AGENDA
OF THE CITY
COUNCIL WORK SESSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 2022 – 5:00 PM
CALL TO ORDER:
CALL OF ROLL:
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM:
1. Discussion on Utilities and Street Reconstruction for 5th Ave and 20th St NW – David
Murphy
2. Discussion on Future Bridges – Clarence Vetter
3. Review of Legislative Day Topics – David Murphy
4. Set Date and Time for Strategic Plan Review – David Murphy
ADJOURN:
Upcoming Meetings
Council Meeting – Tuesday, February 15, 2022 – Council Chambers – 5:00 PM
Work Session – Tuesday, February 22, 2022 – Training Room – 5:00 PM
Council Meeting – Tuesday, March 1, 2022 – Council Chambers – 5:00 PM
Work Session – Tuesday, March 8, 2022 – Training Room – 5:00 PM

Individuals with disabilities, language barriers or other needs who plan to attend the meeting and will need special accommodations
should contact Nancy Ellis, ADA Coordinator at (218)-773-2208. Please contact us at least 48 hours before the meeting to give our
staff adequate time to make arrangements. Also, materials can be provided in alternative formats for people with disabilities or with
limited English proficiency (LEP) by contacting the ADA Coordinator (218)-773-2208 five (5) days prior to the meeting.
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Request for Council Action
Date: February 8th, 2022
To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, Council
Vice-President Tim Riopelle, Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Johnson, Marc
DeMers, and Brian Larson.

Cc:

File

From: David Murphy, East Grand Forks City Administrator
RE:

Discussion on Utilities and Street Reconstruction for 5th Ave and 20th St. NW

Background
A public hearing for the reconstruction of 5th Ave and 20th St. NW was held on December 7th, 2021. Several
residents spoke on the proposed project. The Council then acted on Resolution No. 21-12-90 ordering
improvement and the preparation of the plans and specifications for utility improvements and concrete
street reconstruction for 20th St. NW and 5th Avenue NW. The Council vote was 4 Ayes and 3 Nays.
State statute requires a “super-majority” vote for Council initiated public improvements. A super-majority
of the East Grand Forks City Council is 6 Aye votes. The vote on December 7th did not meet that threshold
and therefore failed.
The statutory requirement was not caught and the City Engineer began to prepare the plans and
specifications.
Requested Action
Discussion on what the next action – if any – is required for this project.
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RELEVANT LINKS:

Minn. Stat. § 303.10.
Minn. Stat. § 435.19, subd. 2.

Cities may use any “practicable means” to determine the owners of such
property. This could include mailing notice to the owner’s principal office in
the state or the owner’s registered business office. Notice to other
governmental entities must be sent out at least two weeks before the
improvement hearing, by registered or certified mail to the head of the
instrumentality, department or agency having jurisdiction over the property.

E. Improvement hearing
In re Channel Lane, 444
N.W.2d 602 (Minn. Ct. App.
1989).
Minn. Stat. § 429.031, subd.
1.

At the improvement hearing, interested persons may voice their concerns,
whether or not they are in the proposed assessment area. A reasonable
estimate of the total amount to be assessed and a description of the
methodology used to calculate individual assessments for affected parcels
must be available at the hearing. If the council rejects the project, it may not
reconsider that same project unless another hearing is held following the
required notice. The council must prepare a record of the proceedings and
make written findings.

Minn. Stat. § 429.031, subd.
1(f).

The council may adjourn and subsequently continue the improvement
hearing. To provide proper notice, before the improvement hearing is
adjourned, the council must state on the record, the date, time and place of
the continuation of the improvement hearing, if any.

F.
Minn. Stat. § 429.031, subd.
1(f).

LMC model, Resolution
Ordering Improvement and
Preparation of Plans (Form
7).

Ordering the improvement

A resolution ordering the improvement may be adopted at any time within
six months after the date of the improvement hearing. This resolution may
reduce, but not increase, the extent of the improvement as stated in the
notice of hearing. As a practical matter, if the cost of improvement and thus
the amount to be assessed changes by at least 25%, council might wish to
hold the improvement hearing again.

1.

Vote requirements for ordering the improvement

Minn. Stat. § 429.031, subd.
1(f).

If the improvement is made pursuant to a legally sufficient petition from
property owners, the council adopts the resolution by a simple majority vote
of all members of the council.

Nastrom v. City of Blaine,
515 N.W.2d 374, (Minn.
1994).

If there is not a petition, adoption requires a “super-majority” vote, meaning
the council can only adopt the resolution by a four-fifths vote of all members
of the council. (If the mayor of a charter city has no vote or votes only in
case of a tie, the mayor is not considered a member for the purpose of
determining a four-fifths majority vote).

LMC model, Alternative
Resolution Ordering
Improvement and preparation
of Plans (Form 7-Alt).

League of Minnesota Cities Information Memo:
Special Assessment Toolkit
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APPROVED MINUTES
OF THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2021 – 6:00 PM
CALL TO ORDER:
The Council Meeting of the East Grand Forks City Council for Tuesday, December 7, 2021 was called to
order by Council President Olstad at 6:00 P.M.
CALL OF ROLL:
On a Call of Roll the following members of the East Grand Forks City Council were present: Mayor Steve
Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, Council Vice-President Tim Riopelle, Council Members
Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Johnson, Marc DeMers, and Brian Larson.
Staff Present: Karla Anderson, Finance Director; Jeff Boushee, Fire Chief; Nancy Ellis, City Planner;
Steve Emery, City Engineer; Ron Galstad, City Attorney; Paul Gorte, Economic Development Director;
Charlotte Helgeson, Library Director; Reid Huttunen, Parks and Recreation Superintendent; David
Murphy, City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer; Megan Nelson, City Clerk; and Jason Stordahl, Public
Works Director.
DETERMINATION OF QUORUM:
The Council President Determined a Quorum was present.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
OPEN FORUM:
Mr. Mohamed Mohamed, 1800 5th Ave NE, stated he had two objectives to address with the Council. He
said the first was to remind the City Council about their obligation to the citizens of the City and the
second was to talk directly to the residents of the City. He explained several weeks ago a lady by the
name of Hawa addressed the Council about an alleged attempt of sexual assault towards her and when she
called the Police Department she was hung up on. He stated he did not know the details of the case but
what upset him was how she was brave enough to come in front of the Council but none of the Council
had questions for her and just moved on with the agenda. He said as a long term resident of the City with
two young children that were born here, it sent a message to him, that lady deserved to be validated, and
watching the video would not send a good message to his daughter when she gets older. He explained he
had sent an email to the entire Council but did not receive a response, he sent out a second email, and still
did not receive a response.
Mr. Mohamed commented how there was a pattern because about year ago he han reported two serious
incidents to the Police Department and he still had not received a response from that either. He stated he
was going to the Islamic Center, a person from the hotel was dumping trash in the Center’s dumpster, he
informed him that was not allowed, was swore at, and told to go back to his country. He said he kept
calm, went into the hotel to report what was going on, and they pulled a gun on him. He went and reported
this and told the officer if the roles were reversed things would have been different. He said the officer

4

City Council Meeting

December 7, 2021

seemed to shrug it off and indirectly told him to stop using the race card. He said again he kept calm but
still hasn’t received a response from that incident. He added with how things happened with the lady,
there was a pattern, and they were being ignored so that was when he sent out the email expecting a
response. He thanked the Council for their service but when he sends out an email to their city emails he
does expect a response, he deserved to be heard as a resident, and he wanted to express his feelings. He
thanked them for their service and commented how they did not completely represent all of the residents
of the City so he called for residents to sign up and run for office because he would like to see a female
representative as well as people of color representing the City so they feel they are welcome.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
1. Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” for the East Grand Forks, Minnesota City
Council of November 16, 2021.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER HELMS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER RIOPELLE, APPROVING THE MINUTES OF THE “REGULAR MEETING” FOR
THE EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA CITY COUNCIL OF NOVEMBER 16, 2021.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

SCHEDULED BID LETTINGS: NONE
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS:
2.

Public Hearing to consider a 4% or 5% increase to the tax levy.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER RIOPELLE, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A 4% OR 5%
INCREASE TO THE TAX LEVY.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

Mr. Murphy explained the public hearing was a requirement allowing for public input on the proposed
levy. He stated after comments have been made, the hearing could be closed, and the Council could
consider approving a levy they felt it was appropriate. Council President Olstad asked if anyone wanted
to make comments about the levy. No one came forward and no comments were made.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER JOHNSON, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A 4% OR 5%
INCREASE TO THE TAX LEVY.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.
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Public Hearing on proposed utility improvements and street reconstruction to 20th Street NW and 5th
Avenue NW.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER RIOPELLE, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED UTILITY
IMPROVEMENTS AND STREET RECONSTRUCTION TO 20TH STREET NW AND 5TH
AVENUE NW.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

Mr. Emery introduced himself as the city engineer and would be the project engineer for the proposed
project. He explained this was an improvement hearing for the potential street and utility improvements
for 5th Avenue NW and 20th Street NW. He stated the purpose of the meeting was for the Council to hear
from the residents that were affected by the project prior to any plans or specifications being completed,
about two years ago a neighborhood meeting was held, the mayor had wanted to hold another
neighborhood meeting, but rather than holding a neighborhood meeting and a separate improvement
hearing, this meeting was both. He started the presentation and reviewing the project area and the areas
that would receive front and end benefit.
Mr. Emery reviewed the history of 20th Street, it was constructed in the early 1970s, it was approximately
48 years old, and streets have typically been designed for a 50 year life span. He stated this street has
been recommended to be reconstructed about 20 years, a feasibility study was completed in 2003, and it
was never moved forward so they were in a very similar situation as 20 years ago. He said the last mill
and overlay had been completed in 1987, in 2006 and again in 2015-2017 the City had completed a city
wide seal coat and mill and overlay projects, but 5th and 20th were not included because it had been
recommended to be reconstructed. He said the existing utilities were also around 50 years old and at the
last neighborhood meeting the front benefit was estimated at $378 per foot and $126 per foot for end
benefit, and storm sewer costs of $0.36 per square foot. He explained the project scope, which it had not
changed much from the previous meeting, and included total reconstruction of the street, and replacement
of storm, sanitary, and water main utilities.
Mr. Emery continued saying the two options that were being considered were either a concrete or
bituminous street section, new concrete curb and gutter, and new sidewalks with ADA curb ramps to meet
current standards. He explained there were gaps in sidewalk system, some were located on the back side
of curbs, and some of the current sidewalk has a 10% slope to it. He added if the project moves forward
they would like to move the sidewalks away from the curb and put them through the driveways without a
slope. He said they were looking at replacing everything from property line to property line including the
driveway aprons.
Mr. Emery stated project funding would include three different sources. He explained this was a change
from the first meeting and included assessing the street improvements, enterprise funds would cover the
sanitary and storm sewer replacement including pavement over the utilities in the street, and lastly the
Water and Light Department would cover the water main replacement along with the replacement of the
existing sidewalks. He reviewed how the water main would be replaced if the concrete options was chosen
but if the bituminous option was chosen they would wait to replace the water main because it could last
3|P age
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another 15 to 20 years and with the maintenance needed for bituminous, they would be able to replace
water main during a maintenance project.
Mr. Emery stated assessments were a method that the City used to pay for projects from properties that
directly benefited from the project. He said the assessment roll would be filed with the County and paid
with the yearly property taxes. He added major projects were assessed over 20 years and some of the last
projects were at 4.5% interest rate. He said assessments could be prepaid or at any time over the course
of the assessment, it could be paid off. He reviewed assessment calculations, how it was based on front
and end benefit, and was the total project cost divided by the front footage and one third of the end footage.
He added the footage was based on the narrowest side or dimension of the property and was not based on
the direction a house faces. He said the end benefit assessment rate was a third of the front benefit
assessment.
Mr. Emery reviewed the estimated project costs starting with the concrete street, the total estimated project
cost was $1.89 million, the total amount to be assessed was $1.52 million, and the remaining $364,000
was being covered by the enterprise funds and the Water and Light Department. He said before the entire
project was going to be assessed so the estimated assessment rate was $297.66 for front benefit and $99.22
for end benefit. He continued with the second option for a bituminous street replacement project estimate
was $1.55 million, the amount to be assessed was $1.42 million, and with this option Water and Light
would not be replacing water main so those funds would not be available to help with the sidewalk
replacement, so the estimated front benefit was $277.79, and the end benefit amount was $92.60. He said
with complete street reconstruction the total cost was around $2.98 million in project costs so just over
50% was being assessed with the remainder being picked up by enterprise funds and the City.
Mr. Emery showed a power point with a diagram reviewing how special assessments for both front and
end benefit were determined. He said the next step was for the City to receive feedback from residents
and decide if plans and specifications should be authorized and if bids should be received. He reminded
everyone the costs that had been proposed were all based off of the engineering estimates. He added if
this job was bid early and contractors were looking for work they could get good prices. He said if the
Council did decide to proceed with plans and specifications and collecting bids another final assessment
hearing would need to be held, that could be held prior to awarding the job, or it could be held after the
project was completed and all project costs were known. He stated projects have been completed utilizing
both procedures and asked for questions or comments.
Council President Olstad asked that anyone who would like to address the Council to state their name and
address. Mr. Chris Reak, 20th Street NW, asked if there were any contingency funds including in the
funding. Mr. Emery stated there was a 10% contingency built in. Mr. Reak asked if this would be a public
bid and if the bid opening would be open to the public. Mr. Emery said it would be a public bid opening.
Mr. Reak asked if it was open to all state contractors that had been approved. Mr. Emery said yes because
it would be publicly advertised and have a public opening.
Mayor Gander stated they were there to serve the residents and carry out their preferences on this project.
He said the only option that had been excluded was the option to do nothing which was not acceptable
and they would move forward with the option the neighborhood wanted. He added if the majority of the
neighborhood opposed this he did not see this moving forward. He continued saying a concrete street
would be the most durable going forward, the asphalt option was a poor option, and he asked them not
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even to consider that option. He stated concrete would require little to no maintenance over the next 40
to 50 years, it would be a good value over that time, but it did come with a steep price tag. He added some
may not see the value of the new street and others would not be able to fit it in the budget. He commented
how budgets could be tight when people got started in their first home and also could be tight when moving
into retirement which was something they understoon and would be factored in.
Mayor Gander explained no specials had been assessed to these properties since 1987, he moved into a
home on this street in 1988, and he asked about the street back then. He stated he was told by the city
engineers back then whenever a street starts alligator cracking or break into bits the base was gone and
when the curb and gutter settle so it can no longer properly drain the street had failed. He said he was told
in the early 1990s it was a failed street headed for replacement. He explained approximately $200,000 of
citywide dollars had been spent on this area since 1987, they have tried to keep it up, and that was
approximately $4,000 per property. He added if this street had been included in the street maintenance
projects that had been done over the years the cost saved per property was around $7,000. He said the
neighborhood had been putting up with a poor street, the city had done what patching it could, and for the
last 35 years the City had tried to keep it passable without additional tax assessments which were a few
positives. He said a question had been asked about the last reconstruction project, the last one done had
been completed in 2005 by Nash Park, and putting it in today’s dollars most assessments were right around
$25,000 with some being more and some being less. He added the assessment policy had not changed so
it would have been the same policy that project was done under. He said it would have been better to have
done this 25 years ago, things cannot go backward, they must keep moving forward, and they are wanting
to hear from the residents to have them help make a decision.
Gloria Urness, Garden Court NW, told the Council when she moved into her home back in 1979 she
thought she lived on a concrete street and she wouldn’t have to worry about street maintenance. She stated
it did not take long for problems to develop and the first time she had to pay for an overlay she asked why
that was and was told the contractor had used an inferior product. She stated there had been two sealcoats
and one overlay so this would be the fourth time a street would be done. She said the traffic in their court
is the people who live there or the person driving through was lost so in the time she had lived there the
traffic was non-existent and no reason to have a fourth street redo on the court. She added she had heard
in the public they do not want to pay for their street work but she has already for three street jobs and this
one she felt they were being charged an exorbitant amount on Garden Court. She said the other street
projects were not cheap either, she was not happy about the amount they were being charged, and she had
sided her house the previous year so she did not have extra money at this time. She stated she shouldn’t
have to take out a loan to pay for this and when she was told the concrete was an inferior product she
asked if they went after the contractor and she was told the contractor had gone out of business. She
commented how the City should still have the right to go after the contractor and asked why the citizens
were being penalized and paying for a bad job. She added that was done too often in the City and things
were not settled properly so the citizens pay the price which wasn’t right. She said this was not the only
time that had happened while she had been a resident in the city, it sucked, and shouldn’t happen that way.
Ms. Urness continued saying there was funding coming from the federal government and asked why the
City hadn’t talked about that. She stated the State had a seven billion dollar surplus and asked how much
they would be able to get from that. She added the residents should not have to keep paying over and over
and asked why the City has not tried to find another source of funding. She said they had done their duty
and it was not their fault the City did not go after the contractor in the first place because they did a bad
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job. She commented it was the City’s fault and the City should have to pay for it.
Mayor Gander asked how long the warranty period was for after a street was installed and how long after
being installed did the street fail. Mr. Emery said warranties were typically for one year period. Mayor
Gander asked to find out how long after the street was installed that it failed and how usually issues come
up after the warranty period had ended. Council member DeMers said there were some on the Council
were still young and still living in their first house. He said he was not going to pander to them, the
Council was in service to them but they also represented the entire city as well and future residents as well
which was his perspective. He stated whatever they decide may not be what the Council did because that
may not be in the best interest of the City for the long term which he wanted to be up front about. He said
deciding to do nothing was not an option and said there was some discussion about Garden Court being
an asphalt street and what the other streets were in this area. Mr. Emery stated there was an asphalt section
in Garden Court, there have been seal coat and mill and overlay in that area, and the people on Garden
Court were receiving an end benefit from 5th Avenue NW.
Council member DeMers asked if it had been determined what 20th Street and 5th Avenue were constructed
of. Mr. Emery explained soil borings had been completed and found the bituminous sections ranged from
four to ten inches thick and the base section ranged from two inches to seven inches thick so the street
was non-uniform. Council member DeMers commented how Garden Court was not having work done to
it. Ms. Urness stated she was still receiving a bill for road work. Mr. Emery pulled up the map showing
where the work was going to be done. Ms. Urness stated the information showed she would be assessed
$6,666.88. Mr. Emery explained the people in Garden Court were receiving an end benefit for the work
being done on 5th Avenue. Ms. Urness said she was still receiving a bill for it. Mr. Emery thanked her
for her comments.
Mr. Chris Reak, 20th Street NW, said at the neighborhood meeting it had been said the City would take
care of the buses and big trucks driving down 20th Street to protect the road. He commented that about
every 40 minutes something was driving by so they need to rebuild trust or someone needs to answer the
phone because nothing had changed. He asked what the City’s intention was to control traffic on the road
they were asking the residents to pay for. Ms. Ellis said the buses were pulled from 20 th, she had talked
with bus staff, and based on the distribution of the bus on the chassis the weight was no different than a
large SUV because it was a low floor bus. She added it was in the plan to move the route when the transit
development plan was redone. She said the low floor buses drove on a number of city streets and did not
have the same weight that a heavy truck did so it wasn’t a weight issue. A resident commented that the
bus driving by made their house shake. Mr. Reak said suburban could drive by all day and he would not
know but he did know when the bus drove by.
Another resident commented they knew when the beet trucks drove by. Ms. Ellis said she did not control
the beet trucks but she had visited with the Cities Area Transit and the buses weight was not enough to
make a damage on a cement road because they have not created that type of damage over the many miles
they travel in both cities. She added the bus route would be changed and removed 20 th if the road would
be rebuilt. She commented how 20th Street was not always used for a bus route and has only been since
2003. A resident stated the buses may not have driven on the road for the last 50 year but they did come
through frequently than any other heavy duty vehicles. Ms. Ellis said the bus should go through once an
hour. The resident said there was more wear and tear because the buses were going through the area. Ms.
Ellis commented again this was a recent change. Pam Zimbelman said no one was there to argue that the
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road did not need to be rebuilt, she had moved into her home after the flood, and they were told because
of all of the heavy traffic that was utilizing their road after the flood that the road would be rebuilt then.
She stated they know there were monies set aside for that, however it was not spent on their street. She
mentioned all of the repairs that had been done, how they never had street maintenance in their area since
she had lived there, and all of the money the City says they have spent fixing street was not true. She said
she was one the corner of 20th and 5th and in the entire time they have lived there they have never had in
front of their home done so the fact the City was saying it had saved them money was not true.
Mayor Gander said funds were spent mostly on patching. Ms. Zimbelman said it had not been patched in
front of their home. Mayor Gander said it was for the entire area. Ms. Zimbelman said the City was now
asking them to help pay for all of these repairs when their area had not been repaired. She said only certain
sections of 5th or 20th had been repaired. Mayor Gander said the worst areas had received a patch. Mr.
Emery stated the last time maintenance work had been done was 1987, city wide street improvements
were done in 2006 and 2015 but there were no assessments to these properties on 20th and 5th. He said
since they did not have to pay for those projects it saved residents approximately $7,500. Ms. Zimbelman
said she already received a letter saying a lot of money had been spent on fixing and patching streets but
it was not entirely true. Mayor Gander said it was 100% true. Ms. Zimbelman said she was not sure what
the funds were spent on because it was not spent on anything in front of their house or leading up to her
home. She said she wasn’t arguing the funding wasn’t spent but rather it had only been spent on certain
areas. Mayor Gander said as failures took place.
Ms. Zimbelman said the biggest problem they had was with the assessments and how it was being done
because the City was not kicking in anything until now because at the first meeting there was no funding
coming from Water and Light or the enterprise funds. She asked why that funding was available now
when it was not available before and if narrowing the street was still a possibility. Mayor Gander
explained they reviewed how the Water and Light Department handled water main replacement, they took
a proactive approach, reviewed the age of the infrastructure, and schedule maintenance each year which
the Council would like to start that with storm and sanitary sewer using enterprise funds. He added the
Water and Light Department would prioritize a project if there was a major street reconstruction so if this
project was done some of that funding could be used on the project. He added it was a policy change
which brought a funding source to this project. Ms. Zimbelman said they welcome the additional funding.
Mr. Emery said the street was at 41 feet, some were at 34 feet, and areas where people are parking on both
sides of the street it was better to have a wider street. He added it was easier to put in a narrower street in
a new subdivision but all of the streets that connect to this area were 41 feet wide, they more than likely
would not be happier with a narrower street, most of the cost would be for labor, and the difference in
materials used for a 34 foot street compared to a 41 foot street was minimal. Mayor Gander said there
were additional costs with the narrowing of the street with driveway extensions. Mr. Emery said there
was a lot of discussion about narrowing the street between staff and Council and they thought the
neighborhood would be happier with a wider street. Ms. Zimbelman said she was happy the discussion
was held because they were not aware of it. She asked why there were both front and end benefit costs
and why so many properties had both costs. Mr. Emery said there were end benefits from 5th Avenue and
that went half way back between 5th Avenue and 8th Avenue so when a project was done on 8th Avenue
the other half of the block would receive end benefits from 8th Avenue.
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Ms. Christine Reak, 600 20th Street NW, stated at the last meeting there had been discussion about getting
rid of the sidewalks but they were still in the plans. She said that many properties along 20th did not have
sidewalks and personally she would like to stay away from sidewalks because this would be an extreme
liability they would be taking on. Mr. Emery said the City was supposed to be adding in sidewalks, the
State and Federal agencies were requiring complete streets, and sidewalks was something that was needed
to be provided. Ms. Reak asked where that was listed. Ms. Ellis said the City did not have complete
streets but the City did have a sidewalk ordinance which was adopted in 2011 and there was also an ADA
transition plan which was adopted in 2018. She stated that required any place that has a sidewalk would
continue to have a sidewalk. Ms. Reak said she currently did not have a sidewalk. The question was
asked why the sidewalks were being put in and how only a few of the properties currently had sidewalks.
Ms. Reak asked if they would be required to get on if they currently did not have one. Mr. Emery said as
a part of the ADA transition plan they were trying to fill in the gaps in the sidewalk system. Ms. Ellis said
the sidewalk ordinance required sidewalks. Ms. Reak asked where that could be found. Ms. Ellis stated
it was in the city code in the ordinance section. Ms. Reak said again personally she does not want to have
a sidewalk.
Mr. Murphy said there were gaps in the sidewalk system which would be filled in with this project. Ms.
Ellis said the City was required to have an ADA transition plan allowing for sidewalks and curb ramps,
the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) asked the City to adopt the plan, and this allowed
the City to continue to receive MNDOT funds. A resident asked to have MNDOT funds pay for the
sidewalks if they were requiring it. Mayor Gander asked if the sidewalks were covered by the Water and
Light Department. Mr. Emery said the Water and Light Department would cover the costs of replacing
existing sidewalk and the new sidewalk portion would be assessed. Ms. Reak stated in the engineer’s
estimate the cost was $109,000 for sidewalks and what part was being paid for by Water and Light. Mr.
Emery said only 6000 square feet of the sidewalk would be assessed and it was spread out among all of
the properties. Mr. Reak asked if the $109,000 was just the 6,000 square feet that would be assessed. Mr.
Emery said that was the total cost for all of the sidewalk. Ms. Reak asked what traffic control was for
$15,000. Mr. Emery said it was for putting up detour sign and closing off roads during the project.
Ms. Reak asked what detectable warning panels were. Mr. Emery said it was the yellow panel that was
installed where the sidewalk and street meet which was an ADA requirement. Ms. Reak asked if the
sidewalks were required because of ADA. Mr. Emery said yes. Council member DeMers stated that
when the ordinance was adopted the Council at that time said it was a priority for the City to have walkable
neighborhoods. Ms. Reak said that answered her question.
Mr. Donovan Hanson, 403 20th Street NW, said his property was being assessed for end benefit from 5th
Avenue NW and asked why the properties across the street from him were not being charged end benefit.
Mr. Emery said the end benefit went from 5th Avenue to 3rd Avenue and since 5th Avenue did not extend
farther north so their end benefit went from 3rd Avenue over to 8th Avenue. Mr. Hanson said currently
there was no sidewalk in front of his home and he assumed he would not be getting a sidewalk in front of
his property since they were not working on the road in front of his property. Mr. Emery said that was
correct. Council member Vetter asked if he wanted a sidewalk. Mr. Hanson said he understands the
benefit of sidewalks but it would not be a $7,000 benefit. He added he was struggling with the cost when
the street in front of his property was not being done and he was not getting a sidewalk. He commented
that the storm sewer he would understand but currently the water ran out of the area and when the
intersection at 3rd Avenue and 20th Street was redone in the last couple years and it was flooded. He said
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it made him nervous when a brand new section of infrastructure drained that poorly. Council VicePresident Riopelle stated one of the basins had been blocked with debris. Mr. Hanson said it was possible
but it wasn’t the only time it had happened.
Mr. Hanson stated they understand the road needed to be redone but it pained him to think he wasn’t born
the last time maintenance was done on this street and he did not want to see that happen again. He said
the Council had mentioned enterprise funds and trying to be proactive with projects and if there was a
plan for street maintenance to be the same. Council member Vetter said it was against State law to have
a street maintenance fund. Mr. Hanson asked if there was a plan to replace streets and how this street had
been skipped over for the last 35 years because he did not want to have to pay a lot of money for the street
and not have any maintenance. He commented that it seems it doesn’t get plowed, it was a mess, and it
was hard to get asked to pay for the street without so certainty this would not be happening again. Mayor
Gander said one of the ways street replacement took place was through a petition process that came from
the neighborhood. He stated the Council started this process to try and get things moving but if there was
a street that was starting to fail a neighborhood could start the petition and it was too bad that did not
happen sooner in this case. Mr. Hanson asked if it had been determined in 2003 the street needed to be
replaced why it was allowed to go another 20 years without being done because if maintenance had been
done along the way they would not be in this situation was the way it felt. He added they cannot go
backwards but he would like some assurances. Mr. Emery said the cost estimate included a street that
was designed to hold up for about 40 or 50 years.
Mr. Mike Soli, 516 20th Street NW, stated he had met with some of the council and that he appreciated
them taking the time for some due diligence. He explained he had expressed some of their big concerns
which including the amount of money that this project would cost. He stated when he moved in back in
1997 they were told through meetings from 2003 and beyond by Stauss, Richter, and other board members
said to be patient because the street was going to be redone once they were done with 8th Avenue. He said
the road was in such disrepair because of the heavy truck traffic from the flood fight tore the street up and
if it was that bad after the 1987 repair and 10 years later it was due for maintenance but took a pounding
from the trucks. He stated again they were told it was going to be fixed, affordable housing was done in
the trailer court so he assumed the money for the street went to that project and should have been at least
shared. He added another problem from listening to the discuss was only having a one year warranty, his
bill for this project was just under $31,000, and if there was a possibility of having to pay for road
maintenance while they were still paying for the concrete street.
Mr. Soli continued saying another issue was with the area where they redid the street by Peterson Vet
Clinic, how the road was already failing where expansion crack cuts had been done because it was all
spaulding in the corners, the corners were falling out, and nothing had been done in the five years since
that issue had started. He said he did not want to spend $31,000 on something that might only last 10
years. He asked to find a more affordable way to do this, he understood where everyone was at, that the
City was trying to help, but he wanted to let them know what had been proposed was not affordable or an
option. He said the street needed to be fixed but more funding was needed to help pay for this project.
He added the ones who had lived on this street a long time had been shafted, things happened behind the
scenes, but there had to be something out there to help. He said Water and Light was helping by paying
for a portion of the project but in the long run this still way too much and black top wasn’t an option. He
commented how the City had spent funds on patching in the area, patching had been done, but there were
still holes at the corner of 20th and 5th. Mayor Gander said it had been far from perfect.
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Mr. Soli said if sidewalks were going to be done they would lead to nowhere because heading towards
Highway 220 there were no sidewalks, there were three properties that had sidewalks, and once they were
cleared the snowplow would put it right back on the sidewalk. He added after a plow moved it, the snow
was hard as concrete. Mayor Gander stated the sidewalks were going to be pulled back from the side of
the road. Mr. Soli said that was an intelligent move and he wasn’t sure why they were ever put next to
the curb. He thanked the Council for their time and he would like to see an effort of working with the
neighborhood to find something that would help out because if they have to pay the full amount it would
be quite painful for most of them.
A resident came forward, stated she was new to the neighborhood, she knew the need was there, and asked
if the repayment could be stretched out to 30 years like a loan. She commented there must be funding
available with the current state of the nation and there must be something that they just had not found yet.
She asked if something could be city wide because if something was wrong on the point, the whole city
could help out, so could they help this neighborhood out, or if there was a way to have the whole city to
help their block in exchange for something else. She commented there may be a way to come together
instead of only having these 30 homes pay the bill, maybe they could be more creative, and she was willing
to help. She added she did not want to move, everyone should be move creative on all sides, and try to
make this happen because they were not able to pay what was being asked of them. She said she could
help but there must be other ideas that had not been thought of yet.
Mayor Gander said the Council would be casting a vote on whether to proceed with the project and if it
should be concrete or bituminous. He asked if it was possible to get a sense of what the group would
prefer. Council President Olstad commented how the Council was told this project would be difficult to
pay for, he understood the frustrations about things not being taken are of before, and they have been
trying to figure out what could be done such as using enterprise funding. He said it hasn’t help that this
has gone on this long and the costs were so high, it was difficult for the Council to think about $30,000
over 20 years and having staff exhausting all aspects of trying to find additional funding. He added what
he has been hearing is they would like to project done but would need assistance in paying for it which
was what he was taking away from the input. Council member Vetter asked by show of hands how many
wanted an asphalt street, no hands were raised. He then asked again by show of hands how many would
want a concrete street, a majority of hands were raised for a concrete street. Mayor Gander asked for a
show of hands for the Council to move forward with a concrete street as described at the price listed and
no one raised their hand.
A resident stated the City needed to find some funding for it. Council Vice-President Riopelle said the
City had tried immensely. Mr. Larry Bannick, 20th Street NW, stated in the Grand Forks Herald listed the
10th Street project for $2.29 million with $860,000 coming from the federal monies, $794,000 would be
from the property owners, and $636,000 would be paid for by the East Grand Forks City Government. He
reviewed the round-a-bout project for $1.56 million, $860,000 would be coming from the federal
government, $130,000 from Water and Light, and $574,000 from MNDOT aid. He said they found money
for those projects so they certainly should be able to find money for this project. Mr. Emery explained
there were more heavily traveled streets within the community that were included on the State Aid system,
the City did receive funding yearly for projects on the State Aid system streets, and every four years the
City received the federal subtarget dollars. Mr. Emery said the federal subtarget dollars had to be used on
the State Aid or federal aid roadways and unfortunately residential streets did not qualify for those funds.
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Mr. Bannick asked about the money the City was putting towards these projects. Ms. Anderson said the
City funding was coming from the State Aid maintenance fund. Mr. Emery said the Council could have
a discussion about that. Mr. Bannick said money had to be available.
Mr. Murphy stated that funding was really non-existent for residential streets, the other funding mentioned
was very limited on what it could be used for, and a residential street that was not a State Aid street did
not have any additional funding available from the State or Federal Government. He added the thought
process behind it was since it served the residential area it would be a residential expense. He understood
where he was coming from but the funding mentioned was not available for this street project. Mayor
Gander commented that 10th Street NE project was up against an abandoned railway bed so they were not
able to assess that property and the round-a-bout was like a traffic control structure like a stoplight and
the City did not assess those projects either. Ms. Anderson informed everyone that the American Rescue
Plan Act funding that was available to the City could not be used on streets but could be used for water,
sewer, or storm water. She said they had looked at what repairs could be done under 20th and 5th but there
were only a few water lines, sanitary sewer, and storm water that actually went under the street. She
explained they would not be able to use more funding than necessary for the street. Mayor Gander said
the City had worked hard to bring the cost down and would continue to work on their behalf while looking
for every dollar to make this affordable.
Brianna Iverson, 20th Street NW, said after listening to everything it seemed the only person who had any
empathy and heart was Steve Gander, he was the only one she could stomach, and how it hurt. She stated
she had heard they wanted it but couldn’t afford it, it was what they were hearing, and it wasn’t easy to
say. She asked them to have empathy. Council President Olstad said that was not his intent and
apologized. Ms. Iverson said when they talked about looking for funding, it was helpful to hear they had
looked for funding, she did not know about all of the rules when it comes to road funding, but it would be
exhausting paying the bill for 20 year also. She asked again for the Council to have some empathy and
want to work with the neighborhood on this project.
Renee Waldorf, 1924 5th Ave NW, said she had moved into her home about five years ago, the road was
awful at that time, orange pylons were by two holes, shortly after they moved in there was a sinkhole at
5th Avenue and 20th. She explained years ago they had lived in this neighborhood which was why they
wanted to move back and she has been trying to figure out where all the money went from the flood. She
said everyone knows where it went to and asked why they now have to pay for a road when the previous
mayor misrepresented funding that was supposed to fix this street. She stated in the article she had read
there were members of the board that were embarrassed because they were not sure how the money was
misrepresented which upset her. She said they continue telling them they can’t find funding anywhere
else because they have chosen not too so until they can say where the funding went from the flood and
promises to fix the road the residents should not have to pay anything. She commented how the Council
had already made up their mind on what they were going to do regardless what they say as residents.
Mayor Gander stated that the decision had not been made, the decision would be made with the input from
the neighborhood. Ms. Waldorf commented the Council had input from them, she understood that the
road needed to be fixed, and the kids in the neighborhood were falling over on their bikes because of the
condition of the road or because the sidewalks were uneven. She added they try to get sidewalks cleared
after the snowplows go by for the kids to get to the bus stop. Mayor Gander asked if she would wait to
see how the vote goes later on in the meeting. Ms. Waldorf asked where the money went and why they
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were being held responsible for when this should have been fixed after the flood. Mayor Gander said he
had never seen anything allocated for this street, he knows people were told that, and at that time no one
knew how far the money would go and to what priorities. He added for anyone to give assurance that
money would be spent to fix this street, he was not sure where they got that information, and he was never
told about funding set aside for 20th Street. He said there was a paper trail for all of it, some of it may be
murky, they could have done better, but it was a crazy time. Ms. Waldorf asked since it was a crazy time
why did they have to pay for it now. Mayor Gander said he was not convinced there was ever a pool a
funds set aside for the street and whoever gave the assurance did not have the authority to do so.
Mayor Gander said he resides on a concrete street and there was a borrow pit where materials were taken
out of for many weeks. He stated to someone in the City that the street was going to fail prematurely he
was told there was a pool of funds available from the flood that would take care of it. He added how it
wasn’t going to fail in the next one or five years but would take longer than that. Ms. Waldorf asked if it
was said at the last meeting there was funding from the flood that was misspent. Mayor Gander said he
was not aware of that, they could have done better with the detail with the paper trail, but he was not aware
of funding for this street.
Mr. Emery explained the vote the Council would be making would be to proceed with plans and
specifications. He said if they vote in favor of that it did not mean the project was moving forward, bids
would need to be received, another assessment roll would be prepared using the bid information, and more
than likely the final assessment hearing to get input from the neighborhood regarding if the project should
be awarded. Mr. Reak asked if the concrete prices had ever been higher. Mr. Emery said the price for
concrete was up right now but it also came to timing and if contractors were looking for work.
Council member DeMers said there was a question about assurance that this would not happen again and
there were no assurances moving forward so the only assurance was this was the process they had. He
said they looked at affordability versus what was needed or wanted which could cause conflict. He stated
if was different for every person and they were facing an issue with special assessment disparity. He said
some have been trying to bring attention to this issue, which the current policy did not assure for long term
planning, and how that created a dilemma. He added how the City would be facing street reconstructions
all over the city in the next 30 years. He said they need to think about the future, they could be creative
to find solutions, but the funds were not set aside at the city level to start paying down special assessments
for this project and the projects that follow. He explained it was nothing personally against the
neighborhood, how concrete prices may be high, but prices never go down and will only increase going
in the future. He added this project could have been half the cost 15 or 20 years ago. He said the Council
was trying to do what was best for everyone involved and they want this to be a vibrant neighborhood and
no one was taking that lightly.
Mr. Reak asked if the vote was to accept bids with the right to accept one or reject all. Mr. Emery said it
was to put together the plans and specifications so they would be able to collect bids. Mr. Reak asked if
the Council had the right to accept a bid without the residents’ approval. Council member DeMers said
the Council could accept a bid but at some point they will also have to accept the assessment roll and that
would allow people time to object. He added the Council would be able to reject the bids if they were
many objections but even if the Council did move forward awarding a bid there were legal remedies for
the residents that did not agree. He said they were just requesting plans and specifications and the reason
to do it now it was to get better prices when contractors were looking for work.
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Mayor Gander asked Mr. Emery to comment on how the City may not be bound to the lowest bid. Mr.
Emery said it would go to the lowest responsible bidder. Mayor Gander asked him to also comment on
the inspections that would be done throughout a construction project. Mr. Emery explained they were
involved with preparing the plans and specifications through construction, there were guys at the site every
day monitoring the project, and the project would be competitively bid. He added if there were issues
with a contractor there were ways not to issue the job to them even if they were the lowest bidder. Mr.
Reak asked if all bids could be rejected. Mr. Emery said yes.
A resident came forward stating he owned a house on 5th Avenue NW and his proposed assessments were
approximately $27,500. He said that was what it would be for a good quality project, his home was on
St. Andrews Drive, and the road was done about nine years ago. He explained there was a one year
guarantee, it was supposedly inspected, and within a year there was a big crack in a panel. He continued
saying there was a two or three inch gap in the center line from 23rd Street and nothing had been put in
that, one third of the curb and gutter was failing, and this stuff was designed for 50 years. He said within
the next few years people may be requesting to have this infrastructure repaired. He asked who was
designing the project. Mr. Emery said Widseth. The resident asked who was going to be inspecting the
project and it was his guess something was not inspected since the curb and gutter on his street was tipping
backward already. He said it better not happen on 5th Avenue NW so it is a 50 year project. He asked
who designed 23rd Street. Mr. Emery said they did. The resident commented how 23rd was always open
during winter storms but now after the street was lowered the City was doing what it could to keep it open
and clean. Mr. Emery said any time a street section was urbanized it had to be lowered because they need
to the water to flow into the storm sewer from adjacent properties. The resident asked how much the snow
removal budget was dedicated to removing snow on 23rd. He said if they end up doing the project it would
need to be a quality project that does not fall a part in less than 10 years.
Mr. Hanson asked what the timeline would be for this project. Mr. Emery said if the plans and
specifications were completed, bids were received, and the project moved forward there was potential to
start construction next summer. It was asked if this would be a two year project. Mr. Emery said they
liked to get a freeze/thaw cycle before finishing all of the concrete paving to help minimize settlement so
it would probably be go into two years. Mr. Hanson asked if there might be federal funding that might be
available with the infrastructure bill that was recently passed. Ms. Anderson said that funding it was not
available for streets. Council member DeMers said all of those funds would be going to federally
classified streets and there would be specific parameters that would need to be followed for spending those
funds.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER JOHNSON, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED UTILITY
IMPROVEMENTS AND STREET RECONSTRUCTION TO 20TH STREET NW AND 5TH
AVENUE NW.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

CONSENT AGENDA:
Items under the “Consent Agenda” will be adopted with one motion; however, council members may
request individual items to be pulled from the consent agenda for discussion and action if they choose.
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Council member DeMers asked to have item four pulled.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER RIOPELLE, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER HELMS, TO APPROVE ITEMS FIVE (5) THROUGH TEN (10).
Council member DeMers stated the City would be going through the ward designation process and looking
at ward boundaries. He said two of the polling places were not in their wards but were adjacent to them.
He asked if there were other locations that were being considered. Ms. Nelson said polling locations were
being discussed and redistricting would not be completed until March because the State needed to
complete their process first. She reminded everyone due to COVID all polling locations were put into
city facilities, new polling places were being consider, and approving the resolution was needed to meet
the State statute requirements. Council member DeMers asked if there was a State statute regarding where
polling places should be located. Ms. Nelson said it should be within a mile of the ward so at this time
the City met the requirements. Council member DeMers asked to try and find locations within the wards
themselves after the redistricting was completed.
Council member Johnson said there was an issue for Ward 4 having to use the elevator and if they could
be moved to the main floor so no one had to use the stairs or elevator. Ms. Nelson said the large meeting
room at the library was being considered. She added more changes would be made so they could do them
all at once, the process should be public, so input will be requested, and information will need to be share
with the public. Ms. Ellis told the Council the ward maps would be presented at the work session, it
showed the polling places, and they could have everything in place to be approved once the State had
completed their process. She added changes would require a public hearing in January or February and
could discuss polling places at that time with the information being adopted in March.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER RIOPELLE, TO APPROVE ITEMS FOUR (4) THROUGH TEN (10).
4. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-85 designating the polling places for each respective ward
for 2022.
5. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-86 supporting and authorizing the submittal of the Safe
Routes to School Application for the construction and installation of a HAWK system at the
intersection of Bygland Road and 13th Street SE.
6. Consider approving the Special Event Application for KC Pro West/Corey Grochowski to host youth
snowmobile races in the LaFave Park area on January 22-23, 2022 from approximately 9am to 4pm
on both days, with track set up taking place on January 19th, and the track demolition will be completed
by January 24th.
7. Consider adopting Resolution No. 12-21-87 ordering the preparation of the plans and specifications
for the 2022 City Project No. 2 ADA Improvements.
8. Consider adopting Resolution No. 12-21-88 ordering the preparation of the plans and specifications
for the 2022 City Project No. 3 Quiet Zone Project.
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9. Consider adopting Resolution No. 12-21-89 approving the changes to the Special Event Process which
take effect with the passage of the resolution.
10. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-96 approving and supporting the submission of the
application to the Economic Development Administration for a Travel, Tourism, and Outdoor
Recreation grant and acknowledging the 20% non-federal match.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER RIOPELLE, TO APPROVE ITEMS FOUR (4) THROUGH TEN (10).
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF REPORTS OF OFFICERS, BOARDS, AND COMMISSIONS:
11. Regular meeting minutes of the Water, Light, Power, and Building Commission for November 3,
2021.
12. Regular meeting minutes of the Economic Development Authority Board for October 26, 2021.
COMMUNICATIONS: NONE
OLD BUSINESS: NONE
NEW BUSINESS:
13. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-90 ordering improvement and the preparation of the plans
and specifications for utility improvements and concrete street reconstruction for 20th Street NW and
5th Avenue NW.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER RIOPELLE, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER DEMERS, TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 21-12-90 ORDERING IMPROVEMENT
AND THE PREPARATION OF THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR UTILITY
IMPROVEMENTS AND CONCRETE STREET RECONSTRUCTION FOR 20TH STREET NW
AND 5TH AVENUE NW.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Vetter, and Johnson.
Larson, Helms, and Riopelle.

14. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-91 granting Border Cities Tax Credits and approving the
business subsidy agreement between the City of East Grand Forks and RJ Zavoral & Sons, Inc.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER HELMS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER JOHNSON, TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 21-12-91 GRANTING BORDER CITIES
TAX CREDITS AND APPROVING THE BUSINESS SUBSIDY AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS AND RJ ZAVORAL & SONS, INC.
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Council President Olstad asked if there were any public input or comments on this item. There were none.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:

Olstad, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.
DeMers.

15. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-92 approving the plans and specifications and ordering
advertisement for bids for the 2021 Assessment Job. No. 1 Paving in Sawgrass Court NW.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER RIOPELLE, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER HELMS, TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 21-12-92 APPROVING THE PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS AND ORDERING ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS FOR THE 2021
ASSESSMENT JOB. NO. 1 PAVING IN SAWGRASS COURT NW.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

16. Consider approving Ordinance No. 31 4th Series amending City Code Chapter 96 entitled “Streets and
Sidewalks” by adding Section 96.20 Right-of-Way Management and by adopting by reference City
Code Chapter 1 and Section 10.99 which, among other things, contain penalty provisions. (First
Reading)
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER RIOPELLE, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER DEMERS, TO APPROVE ORDINANCE NO. 31 4TH SERIES AMENDING CITY
CODE CHAPTER 96 ENTITLED “STREETS AND SIDEWALKS” BY ADDING SECTION 96.20
RIGHT-OF-WAY MANAGEMENT AND BY ADOPTING BY REFERENCE CITY CODE
CHAPTER 1 AND SECTION 10.99 WHICH, AMONG OTHER THINGS, CONTAIN PENALTY
PROVISIONS. (FIRST READING)
Council member DeMers asked to have a section listing corrected because two were listed, requested to
have a sentence added to the permit and registration unless the section would be closed off, and that could
open things up to a liability. Mr. Galstad asked for an email with the items to be corrected so he was able
to get all of the items. Council member DeMers asked to have under section G to change the minimum 1
foot accuracy to a tenth because they will also be working with elevations. He said in the same section in
B1 the temporary service lines would be allowed for new construction and how they should also include
reconstruction and extend to project completion because projects may last longer than 3 months. Council
member Vetter said this was talked about at a work session, he thought it was mostly for cell towers, and
asked if these additional corrections if this item should be taken back to a work session for further
discussion. Council member DeMers said if the edits were made it could be moved on. Mr. Galstad said
if the changes did not substantially change the ordinance and since this was the first reading, the
corrections could be made for the second reading.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.
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17. Consider approving the purchase of three sanitary pumps for Lift Station No. 4 from Minnesota Pump
Works for a total of $59,487.00 and declare the used pumps as surplus.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER JOHNSON, TO APPROVE THE PURCHASE OF THREE SANITARY PUMPS FOR
LIFT STATION NO. 4 FROM MINNESOTA PUMP WORKS FOR A TOTAL OF $59,487.00 AND
DECLARE THE USED PUMPS AS SURPLUS.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

18. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-93 waiving the monetary limits on tort liability without
purchasing excess liability coverage for 2022.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER RIOPELLE, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER HELMS, TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 21-12-93 WAIVING THE MONETARY
LIMITS ON TORT LIABILITY WITHOUT PURCHASING EXCESS LIABILITY COVERAGE
FOR 2022.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

19. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-94B approving a 5% increase to the 2021 tax levy,
collectable in 2022.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER JOHNSON, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER LARSON, TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 21-12-94B APPROVING A 5%
INCREASE TO THE 2021 TAX LEVY, COLLECTABLE IN 2022.
Council member DeMers asked if they had seen a line item budget that this would pertain to. He
commented that he had been disappointed in this process, they hadn’t heard from any department heads
on what they were proposing, and if they would get any more detail. Ms. Anderson said the line item
detail had been sent out in July and she could send it out again. Council member DeMers asked if that
was based on 8%. Ms. Anderson said the revenue was set at 8% but the expenses were the same as they
were in July. She commented how some items were increased to match more closely to actual expenses
and inflation. She said $513,000 would be the deficit with a 5% levy with the expenses where they were
at. She added her estimations for 2021 based on some areas not being spent she would think that it will
be even instead of spending $251,000 from reserves. Council member DeMers asked with a reduction to
the levy, if there were no line item cuts to the budget. Ms. Anderson said there was no direction on what
cuts should be made.
Mr. Murphy said originally there was an 8% levy, the expenditures were based on the 8%, and at this time
there was no budget set to go along with a 5% levy. He said it could be amended, there were several
unknowns, and there was no requirement the budget had to be balanced. Council member DeMers said if
they were passing a budget they should know what they were passing. Mr. Murphy said they would need
to discuss this at a work session and get input from the Council along with what the priorities were. Ms.
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Anderson suggested tabling the budget until the next meeting. She reviewed the information that had been
sent out and deficit spending $513,000 would still have the fund balance at 52%. She asked the Council
to consider what they would feel comfortable with how much they would want to spend from the fund
balance. She added $110,000 was budgeted for transit but that may change and be removed from the
budget so things were still changing. Ms. Ellis said the State was still trying to determine how funds were
going to be used, what could be used for a local match, and the percentage covered may also change.
Council member DeMers asked if the budget included the local match for the parks recreation. Discussion
followed about how it may have some funding for it but not all because construction was not scheduled
to start until 2023. More discussion followed if funding was going to be set aside for park and recreation
improvements, how funding was coming from the building maintenance fund, and from the remaining
sales tax dollars. Council member DeMers asked if any funding that had been set aside for bridge
planning. Ms. Anderson said not at this time but they might be able funds or could use TIF dollars that
could be used on commercial streets, state aid maintenance could be used, or the remaining dollars in an
assessment fund that the bonds had been paid off. Discussion followed about how the building
maintenance fund was increased to $350,000, all of the building projects were put in a five year plan, and
there was some flexibility. Council member DeMers asked if the current budget that was being proposed
kept the exact same number of FTEs that were currently employed. Ms. Anderson said the library position
was still open and in the budget. Ms. Helgeson said a librarian position was filled after a retirement but
the public librarian position was still vacant and at a grade 17.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Riopelle, and Johnson.
Vetter and Helms.

20. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-95 approving the 2022 budget and to authorize specific
financial related activities.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER VETTER, TO POSTPONE THIS ITEM.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

Ms. Anderson asked for direction from the Council on what they would like to see with the budget within
the next day or two so it could be prepared for work session.
21. Consider adopting Resolution No. 21-12-97 authorizing the City Engineer to prepare a project
memorandum for Bygland Road/Rhinehart Drive roundabout for council review.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER JOHNSON, TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 21-12-97 AUTHORIZING THE CITY
ENGINEER TO PREPARE A PROJECT MEMORANDUM FOR BYGLAND
ROAD/RHINEHART DRIVE ROUNDABOUT FOR COUNCIL REVIEW.
Council member Vetter asked for clarification on what a project memorandum included. Mr. Emery said
they had to identify the scope of the project, the project costs, and letters to the State and Federal agencies
18 | P a g e
21

City Council Meeting

December 7, 2021

to get feedback. He said it would need to include information on any property acquisition that was
required. Council member Vetter said there were three different layouts and asked which one was going
to be used. Mr. Emery said that would be discussed at a work session to be determined. Mr. Murphy said
that was one aspect and engineering could continue to work on the other requirements. Mayor Gander
said this was a continuation to move forward both citywide projects to get both the 10th Street NE project
and the round-a-bout project to the next level.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Riopelle, and Johnson.
Helms.

CLAIMS:
22. Consider authorizing the City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer to issue payment of recommended bills
and payroll.
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER DEMERS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER VETTER, TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR/CLERK-TREASURER
TO ISSUE PAYMENT OF RECOMMENDED BILLS AND PAYROLL.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

COUNCIL/STAFF REPORTS:
Mayor Gander thanked all the community members that came to the meeting about 5th and 20th, the action
taken that evening was not definitive to what would happen, and there may be another option available.
He added they were heard and ultimately it was there street and would have the final say on how things
go.
Council Member Johnson thanked Public Works for snow removal.
Council Member DeMers thanked everyone for coming to the meeting, they did care about what was
going on, and they considered many different sides on issues.
Council Member Larson thanked everyone for coming to the meeting, he hadn’t said much because he
wanted to listen, and he appreciated the emails he had received from the people in the neighborhood. He
asked to continue the dialogue so they are able to find a solution that works for the residents.
Council President Olstad thanked everyone for attending, it was nice to walk through the process and
being able to talk face to face. He added the Council did not always get much input or get asked questions
and he hoped the discussion could continue while they keep moving forward. He commented he wanted
to see where the bids came in which was why he voted for it.
Mr. Murphy informed the Council he would be out of the area the week after Christmas visiting relatives
and he would be taking some time off the following week to work on a project.
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Mr. Emery thanked the residents for their feedback, the plans and specifications were going to be prepared,
and hopefully they will get good prices, and somewhere down the road get them a new street.
ADJOURN:
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COUNCIL MEMBER HELMS, SECONDED BY COUNCIL
MEMBER DEMERS, TO ADJOURN THE DECEMBER 7, 2021 REGULAR COUNCIL
MEETING OF THE EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA CITY COUNCIL AT 8:36 P.M.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:

Olstad, DeMers, Larson, Vetter, Helms, Riopelle, and Johnson.
None.

_______________________________________________
David Murphy, City Administrator/Clerk-Treasurer
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AGENDA ITEM #_______

Request for Council Action
Date: February 8th, 2022
To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, Council
Vice-President Tim Riopelle, Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Johnson, Marc
DeMers, and Brian Larson.

Cc:

File

From: David Murphy, East Grand Forks City Administrator
RE:

Review of Legislative Day Topics

Background
The Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities Legislative Day will be held on Wednesday, March 2nd at the
State Capital. It is advisable to have a prepared discussion list of the City’s priorities and any supporting
documentation that may be beneficial. The topics identified so far are the following:
City Wide Sales Tax for Public Facilities
Local Government Aid
Bonding for Interconnect Bridge between East Grand Forks and Grand Forks, North Dakota

Requested Action
Discussion on any additional topics that may be beneficial and supporting documentation.
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4
AGENDA ITEM #_______

Request for Council Action
Date: February 8th, 2022
To:

East Grand Forks City Council Mayor Steve Gander, Council President Mark Olstad, Council
Vice-President Tim Riopelle, Council members Clarence Vetter, Dale Helms, Tim Johnson, Marc
DeMers, and Brian Larson.

Cc:

File

From: David Murphy, East Grand Forks City Administrator
RE:

Set Date and Time for Strategic Plan Review

Background
It has been difficult to set a date and time to hold the strategic plan review and visioning session. I would
like everyone to have their upcoming schedules available at the meeting and we can set a date and time
that works for the majority to hold the next session.

Requested Action
Set date and time for Strategic Plan Review and Visioning Session.

-125

26

Visioning Session |RECAP
Meeting date | time February 6 |8 AM | Meeting location EGF Senior Center
Meeting called by

Name

Attendees

Type of meeting

Purpose

Attendees

Facilitator

Name

Timekeeper

Name

AGENDA TOPICS
Time allotted | 8 hours | Agenda topic PROP | Presenter David Murphy
Discussion: Teambuilding and characteristics of Elite Teams were presented and discussed.
Teambuilding and Elite Team exercises were performed. A sample PROP exercise was performed for the
Civic Center/Park Facilities project.
Conclusion: The PROP exercise showed the need to step back on the project and create a building
committee and a fundraising task force for the project. Work Sessions will be held after the Council
Meetings on the Third Tuesday of each month. Committee reports will be provided to the Council at the
first Council Meeting after each committee meeting.
Action items

Person responsible Deadline

Building Committee – suggested committee members

Reid Huttunen

02/16/2021

Fundraising Task Force

Reid Huttunen

02/16/2021

Time allotted | Time | Agenda topic Topic | Presenter Name
Discussion Conversation
Conclusion Closing
Action items

Person responsible Deadline

Topic 1

Presenter Name

Date | time

Topic 2

Presenter Name

Date | time

Time allotted | Time | Agenda topic Topic | Presenter Name
Discussion Conversation
Conclusion Closing
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Action items

Person responsible Deadline

Topic 1

Presenter Name

Date | time

Topic 2

Presenter Name

Date | time

Time allotted | Time | Agenda topic Topic | Presenter Name
Discussion Conversation
Conclusion Closing
Action items

Person responsible Deadline

Topic 1

Presenter Name

Date | time

Topic 2

Presenter Name

Date | time

Observers Name
Resource persons Names
Special notes Type additional notes here
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