner, Dana L CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <dana.l.werner@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 11:15 AM
To: Steve Emery <Steve.Emery@wsn.us.com>
Cc: Wittine, Eric A CIV (USA) <Eric.A.Wittine@usace.army.mil>; Prosser, Michelle E CIV USARMY CEMVP
(USA) <Michelle.E.Prosser@usace.army.mil>
Subject: RE: East Grand Forks - Lafave Park Area Improvements / Master Planning
Mr. Emery I apologize for not getting back to you sooner. Things have been a little hectic around here because I will
be retiring after 30 years of service as the District's ICW Program Manager at the end of the month. If you
have any future questions after I retire you can contact Eric Wittine, Levee Safety Program Manager, at
651-290-5590 for general questions regarding the levee project or Michelle Prosser, Section 408 manager,
at 651-290-5373 for any questions regarding project modifications.
I have reviewed the concept plan for the LaFave Park Masterplan and have the following comments that
we discussed on the phone earlier today.



The recessed boat landing will be an ongoing maintenance issue for the city and possibly experience flood
damages because of the recessed nature of the land. While the concept of having a recessed boat launch
is a great idea given the river flows it will also be subject to sedimentation issues and possibly erosion of
the river banks in the landing area if not properly protected.



Any bank reshaping or placement of bank protection will likely required a Section 404 permit from the
Corps of Engineers and coordination with the DNR because of the river.



The placement of roadways and paved trails are not an issue but try to regrade the area in such a manner
that fill material placement will not be required. If fill material placement cannot be avoided an hydraulic
review will be needed to ensure that the river hydraulic conditions are not changed during a flood event
or adversely impact the levee project by reducing the level of protection.



It is recommended that a review of the area be conducted to ensure that there were no post flood
property buy outs in the proposed park area that involved the use of Federal / FEMA dollars. I ask this
because if FEMA funding was used to buy out the properties the property must remain green space and
there can be no construction of those properties. Following a review you may want to check with FEMA
to determine if they would allow a roadway or pedestrian trails. I do know that there can be no
permanent structures including temporary levees. The Corps of Engineers found that out the hard way at
Drayton, ND.



With respect to a permanent comfort station. A comfort station may be considered but not advised
because of the potential for annual flood damage to the structure being on the wet side of the levee
system. However, portable rest rooms, while not necessary the best looking, would be permitted
because they can be removed each fall.
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Floating fishing platforms or boat docks are not an issue but consideration will need to be given to how
they are anchored and will fluctuate with rising and dropping river conditions. They will need to removed
each fall then reinstalled after the spring flooding has passed.



Since there will be boat launch and Kayak landing it would be recommended that informational kiosk or
signs be posted at the landing area warning about river hazards and ripple structures located just
upstream and downstream of the park area.



A review of the project design memorandum will be conducted to ensure that there were no restrictions
placed on the greenway area located between the river and the levee project. If there were restrictions
they will need to be considered for any future developments.



As the project proceeds keep the Corps of Engineers informed to ensure that a Section 408 project
modification will not be required. If there is any doubt ask.



We request that a set of plans be submitted for review.
If you have any additional questions feel free to call or zap an email.

Dana L. Werner (EC-G)
St. Paul District Corps of Engineers
ICW Technical Manager / Levee Safety Program
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678
Phone - (651) 290-5326
Email - Dana.L.Werner@usace.army.mil
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Funding Guidelines and Criteria
March 2019

Introduction: The following document outlines the Commission’s funding goals/considerations,
application requirements, criteria, and eligibility lists. Only facilities that have been formally designated
as Regionally Significant by the Commission are eligible for funding. Applications must be completed
online at http://www.gmrptcommission.org/applications.html. For assistance contact the System Plan
Coordinator at coordinator@gmrptcommission.org.

Considerations for Funding
The following considerations outline the Commission’s goals for funded projects.
1. Requests are evaluated based on their ability to provide a high-quality experience, serve a
regional population or visitor destination, enhance connectivity, fill a critical gap in a
recreational opportunity and show a relationship to the Master Plan. Requests are further
evaluated based on the applicant’s response to the funding application requirements.
2. Takes advantage of one-time opportunities to expand or enhance an existing park or trail, or
opportunities that may require larger-than-normal fund allocations.
3. The Four Legacy strategic directions (PILLARS) are given high consideration: connect people to
the outdoors; acquire land, create opportunities; take care of what we have; coordinate among
partners, i.e. funding matches, cooperative projects. Applications must align and clearly
articulate their tie to one or more pillars.
4. Funding is further evaluated with regard to: connecting multiple destinations such as existing
parks and trails; securing a critical piece of a trail system; investment in restoration of aging
infrastructure; meeting Connecting People to the Outdoors criteria; and accessibility
opportunities.
5. Take a balanced approach across the system to support a range of parks and trails needs—from
acquisition, to development, to taking care of what we have, to restoration, and programming.
6. Selecting projects that meet the geographic diversity of the state, as well as leveraging other
funding sources, should be taken into consideration; a local match is a significant factor in this
consideration.
7. Project components that are ineligible costs will not be considered as a part of the funding
request.
8. At the Commission’s discretion, projects may be approved for grant funding that do not fit
within current grant guidelines; innovation and exploring the potential to expand outdoor
recreational user groups will be considered.
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**Project Contract Deliverables Note**
Depending on your project, the following may be required
If funded, the grant contract will be executed by the DNR on behalf of the Commission. Therefore, all
DNR contract requirements must be fulfilled and include, but are not limited to the following:
➢ Completion of an Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS). Review of the project by the DNR’s
Endangered Species Environmental Review Coordinator.
➢ Compliance with water and wetlands regulations.
➢ Compliance with Minnesota EQB Environmental Review rules.
➢ Pre-approval of the project from the Minnesota State Historical Preservation Office.
➢ For trails projects, a completed long term or permanent lease on land not owned by applicant.
➢ Provide as requested project status and final project reports to the DNR.
➢ NO funds may be expended until there is a fully executed contract. Work on the SHPO and
Environmental Review may begin prior to contract execution.
More information on post-award requirements can be found at
www.dnr.state.mn.us/grants/recreation/pt_legacy.html

Application Requirements
Applicants must address the following requirements in their funding application.
1. Describe how the project completes a regionally substantial or impactful component of the
Master Plan.
2. Explain how the project fulfills any relevant pillars from the 25-Year Parks and Trails Legacy Plan.
See tutorial for further definition.
o Connect people to the outdoors
o Acquire land, create opportunities
o Take care of what we have
o Coordinate among partners
3. The project budget must detail:
o The full cost of the project
o Grant request funds and where they will be applied
o Grant match funds and where they will be applied
o Non-eligible project expenses
o Feasibility
- Design / accepted standards / accessibility
- Implementation
- Project Lead
4. Applicants must describe how you will evaluate the outcomes of the project. What are the
specific deliverables? How will the project be evaluated compared to the deliverables, i.e. the
number of users who will benefit from this project/action, the quality of the facility, the impact
of the repair or rehabilitation.
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Required Attachments
• All funding applications must include an officially adopted resolution that meets Commission
qualifications by their governing body. A template resolution is provided.
• For acquisitions, appraisals are required and must be performed by a qualified licensed appraiser
and meet the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and the DNR
Supplemental Appraisal and Appraisal Review Guidelines.
• A site design for the project must be completed and submitted with the application, per directions
included under “Map and Site Plan Requirements”.
Building Plans – All buildings constructed with grant funds must meet the State Building Code.
Building plans are required for all proposed facilities to ensure the development addresses
accessibility and design priorities. Plans must include the following:
1. Front and side views
2. A floor plan with all dimensions
Trail Plans – Trail plans are required for projects that include the development of any type of trail
and should include the following:
1. A typical cross section of the trail
2. The trail width , surfacing and base materials
See the note on Americans with Disabilities Act compliance below.
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT: Grantees must comply with the Americans with Disability Act (ADA)
and the standards and guidelines listed below. In addition, all critical components must be made
accessible even if they are not part of this proposal. Critical components include parking, restroom,
drinking fountains and accessible routes to all facilities. This program requires all facility access routes to
be a minimum of 5 feet wide.
The following documents are available from the U.S. Access Board at access-board.gov.
1. ADA Standards for Accessible Design, 2010 (For local government facilities and certain recreation
facilities including playgrounds, recreational boating facilities, and fishing piers)
2. Final Guidelines for Outdoor Developed Areas, 2013 (For outdoor developed areas such as
campgrounds, picnic areas, trails, and beaches).

Scoring Criteria
Each application will be evaluated and scored based on the following criteria.
1. Completes a regionally substantial component in the applicants Master Plan.
10 points
2. Fills a gap and provides an outdoor recreation benefit of regional significance for that district.
20 points
3. Is significantly linked to one or more of the four pillars in the 25-Year Legacy Plan.
20 points
4. Project is a critical acquisition or critical rehabilitation and repair of, but not limited to, a trail,
facility or feature or provides significant recruitment, retention or reactivation of outdoor
recreation participation.
15 points
5. Provides access to quality natural and cultural resources within the district.
10 points
6. Has a financial match. A higher match will receive greater point awards.
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0 – 4%
match = 0 points
5 – 9%
match = 5 points
10 – 24%
match = 5 points
25% and up
match = 5 points
Maximum of 15 points
7. Includes a fully detailed budget and implementation plan.
10 points
Each item is a maximum of points and may be less depending upon the quality of the
application. Top score is 100 points
Criteria for Connecting People to the Outdoors Projects
Connecting People to the Outdoors funding is available to cities and counties with regionally designated
parks and trails. Funds may be used for agencies or contracts to deliver outdoor recreation programming
based out of the regional park or trail.
• Scale and magnitude is sufficient to affect a significant number of active and potential program
participants, park visitors and/or trail users; identifies projected number of active and potential
program participants.
• Has attainable goals and objectives accompanied by a well-developed outreach and marketing
plan
• Utilizes existing program models with a proven record of effectiveness and best practices, or
melds successful models into new, innovative, or unique approaches with reasoned justification
• Is deliberate and intentional in inviting, welcoming, and engaging diverse populations, and has a
well-developed plan to do so
• Identifies barriers to visitation/participation and has specific strategies to address them
• Enlists partners among community groups and recreation industry sectors for mutual benefit, to
advance delivery strategies, and to maximize return on public investments
• Able to provide trained and effective leadership with the proven ability to deliver high-quality
outdoor recreation experiences
• Demonstrates an enduring impact through short-term, intensive interventions, or has a plan for
ongoing implementation outside of Legacy funding.
• Does not supplant existing local funding for existing programming.

Project Eligibility Guidelines
The following list of eligible and ineligible project components should guide all project requests. Only
eligible components can apply for funding or be included as a match for the project budget. List is subject
to change at any time. Contact staff if clarification on any component is needed.
Eligible Park Funding Projects
Including, but not limited to:
Acquisition of land for future development of recreation facilities, protection/preservation
of high value land for public use, critical park inholding
Rehabilitation and redevelopment of existing facilities
Development of outdoor recreation facilities – except those noted below as ineligible
Accessibility enhancement
Connect People to the Outdoors Programming
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Eligible Recreation Facilities
Including, but not limited to:
Water access sites
Campgrounds and sewer to campsites within park boundaries
Fishing piers and shore fishing areas
Nature study, visitor center and observations areas
Picnic shelters
Nature scape playgrounds
Swimming beaches, natural surfaced swimming ponds and splash parks with a regional setting
Trails within park boundaries
Shooting ranges
Eligible Recreation Support Facilities
These facilities are eligible for funding as a part of a grant application that includes at least one facility
from the above list. Including, but not limited to:
Changing rooms, restrooms, shower buildings and warming houses
Fencing, lighting, interpretive signage both cultural and natural, and directional signage, not
including monument signs and off site directional signs on road ways.
Landscaping and natural area restoration
Park roads and parking areas, but this may not exceed 40% of the total project cost
Permanent benches, seats, drinking fountains, grills and picnic tables
Trash receptacles and fire pits
Walkways
Eligible Trail Funding Projects
Including, but not limited to:
Land acquisition *refer to acquisition requirements
Trail development and connections
Trailhead improvements
Accessibility enhancement
Motorized trail development
Construction of trails on public or private lands where a minimum of a 20-year easement
must be obtained
Restoration of existing trail facilities; resurfacing and trail repair or trailhead restoration
Construction or restoration of trail bridges
Natural resource restoration along trails
Eligible Park and Trail Reimbursement Expenses
Including, but not limited to:
Materials and supplies
Design, engineering and construction management costs, provided they do not exceed 20% of
the total cost of the trail project or 10% of the cost of the park project
Construction labor
Equipment costs related to rental, not purchase of equipment for construction
Land acquisition, including permanent easements and long-term lease agreements

54

Ineligible Park and Trail Projects and Reimbursement Expenses
Ineligible park facilities, amenities and costs are items that may not be funded by a GMRPTC grant or
included as part of a local match. Including, but not limited to:
Construction of any facility on land not owned. Construction of a trail not having a 20-year lease
agreement
Construction of ballfields or soccer fields
Construction projects within state parks, state recreation areas and state trails
Administration expenses – examples include:
Appraisals
Closing Costs
Boundary Surveys
Archeological Surveys
Design and engineering expense in excess of 10% for park projects and 20% for trail
projects
Concession only buildings
Decorative fountains, statues and plaques
Facilities not available for public use
Dredging, water impoundments and dams
Golf courses
Indoor recreational facilities
Acquisition of land already in public ownership
Legal fees
Non-permanent skate park ramps and equipment
Press boxes
Hard structure playground
Memberships
Overhead
Insurance
Fund raising
Volunteer or donated labor
Bad debt, interest or contingency funds
Lobbyists or political contributions
Condemnation costs
Wages and expenses of grant recipient’s employees
Entertainment or gifts
Advertising expenses
Office rental costs and overhead
Any expenditure that occurs outside the dates of the grant contract
Maintenance equipment
Improvements to highways or roadways, including but not limited to lighting, striping on
street/road routing and shoulder work
Adopted 2/22/2017
Revised 1/24/2018
Revised 1/23/2019
Revised 3/27/2019
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Request for Council Action
Date: June 25, 2019
To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, VicePresident Chad Grassel; Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Riopelle, Tim
Johnson, and Marc DeMers.

Cc:

File

From: Reid Huttunen, Parks & Recreation
RE:

Request from EGF Blue Line Club to renovate dryland training area in VFW Arena

Background:
Currently the SW Corner of the VFW Arena includes a “shooting cage” to allow hockey players to
practice off ice. The EGF Blue Line Club board has asked if it would be possible to remove the current
shooting cage, and build out a larger, more useable space to conduct off-ice dryland hockey training.
The larger area would include synthetic ice with multiple lanes for shooting practice, a space to
practice stickhandling, passing, and face-offs. The proposed room will be enclosed in Hockey style
boards and Plexiglas.
I have reviewed the proposed layout with the Blue Line Club, and the Parks & Recreation Commission.
The Parks & Recreation Commission has recommended we allow the space to be renovated for this
purpose, as it will create a more useable area for productive skill development than the current
shooting cage.
Should we approve the proposed renovation of the space, the Blue Line Club would begin taking the
next steps on more detailed plans and will be responsible for making a donation to the City of the
required dollar amount to build out the area. It is estimated the area will cost around $45,000 to build
and equip.
Budget Impact:
No impact on City Budget, BLC would donate funds necessary to build the space.
Recommendation:
Consider approving the renovation of the dryland space in the SW corner of the VFW Arena, and
accepting the donated funds from the EGF Blue Line Club to do so.
Enclosure:
VFW Arena Dryland Training Area Proposal
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Request for Council Action
Date: 06/14/2019
To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, President Mark Olstad, Council VicePresident Chad Grassel, Council Members: Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Riopelle, Tim
Johnson, and Marc Demers.

Cc:

File

From: Michael S. Hedlund – Chief of Police
RE:

Police Officer Hiring Request – Request to Start a New Hiring Register

Background: The East Grand Forks Police Department is requesting permission to start a new hiring
process. We recently completed a process and are conducting a background investigation on an
applicant who will fill our current opening (pending successful completion of the background and other
components of the hiring process) but we anticipate another opening later this summer and would like to
start a new process in anticipation of that opening.
Recommendations: That the East Grand Forks City Council approve the start of a new hiring
process/register.
Enclosures: None
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Request for Council Action
Date: 06/14/2019
To: East Grand Forks City Council: Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad,
Council Vice-President Chad Grassel, Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim
Riopelle, Tim Johnson and Marc DeMers
Cc: File
From: Michael S. Hedlund – Chief of Police
RE: MOU with ISD #595 – East Grand Forks Public Schools – School Resource Officer
Position
______________________________________________________________________________
Background: In 2014 the East Grand Forks Police Department was notified by the COPS
Office (U.S. Department of Justice) that they had been selected to receive a grant that would
allow the Department to hire a new police officer and to place a School Resource Officer (SRO)
within the East Grand Forks Public School system. The grant provided $125,000.00 in grant
funding toward the salary and benefits of the new officer for the first three years of the program
and required that the position be maintained for at least one calendar year following the
completion of the grant (one year retention period). The City of East Grand Forks and ISD #595
– East Grand Forks Public Schools subsequently entered into a MOU reference this COPS Office
Grant that covered the period of June 1, 2015 through May 31, 2019. The MOU stated that the
City of East Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Public Schools would share salary and benefit
expenses on a 50/50 basis for expenses above the grant funding during for the three grant funded
years and during the year that was required to be 100% locally funded. One of the requirements
of the grant was that the new officer had to be a military veteran. The EGFPD selected an
experienced officer (Nick Gunderson) to serve as the SRO and hired a new officer to replace
Officer Gunderson in our Patrol division. During the grant period the EGFPD has had three
different officers in the “new officer role” with Officer Tyler Corrier currently filling that
position. There were two gaps where the EGFPD did not have an officer in this position and
those gaps resulted in the grant funding not being completely expended until January 9, 2019.
This has the end result of the grant required locally funded period not being finished until
January 9, 2020.
It is my understanding that both the City of East Grand Forks and the East Grand Forks Schools
(ISD #595) wish to continue the SRO program and keep an officer working in the schools. With
that in mind a new MOU needs to be put into place to cover the remaining period of the grant
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requirements and then also to address the financial and other conditions of this agreement as we
move forward.
The Draft MOU that is attached stipulates that the cost share basis for this position would be
based on salary and benefits for the “new officer” (currently Officer Tyler Corrier or his
replacement should he leave the EGFPD) through the end of the grant required retention period.
Following the completion of the retention period the cost share basis would change to cover the
expenses of the officer who is then serving in the position as the SRO (currently Corporal Nick
Gunderson).
Recommendations: Approve the attached new MOU between the City of East Grand Forks and
ISD #595 – East Grand Forks Public Schools pending similar approval of the MOU by the ISD
#595 School Board.
Enclosures:



Final version of the original MOU for the COPS Grant/SRO Position.
Draft version of a new MOU reference the remaining portion of the grant required
retention period and continuing through May 31, 2022.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER SERVICES
(Amended August 28, 2015)

This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into by and between the East Grand Forks
Public School District, East Grand Forks, Minnesota (hereinafter “District”) and the City of East
Grand Forks, Minnesota (hereinafter “City”) by and through the East Grand Forks Police
Department.
WHEREAS, the City provides police services within the City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota;
and
WHEREAS, the District provides educational services within the City of East Grand Forks,
Minnesota; and
WHEREAS, both the City and the District are desirous to dedicate a police officer to School
Resource Officer duties within the public school buildings of the District, duties associated with
matters arising from the activities of the School Resource Officer and duties associated with
safety on or near school grounds.
NOW THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows:
I.
ASSIGNMENT OF THE SRO: The City will assign a School Resource Officer
(hereinafter “SRO”) to the District for service at locations that are mutually agreed upon by the
City and the District. The SRO will provide general police services at the locations assigned.
II.
EMPLOYMENT STATUS: The SRO will remain an employee of the City and not an
employee of the District and will provide general police services within the District locations as
assigned. The District shall not be responsible for; and the City agrees to indemnify and hold the
District harmless from liability for the withholding of any taxes related to the assignment of the
SRO by the City to the District, including but not limited to State and Federal income tax,
worker’s compensation benefits, or unemployment compensation premiums.
III.

SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER - DESIGNATION – PURPOSE
A. The purpose of this agreement is to delineate services provided by the City for the
District as part of the SRO program. The City’s SRO is hereby authorized to serve as the
District’s “law enforcement unit” for purposes of:
a. Enforcing local, state and federal laws;
b. Referring to appropriate authorities matters of enforcement of any local, state or
federal law against any individual or organization other than the District itself;
and
c. Maintaining the physical security and safety of the District.
d. The SRO shall NOT serve as a disciplinarian for the school district.
B. It shall be recognized by both parties that “law enforcement unit” records shall be exempt
from the requirements of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). To
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meet the requirements of this exemption, “law enforcement unit” records must meet the
following criteria:
a. The records must be created by the law enforcement unit;
b. The records must be created for a law enforcement purpose; and
c. The records must be maintained by the law enforcement unit.
C. It shall be recognized by both parties that records of a “law enforcement unit” does not
mean:
a. Records by a law enforcement unit for a law enforcement purpose that are
maintained by a component of the District other than the law enforcement unit; or
b. Records created and maintained by a law enforcement unit exclusively for nonlaw enforcement purpose, such as disciplinary action or proceeding conducted by
the District.
IV.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS AND THE EAST
GRAND FORKS POLICE DEPARTMENT: The SRO shall be an employee of the City
and supervised by, and answerable to the Chief of Police or his designee. The City shall
be responsible for the actions of the SRO within the scope of his employment. The SRO
shall be an experienced officer selected by the City of East Grand Forks with approval of
the District. The City of East Grand Forks will assist the District meet its responsibilities
to students and their families by:
A. Agreeing to provide services, as defined in the “Purpose” stated above and the attached
Job Description, to the District during the term of this agreement.
B. Ensuring that the SRO is aware of, and adheres to, all federal and state regulations and
District policies/procedures applicable to the provision of services as defined in the
“Purpose” above, and attached Job Description.
C. Acknowledging the District’s exclusive and direct control over all personally
identifiable information from student’s education records in the possession of the SRO
in the course of work covered by this agreement except for records and information that
meets the criteria of a “law enforcement unit” record in accordance with the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and the Minnesota Government Data
Practices Act, (MGDPA). Any personally identifiable information from students’
education records provided by the District to the SRO that does not meet the criteria of a
“law enforcement record” shall be subject to the provisions of FERPA and MGDPA,
including but not limited to parental access/inspection and (re)disclosure restrictions.
Students’ education records shall not be removed from the District’s premises.
D. Ensuring that personally identifiable information from students’ education records
disclosed by the District to the SRO is not used for research purposes of any kind
without prior written approval of the District Superintendent or designee(s).
E. Evaluating the SRO’s work performance and as part of the evaluation process, seeking
input from District staff (school principals or designees).
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F. Providing the SRO with a cell phone and laptop computer for use in the duties of the
SRO.
G. Having the SRO available to the District during days that school is in session, or by
special arrangements as determined by the City and the District.
a. The SRO shall be allowed to be absent from the District’s premises for training
purposes with prior approval of the District and the City.
b. The SRO will be allowed to be absent from school for purposes of appearing in
court.
c. The SRO will be allowed to be absent from the District’s premises for three days
during the school year (for reasons other than training) without the City
providing a replacement SRO. Any absences beyond three days during the
District school year will require a replacement SRO to be provided by the City.
d. The SRO shall not be required to be on District premises during school
curriculum days unless the SRO is providing training for District personnel.
e. The SRO will work District special events (i.e. dances, significant sporting
events, etc.) providing arrangements have been made to provide the SRO with
sufficient notice so as to allow the SRO an opportunity to adjust his regular work
schedule. Per the LELS labor contract with the CITY, adjustments to the work
schedule must be made at least 30 days in advance.
f. The SRO may conduct home visits on behalf of the District or the City –
including students being sent home for various reasons and students who are not
in school.
g. The SRO will coordinate the transportation of students to juvenile detention
when necessary and appropriate.
h. The SRO will continue to provide annual DARE instruction to students at Sacred
Heart and Riverside Christian Schools.
H. Providing the SRO with appropriate uniforms and equipment to allow for the effective
performance of his duties.
I. Ensuring that while on the District’s premises, the SRO wears a District issued
identification badge and verbally identifies himself as an SRO when in contact with
parents of District students.
V.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE EAST GRAND FORKS PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT:
The District will assist the City to meet its responsibilities by:
A. Designating the SRO as a school official, and allowing or providing for the disclosure of
personally identifiable information from students’ education records when it is
determined that SRO’s have a legitimate educational interest in the information in order
to perform the duties set forth in this agreement and such disclosure does not violate
FERPA and MGDPA. Upon request, providing input into the performance evaluation of
the SRO.
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B. The District shall provide the SRO with the policies and procedures that the District has
in place regarding FERPA.
C. The District shall provide training and educational materials to ensure the SRO is
properly trained regarding their duties and responsibilities under FERPA.
D. Providing office space, necessary furniture and telephone on District premises for the
E. SRO.
VI.

COST-SHARE: The partnership between the City and the District is supported
financially by a grant through the United States Department of Justice – COPS Office.
A. While the City will be assigning an experienced officer as the SRO, a new “replacement
officer” shall be hired at the outset of this agreement and it shall be the cost of the salary
and benefits of this “replacement officer” that will be the basis of this agreement. The
COPS grant funding totals $125,000.00 to be paid by the COPS Office to the City over
the course of three years. The COPS office funds will be paid to the city as follows: 1st
year = $42,500.00, 2nd year = $41,500.00 and 3rd year = $41,000.00. The City and the
District shall equally share in the cost of the base salary and benefits for the
“replacement officer” that are over and above the funding provided via the COPS Grant.
These costs will be based upon the then current salary and benefit expenditures for the
“replacement officer” based upon the labor agreement between the City and Law
Enforcement Labor Services. Based upon the current labor agreement (which expires
at the end of calendar year 2015) the total salary and benefit cost for the “replacement
officer” will be $1,190.81 per week. In Year 1 the COPS Grant will provide $817.31 in
funding per week leaving a difference of $373.50 per week in 2015 to be shared equally
by the District and the City. The City shall provide the District with an invoice for the
District’s share of the salary and benefits of the “replacement officer” prior to the end of
each month and the District shall process payment of this invoice on the second Monday
of the following month.
B. Per the labor agreement the “replacement officer” will get a step increase at six months,
one year and annually thereafter until he reaches top pay after six years. In addition
future COLA increases will be negotiated and will affect the overall cost of the
replacement officer. Should the “replacement officer” get married the cost of health
insurance will also increase based upon the then current rates in the labor agreement.
The District will be provided a copy of the current LELS contract (and each subsequent
contract during the period of this agreement) that covers the salary and benefits of the
“replacement” officer.
C. This Cost-Share agreement shall run for a minimum of four years from its date of
commencement per the requirement of the COPS Grant.
D. The City shall be responsible for all required paperwork associated with the COPS
Grant.
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VII.

REPRESENTATION AS TO ADEQUATE INSURANCE COVERAGE: Each party of
this agreement represents and warrants to the other that it has and shall maintain in effect
adequate liability insurance, Worker’s Compensation, and other appropriate forms of
insurance coverage sufficient to generally protect the respective parties to this agreement
and their employees carrying out the objectives of the agreement and each shall provide
the other with a declarations page showing said insurance.

VIII.

INDEMNIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS AGREEMENTS:

A. The City shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the District, its officers and its
employees from and against all claims, losses, costs, damages and expenses (including
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs) which result from or arise in connection with any
action, negligence or omission of the City and its employees.
B. The District shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City, its officers and its
employees from and against all claims, losses, costs, damages and expenses (including
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs) which result from or arise in connection with any
action, negligence or omission of the District and its employees.
C. The indemnifications provided herein shall survive the termination of this agreement.
IX.

ACCESS TO EDUCATIONAL RECORDS (FERPA): Both the City and the District
agree that all information regarding a student that is considered an educational record will
be held in confidence and will not be divulged to any unauthorized person without prior
written consent of the student and/or parent, except for access required by law,
regulation, and third party agreements. The District and the City agree that the SRO will
have access to educational records as the SRO is considered a school official who the
District has determined to have a legitimate educational interest and right to have access
to educational records under the Family Educational Right to Privacy Act (FERPA) and
each party shall comply with all requirements with respect to protected educational rights
as defined by FERPA. The provisions of this paragraph shall survive the termination of
this contract.

X.

WAIVER: No waiver by either party or any term or provision of this Agreement shall be
deemed to be a waiver of any term or other provision.

XI.

SAVINGS CLAUSE: Any term or provision of this Agreement which now or hereafter
is determined to be invalid or unenforceable shall not impair the validity of the remainder
of this Agreement.

XII.

ANNUAL REVIEW: The goals, objectives, expectations and other details of the School
Resource Officer Program shall be reviewed at least annually between the members of
the City and the members of the District. Following such review, the City and the
District may reduce to writing their understanding of the Program. The failure to follow
by the guidelines prepared under this paragraph XII shall not give rise to any claim for
relief by one party against the other.
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XIII.

ASSIGNABILITY: This agreement is not assignable by either party without the prior
written consent of the other party.

XIV. AMENDMENTS: This agreement may be amended or modified at any time, but only by
the written agreement of the parties hereto.
XV.

TERM OF CONTRACT: The term of this agreement shall begin June 1, 2015 and shall
end May 31, 2019. The agreement may be renewed thereafter upon the consent of all
parties, and provided that the Cost-Share agreement reflect an agreed upon cost basis for
each party. This contract may only be voided if all requirements of the COPS Office
Grant have been met by the City and the District.

East Grand Forks Public School District – ISD #595

_______________________________________
By: David Pace
Its: Superintendent

_____________
Date:

City of East Grand Forks

_______________________________________
By: David Murphy
Its: City Administrator

______________
Date:

_______________________________________
By: Mark Olstad
Its: City Council President

______________
Date:

______________________________________
By: Michael S. Hedlund
Its: Chief of Police

_____________
Date:
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER SERVICES
This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into by and between the East Grand Forks
Public School District, East Grand Forks, Minnesota (hereinafter “District”) and the City of East
Grand Forks, Minnesota (hereinafter “City”) by and through the East Grand Forks Police
Department.
WHEREAS, the City provides police services within the City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota;
and
WHEREAS, the District provides educational services within the City of East Grand Forks,
Minnesota; and
WHEREAS, both the City and the District are desirous to dedicate a police officer to School
Resource Officer duties within the public school buildings of the District, duties associated with
matters arising from the activities of the School Resource Officer and duties associated with
safety on or near school grounds.
NOW THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows:
I.
ASSIGNMENT OF THE SRO: The City will assign a School Resource Officer
(hereinafter “SRO”) to the District for service at locations that are mutually agreed upon by the
City and the District. The SRO will provide general police services at the locations assigned.
II.
EMPLOYMENT STATUS: The SRO will remain an employee of the City and not an
employee of the District and will provide general police services within the District locations as
assigned. The District shall not be responsible for; and the City agrees to indemnify and hold the
District harmless from liability for the withholding of any taxes related to the assignment of the
SRO by the City to the District, including but not limited to State and Federal income tax,
worker’s compensation benefits, or unemployment compensation premiums.
III.

SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER - DESIGNATION – PURPOSE
A. The purpose of this agreement is to delineate services provided by the City for the
District as part of the SRO program. The City’s SRO is hereby authorized to serve as the
District’s “law enforcement unit” for purposes of:
a. Enforcing local, state and federal laws;
b. Referring to appropriate authorities matters of enforcement of any local, state or
federal law against any individual or organization other than the District itself;
and
c. Maintaining the physical security and safety of the District.
d. The SRO shall NOT serve as a disciplinarian for the school district.
B. It shall be recognized by both parties that “law enforcement unit” records shall be exempt
from the requirements of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). To
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meet the requirements of this exemption, “law enforcement unit” records must meet the
following criteria:
a. The records must be created by the law enforcement unit;
b. The records must be created for a law enforcement purpose; and
c. The records must be maintained by the law enforcement unit.
C. It shall be recognized by both parties that records of a “law enforcement unit” does not
mean:
a. Records by a law enforcement unit for a law enforcement purpose that are
maintained by a component of the District other than the law enforcement unit; or
b. Records created and maintained by a law enforcement unit exclusively for nonlaw enforcement purpose, such as disciplinary action or proceeding conducted by
the District.
IV.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS AND THE EAST
GRAND FORKS POLICE DEPARTMENT: The SRO shall be an employee of the City
and supervised by, and answerable to the Chief of Police or his designee. The City shall
be responsible for the actions of the SRO within the scope of his employment. The SRO
shall be an experienced officer selected by the City of East Grand Forks with approval of
the District. The City of East Grand Forks will assist the District meet its responsibilities
to students and their families by:
A. Agreeing to provide services, as defined in the “Purpose” stated above and the attached
Job Description, to the District during the term of this agreement.
B. Ensuring that the SRO is aware of, and adheres to, all federal and state regulations and
District policies/procedures applicable to the provision of services as defined in the
“Purpose” above, and attached Job Description.
C. Acknowledging the District’s exclusive and direct control over all personally
identifiable information from student’s education records in the possession of the SRO
in the course of work covered by this agreement except for records and information that
meets the criteria of a “law enforcement unit” record in accordance with the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and the Minnesota Government Data
Practices Act, (MGDPA). Any personally identifiable information from students’
education records provided by the District to the SRO that does not meet the criteria of a
“law enforcement record” shall be subject to the provisions of FERPA and MGDPA,
including but not limited to parental access/inspection and (re)disclosure restrictions.
Students’ education records shall not be removed from the District’s premises.
D. Ensuring that personally identifiable information from students’ education records
disclosed by the District to the SRO is not used for research purposes of any kind
without prior written approval of the District Superintendent or designee(s).
E. Evaluating the SRO’s work performance and as part of the evaluation process, seeking
input from District staff (school principals or designees).
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F. Providing the SRO with a cell phone and laptop computer for use in the duties of the
SRO.
G. Having the SRO available to the District during days that school is in session, or by
special arrangements as determined by the City and the District.
a. The SRO shall be allowed to be absent from the District’s premises for training
purposes with prior approval of the District (Superintendent) and the City (Chief
of Police or designee).
b. The SRO will be allowed to be absent from school for purposes of appearing in
court.
c. The SRO will be allowed to be absent from the District’s premises for three days
during the school year (for reasons other than training) without the City
providing a replacement SRO. Any absences beyond three days during the
District school year will require a replacement SRO to be provided by the City.
d. The SRO shall not be required to be on District premises during school
curriculum days unless the SRO is providing training for District personnel.
e. The SRO will work District special events (i.e. dances, significant sporting
events, etc.) providing arrangements have been made to provide the SRO with
sufficient notice so as to allow the SRO an opportunity to adjust his regular work
schedule. Per the LELS labor contract with the CITY, adjustments to the work
schedule must be made at least 30 days in advance.
f. The SRO may conduct home visits on behalf of the District or the City –
including students being sent home for various reasons and students who are not
in school.
g. The SRO will coordinate the transportation of students to juvenile detention
when necessary and appropriate.
h. The SRO will continue to provide annual DARE instruction to students at Sacred
Heart and Riverside Christian Schools.
H. Providing the SRO with appropriate uniforms and equipment to allow for the effective
performance of his duties.
I. Ensuring that while on the District’s premises, the SRO wears a District issued
identification badge and verbally identifies himself as an SRO when in contact with
parents of District students.
V.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE EAST GRAND FORKS PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT:
The District will assist the City to meet its responsibilities by:
A. Designating the SRO as a school official, and allowing or providing for the disclosure of
personally identifiable information from students’ education records when it is
determined that SRO’s have a legitimate educational interest in the information in order
to perform the duties set forth in this agreement and such disclosure does not violate
FERPA and MGDPA. Upon request, providing input into the performance evaluation of
the SRO.
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B. The District shall provide the SRO with the policies and procedures that the District has
in place regarding FERPA.
C. The District shall provide training and educational materials to ensure the SRO is
properly trained regarding their duties and responsibilities under FERPA.
D. Providing office space, necessary furniture and telephone on District premises for the
SRO.
VI.

COST-SHARE: The partnership between the City and the District was originally
supported financially by a grant through the United States Department of Justice – COPS
Office.
A. While the City assigned an experienced officer as the SRO, a new “replacement officer”
was hired at the outset of this agreement and the cost of the salary and benefits of this
“replacement officer” was used as the basis of the original MOU. The COPS grant
funding totaled $125,000.00 and was paid by the COPS Office to the City over the
course of three years. The City and the District equally shared in the cost of the base
salary and benefits for the “replacement officer” that were over and above the funding
provided via the COPS Grant. These costs were based upon the then current salary and
benefit expenditures for the “replacement officer” based upon the labor agreement
between the City and Law Enforcement Labor Services.
B. Per the original MOU and the contract with the COPS Office, the City was/is required to
maintain this replacement officer for a minimum of one year following the completed
expenditure of all COPS Grant federal funds allocated for this grant. The City
experienced several periods where they were unable to maintain a replacement officer,
thus resulting in an extension of the grant period to January 9, 2019 and the end of the
required one year retention period to January 9, 2020. The District and the City
previously agreed to equally share the base salary and benefit expenses for the
replacement officer during this required retention period. That arrangement is currently
taking place and will continue from the end date of the original MOU (May 31, 2019)
through the end of the required retention period (January 9, 2020).
C. Effective January 10, 2020 the District and the City shall equally share the base salary
and benefit expenses for the EGFPD Officer/Corporal who is serving in the SRO
position at that time. The District will be provided a copy of the current LELS contract
(and each subsequent contract during the period of this agreement) that covers the salary
and benefits of the SRO.

VII.

REPRESENTATION AS TO ADEQUATE INSURANCE COVERAGE: Each party of
this agreement represents and warrants to the other that it has and shall maintain in effect
adequate liability insurance, Worker’s Compensation, and other appropriate forms of
insurance coverage sufficient to generally protect the respective parties to this agreement
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and their employees carrying out the objectives of the agreement and each shall provide
the other with a declarations page showing said insurance.
VIII.

INDEMNIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS AGREEMENTS:

A. The City shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the District, its officers and its
employees from and against all claims, losses, costs, damages and expenses (including
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs) which result from or arise in connection with any
action, negligence or omission of the City and its employees.
B. The District shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City, its officers and its
employees from and against all claims, losses, costs, damages and expenses (including
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs) which result from or arise in connection with any
action, negligence or omission of the District and its employees.
C. The indemnifications provided herein shall survive the termination of this agreement.
IX.

ACCESS TO EDUCATIONAL RECORDS (FERPA): Both the City and the District
agree that all information regarding a student that is considered an educational record will
be held in confidence and will not be divulged to any unauthorized person without prior
written consent of the student and/or parent, except for access required by law,
regulation, and third party agreements. The District and the City agree that the SRO will
have access to educational records as the SRO is considered a school official who the
District has determined to have a legitimate educational interest and right to have access
to educational records under the Family Educational Right to Privacy Act (FERPA) and
each party shall comply with all requirements with respect to protected educational rights
as defined by FERPA. The provisions of this paragraph shall survive the termination of
this contract.

X.

WAIVER: No waiver by either party or any term or provision of this Agreement shall be
deemed to be a waiver of any term or other provision.

XI.

SAVINGS CLAUSE: Any term or provision of this Agreement which now or hereafter
is determined to be invalid or unenforceable shall not impair the validity of the remainder
of this Agreement.

XII.

ANNUAL REVIEW: The goals, objectives, expectations and other details of the School
Resource Officer Program shall be reviewed at least annually between the members of
the City and the members of the District. Following such review, the City and the
District may reduce to writing their understanding of the Program. The failure to follow
by the guidelines prepared under this paragraph XII shall not give rise to any claim for
relief by one party against the other.

XIII.

ASSIGNABILITY: This agreement is not assignable by either party without the prior
written consent of the other party.
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XIV. AMENDMENTS: This agreement may be amended or modified at any time, but only by
the written agreement of the parties hereto.
XV.

TERM OF CONTRACT: The term of this agreement shall begin June 1, 2019 and shall
end May 31, 2022. The agreement may be renewed thereafter upon the consent of all
parties, and provided that the Cost-Share agreement reflect an agreed upon cost basis for
each party. This contract may not be voided until all requirements of the COPS Office
Grant have been met by the City and the District (January 10, 2020). Following the
completion of all requirements of the COPS Office Grant (January 10, 2020), this
contract may be voided ninety (90) days after formal written notice is given by the
School District (Superintendant of Schools) to the City (City Administrator) or by the
City (City Administrator) to the School District (Superintendant of Schools).

East Grand Forks Public School District – ISD #595

_______________________________________
By: Michael Kolness
Its: Superintendent

_____________
Date:

City of East Grand Forks

_______________________________________
By: David Murphy
Its: City Administrator

______________
Date:

_______________________________________
By: Mark Olstad
Its: City Council President

______________
Date:

______________________________________
By: Michael S. Hedlund
Its: Chief of Police

_____________
Date:
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Request for Council Action
Date: 06/14/2019
To: East Grand Forks City Council: Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad,
Council Vice-President Chad Grassel, Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim
Riopelle, Tim Johnson and Marc DeMers
Cc: File
From: Michael S. Hedlund – Chief of Police
RE: Request for Council Approval of Addendum 2 to the Special Operations Group Joint
Powers Agreement
______________________________________________________________________________
Background: In 2018 the East Grand Forks City Council approved the Special Operations
Group Joint Powers Agreement that outlines the interaction of the East Grand Forks Police
Department, Crookston Police Department, Polk County Sheriff’s Office, Grand Forks Police
Department, University of North Dakota Police Department and the Grand Forks Sheriff’s Office
in the Special Operations Group. Addendum 2 to this agreement recognizes that the North
Dakota Bureau of Criminal Investigation will be added to the Special Operations Group and may
have members on one or more of the various special operations teams.
Recommendations: That the East Grand Forks City Council show their support of this
addendum by authorizing its approval and the signing of the addendum by Chief of Police
Michael Hedlund, mayor Steve Gander and City Administrator David Murphy.
Enclosures: Addendum 2 to the Special Operations Group Joint Powers Agreement and
signature page.
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The City Administrator, Department Heads, and City Council spent a day in early February
identifying our values and laying out plans.
We identified our Core Values as:
· Integrity
· Family
· Safety
Committed to operating according to these values, we set goals for the next few years.
These goals are:
1. Plan for Projects With Funding Identified
a. We will be intentional about gathering public input on these items
b. We will make sure that all funding is in place before we start a large project
2. Construct a South End Neighborhood Bridge
a. Work with the City of Grand Forks, Polk County, Grand Forks County, the state
of Minnesota, the state of North Dakota, and the Metropolitan Planning
Organization to take action on the funding, design, and completion of a South
End neighborhood bridge
b. That will likely mean also working to facilitate the construction of a bridge at
Merrifield Road, since the MPO plan calls for this to be accomplished before a
South End neighborhood bridge is built
3. Examine and consider revising our Special Assessment Policy
a. We want to make sure that the process is fair—that the assessments carry to
the ones getting the benefit, and that their properties are clearly improved by the
added infrastructure
b. We want to make sure that the process is as streamlined and user-friendly as
possible
4. Bring Financial Reserves to Target
a. Reserves had become depleted over the past ten years
b. Reserves have been replenished in each of the last two years
c. We are very close to a minimum target, and will continue adding until we reach
a responsible amount
5. Expand Civic Center West and Refurbish VFW Arena
a. We have some space challenges, along with aging refrigeration systems in our
arenas
b. We will prioritize and perform the necessary maintenance and upgrades to
these facilities
6. Build Trust
a. Public trust is foundational to quality of life in a community
b. Public trust is a byproduct of many things. It increases when we ask questions
and listen to community members
c. It increases when we deliver services according to their priorities at a value
d. It increases when the people can see into and are involved in the decisionmaking process
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7. Strengthen the City/School Bond
a. This includes all of our schools
b. It includes coordinating legislative efforts, sharing infrastructure, and planning
events together
c. It includes preparing our young people for life, and building a community in
which they want to stay
8. Master Plan for Parks, Greenway, Trail System, State Recreation Area
a. We will pay special attention to the features of our own park and Greenway
system
b. We will consider our connection to the North Dakota system and also the rural
river corridors that connect to our Greenway from all directions
9. Amend City Charter
a. The City Charter is kind of like our Constitution in that it guides the decisions we
make, the Ordinances we pass, and the policies we set
b. Amending the City Charter must be done very carefully, rarely, and according to
a specific process that must be followed exactly
c. There are several sections that need to be looked at due to changes that have
taken place over the last few years
10.
Upgrade City Facilities
a. We will take a proactive approach to the maintenance of our buildings
b. Future needs will be identified, prioritized, and funded, rather than putting out
brush fires as they arise
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Goals
Plan for projects within the Fund Balance
South End Bridge
Assessment Policy - Streets, Utility
Bring Financial Reserves to Target
Expand Civic Center West Refurbish VFW
Restore Trust
Strengthen City/School Partnership Bond Co.
Long Term Master Plan Parks/Trails/Rec
Amend City Charter
Upgrade City Facilities
Upgrade Enhancement of Comm Dev Tools
Marketing City
Expand Tax Base
Red Lake River Corridor
Expand Industrial Park
Advisory Boards for Each Dept
Park & Rec Staffing Plan
Repair/Update Civic Center
Beauty, Safety Housing (Trailer, Brentwood)
Community Policing
Fiber Backbone Extension
Trees
Funding for Projects Prior to Approval
Develop Vacant Properties
Formalize Intergovernmental Relationships
Cost Recovery Policy
EGF Day at Capitol
Easement Enforcement Plan
Park Shelters
Branding
Strategy for Fourth Column
Work with NCTC on Civil Eng. & Diesel Mech

Council
Council
Council
Council
Council
Council
Council
StaffStaffStaffStaffStaffStaffStaffStaff
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