
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD OF THE 
GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, January 18, 2006 – 12:00 Noon 

Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A102 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Doug Christensen called the January 18th, 2006, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:12 p.m.. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Chairman Doug Christensen, Dick 
Grassel; Warren Strandell, Rob Kweit, Dorette Kerian, Steve Gander, Gary Malm, and Punky 
Beauchamp. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Ryan Brooks, GF/EGF 
MPO Senior Planner; Julie Romig, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF 
MPO Executive Assistant. 
 
Guests present were:  Wayne Lembke, Grand Forks City Engineer. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Chairman Christensen declared a quorum was present. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
MOVED BY GRASSEL, SECONDED BY KERIAN, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER, 16TH, 
2005, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Beauchamp, Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Gander, Kerian, Kweit, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FY 2007-2010 T.I.P. APPLICATIONS 
 

a. North Dakota Projects 
b. Minnesota Projects 

 
Haugen reported that this agenda item does need action taken by the Executive Policy Board.  He 
referred to the packet, and explained that it includes a list of projects which have been submitted  
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for consideration of federal funding, and approval that they are consistent with the MPO’s Long 
Range Transportation Plan.  He said that he would like to begin with the Minnesota projects first. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the results of the new transportation bill is that there will be more 
funds available for projects, and for our N.W. Minnesota area that means an additional $3.4 
million dollars in 2007.  He commented that when he put the packets together, the ATP, on 
which he represents this body, and Warren Strandell represents the NWRDC, had not yet met, 
but it was hoped that East Grand Forks, Polk County, or MnDOT would try to capture some of 
those funds for our area, but it appears that that did not occur.  He added that because of this, and 
because East Grand Forks is on a rotation schedule whereby they receive funding every four 
years, there really aren’t any changes needed to the current T.I.P. for East Grand Forks.  He 
pointed out that we currently show that East Grand Forks has tentatively programmed, for their 
cycle in 2010, the construction of an intersection that Mr. Brooks will discuss in more detail 
later.   
 
Haugen reported that he also included transit requests for East Grand Forks in the packets as 
well, pointing out that it is pretty much “business as usual” on the transit side of things. 
 
Haugen reported that the City of Grand Forks made substantial revisions to what is currently 
programmed.  He explained that the major changes are the result of the deletion of the 42nd 
Grade Separation project that had been programmed.  He said that the City has brought in some 
new projects for consideration, but are also proposing some amendments to the 2006 year as 
well.  He explained that those amendments will need to be addressed separately at our February 
meeting as they were not formally approved until the City Council at last evening’s meeting, 
therefore a public meeting will need to be scheduled during the Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting, and action will need to be taken by the Executive Policy Board after that.   
 
Haugen referred to the second page of the staff report, included in the packets, and pointed out 
that it discusses some new projects that are in the process of being finalized:  1) the first one 
involves the rehabilitation of the lift station at the intersection of 32nd Avenue South/Columbia 
Road in 2008, which wasn’t done when the reconstruction was done earlier; 2) another is the 
construction of a new segment of 40th Avenue, from Washington to 20th Street, which will 
connect the segment scheduled to be done in 2006, from 20th Street to Ruemmele Road; 3) third 
is a phasing project on Gateway Drive, a maintenance project during with the first phase will 
take care of the section from I-29 to Columbia Road in 2008, and the second phase will take care 
of the section from Columbia Road to the Kennedy Bridge in 2009; and 4) lastly the City of 
Grand Forks is proposing to do two urban projects in 2009, which will also use some of the 
monies freed up by not doing the 42nd Grade  Separation project, with one being an upgrade to 
51st Street, and the other being either a rehabilitation or reconstruction project for Cherry Street, 
from 17th to 25th Avenues South. 
 
Haugen commented that Minnesota is not approving 2010 projects, while North Dakota is, so 
there is a 2010 project listed for North Dakota, which is the reconstruction of the South 
Washington Street Underpass.  He reported that North Dakota also identifies fifth-year projects 
as well, and the 2011 projects are the Columbia Road/Gateway Drive Intersection improvements 
project, and a maintenance project on the DeMers Overpass. 
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Haugen reported that as far as transit is concerned, North Dakota will simply continue on with 
it’s current system as it is at this time.  He stated that the Technical Advisory Committee met last 
Wednesday, reviewed these requests, and forwarded a recommendation to this body to approve 
them as being consistent with the Long Range Plan, and to give them a high priority ranking for 
funding.   
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it lists some newly created programs, 
some of which are still being worked on in terms of how their solicitation process will work.  He 
stated that it is hoped that they will be completed soon. 
 
Gander asked, for the North Dakota projects identified, are they projects that have been initiated 
through the Grand Forks Planning Commission, the Grand Forks City Council, and/or the Grand 
Forks County, so that everyone here is familiar with them, and agree they are their priority 
projects.  Kerian responded that the City Council did discuss these projects, and concur with 
their submittal for consideration.   
 
Christensen asked, and it is his guess that the Washington Street Underpass project is one that 
was moved back, but what is the City’s source for it’s local match of $1.5 million for this 
project.  Haugen responded that the current T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. programs used a $10 million 
dollar cost estimate for this project, with roughly $7 million of that being federal funds, but when 
the Project Concept Report was developed, a new cost estimate was determined, which raised the 
cost of the project beyond what funds were available, so the project was tabled, but because the 
42nd project is not going to be done, there was an additional $7 million dollars available for the 
City to program to other projects.  He stated that about $4 million of that $7 million has been 
programmed, thereby leaving $3 million for programming.  Christensen asked if Mr. Haugen 
was saying, then, that $1.5 million of the $3 million available could be used for this project.  
Haugen responded that there is actually $3.5 million available, and the City can ask that it be 
programmed next year when we go through the T.I.P. cycle, but right now the projects on the list 
are the projects you requested be programmed, and what will be included in the S.T.I.P.. 
 
Kerian said that when the City Council was having discussions on which projects to submit for 
consideration, one issue that came up was how we can deal with Columbia Road, from DeMers 
south, to try to deal with some of the intersection issues.  She asked if this was the appropriate 
time to bring this up to see about doing some kind of study to deal with these issues.  Haugen 
responded that he is aware of that discussion, and two of our agenda items talk actually address 
this somewhat:  1) the additional funds we have available to us to program into our Work 
Program, and 2) in our current transportation plan we show Columbia Road as being a six-lane 
roadway in the future.  He pointed out that in addition to these, we are also looking at doing an 
update to our Street and Highway Plan, and one thing that was identified in that was to take 
another look at whether or not Columbia Road needs to be a six-lane roadway, and if we don’t 
feel it does, then that would simplify the project improvements for programming.  Kerian stated 
that it is her understanding that there is both some hope and expectation that six lanes won’t be 
needed.  Christensen stated that he would like to keep the option open to be able to use the 2010 
monies for that project.  Haugen said that the 2010 monies are Regional Secondary monies,  
which are funds that cannot be used on Columbia Road as it is State Highway money.  He added 
that it can only be used on such roadways as Gateway Drive or Washington Street.  Kweit 
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commented, however, that it does create some flexibility because we could take funds that we 
might be spending on state projects, move it to Columbia, which would allow us to get more 
state money for those projects then, correct.  Haugen responded that we would need to have 
some discussions with the State to see if they would allow us to use regional monies on local 
systems, with the expectation that we would have to pay them back sometime in the future, but 
their first answer would most likely be that they are strapped for funds for all their projects 
already, so if they had extra monies available, they would most likely move them to another state 
project instead.  Christensen said that it occurs to him that we should probably start this 
conversation with them as soon as we can. 
 
Christensen stated that he would just like to throw something out for discussion. He asked, what 
if we tried to get the DOT to work with us, take the $1.5 million, or however much it actually 
turns out to be, and think about using it on the Point Bridge.  He said that he understands that 
East Grand Forks citizens don’t like the Point Bridge, and he agrees that it should be 
straightened, but somewhere along the line we have to figure out how we are going to fix that 
bridge.  Haugen commented that a decision has been made on the Point Bridge, and that is to do 
a repainting project, and spend about $2 million dollars to do so, so we would have to change the 
project scope if the decision is to straighten the bridge.  Christensen responded that he 
understands that, but let’s forget about the rules and try to figure out what we need, let’s take that 
$2 million, add a couple more here and there, and pretty soon we will have enough real money to 
build a bridge.  He asked how much a bridge costs.  Beauchamp said it would depend on where 
we would locate the bridge.  Christensen responded it would go right where it already is, but it 
will at least be straight.  Haugen stated that when the Point Bridge Project Concept report was 
done, it estimated that a replacement bridge would cost about $10 million dollars.  Grassel said 
that one thing we don’t ever want to do is to forget about bridges, even if they don’t get done in 
our lifetime, we need to plan ahead.  Christensen commented that that is what he is talking about, 
that if he can figure out how to fix a bridge problem as opposed to cleaning up an underpass, 
what would everyone else like to, because he feels that, intuitively, a bridge is more important 
than a $15 million dollar rehab of an underpass.  Haugen stated, however, that he knows that for 
NDDOT’s District Engineers, the Washington Underpass project is a high priority for him, and 
he did appear before the City Council to discuss this list.  He added that he does have a more 
detailed list of improvements on Washington Street if anyone is interested in seeing it.  
Christensen stated that he is just trying to find the funds to take care of the Point Bridge issue, 
and he doesn’t want to just drop the issue.  Kerian commented, however, that a considerable 
amount of time and discussion went into the decision to paint the Point Bridge.  Christensen 
responded that he understands this, but a $2 million dollar paint job doesn’t really solve the 
problem. 
 
Gander stated that one nice thing about the Point Bridge is that it is a neighborhood bridge, and it 
wasn’t really intended to take traffic from out-of-town East Grand Forks to out-of-town Grand 
Forks, and vice-versa, but it was built to connect neighborhoods, and he would hope that if there 
were to be a bridge located at 13th, 17th, or 32nd, it, too, would be a neighborhood bridge, and that 
the Kennedy and Merrifield Bridges are handling five times the traffic of that new bridge.  
Christensen agreed that the Point Bridge is a neighborhood bridge, but it also takes you to an 
intersection that goes either north or south, it doesn’t end in a neighborhood, so he doesn’t know 
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why people don’t use it more.   Gander pointed out that one reason the Point Bridge may not get 
used much is because of the Minnesota/4th Corridor, which is a very narrow, very bumpy road.   
 
Discussion ensued on the history of the Minnesota/4th Corridor. 
 
Haugen reminded everyone that Grand Forks does have $3 million dollars of Urban Road monies 
available that need to be programmed in the future. 
 
MOVED BY GANDER, SECONDED BY KERIAN, TO APPROVE THE FY 2007-2010 T.I.P. 
PROJECT APPLICATION AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO GIVE IT A HIGH PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Voting Aye: Beauchamp, Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Gander, Kerian, Kweit, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL E.G.F. GATEWAY DRIVE ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
Brooks stated that he would just be giving a quick update on what has occurred since the last 
Executive Policy Board meeting.  He added that staff is not requesting final approval of the plan 
today because they are still waiting for comments from MnDOT, and others, that may need to be 
implemented as well. 
 
Brooks reported that a public meeting was held last Tuesday, at which about ten people were in 
attendance, including a couple of neighborhood residents, MnDOT personnel, and East Grand 
Forks City Councilmember Dick Grassel.  He said that from comments received from the public 
meetings, as well as from other venues, the consensus appears to be that there should be a full 
access at 5th Avenue N.W., which MnDOT now seems to be okay with, but raised some concern 
about the costs to do the project, so it’s hard to know whether that is a block feature or not, or 
whether or not they really want to do the project. 
 
Brooks went on to say that in addition to the full access at 5th, they are also looking at a ¾ access 
at 2nd Avenue N.E..  He explained that there is currently a ¾ access to the north at this location, 
so by doing this they would be adding a ¾ access to the south as well.  He stated that initially 
MnDOT was opposed to an additional access here, but after discussions were held, we 
determined that by off-setting these accesses, it eliminated their fear of our asking for a full 
access and traffic light in the future.  Gander asked if doing the off-set access here, would that 
still give us a safe turning pattern.  Brooks responded that it would actually create a safer turning 
pattern movement because there would be better sight-lines. 
 
Brooks reported that MnDOT asked for where we thought a future traffic light would be located, 
east of 5th Avenue N.E., where the gas station is currently located, and we told them that the plan 
would indicate that a future traffic light, east of 5th Avenue N.E., would be located at 11th 
Avenue N.E..  He added that once the light is put in at 11th Avenue N.E., the access that is 
currently at 7th Avenue N.E. would no longer be able to remain a full access, but instead would 
become a ¾ access. 
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Gander asked, when they do the highway improvements on U.S. #2, and along Highway 81 in 
Grand Forks, when the funds come in, who pays for the frontage roads that go with the 
improvements, is it part of the package, or would it take local funds.  Haugen responded that 
there is a difference between the two States, explaining that North Dakota is more receptive to 
helping with frontage roads than Minnesota, and actually classify them as collector streets which 
makes them eligible for federal aid. 
 
Grassel asked, when we talk about 5th Avenue N.W., have we resolved some of the issues with 
the State yet, specifically that if there is a need to purchase additional property, the State will not 
participate.  Brooks responded that all of these issues will be resolved when we refine the cost 
estimates for this project.  He added that the State is saying now that the whole project would be 
our cost, not just the right-of-way costs, but the entire construction costs of the project.  He 
pointed out that, as Mr. Haugen mentioned before about the T.I.P., in 2010 we talked about 
having our $710,000 federal monies going towards that project, but because the State is coming 
in with a $3 million dollar estimate to do the entire project, we will have to refine that as 
$710,000 won’t get us very far, so we need to really look at what we need to do to get the costs 
down, as well as to find out how realistic the cost estimate they are giving us is, as MnDOT 
representatives did say that they did a lot of “eyeballing” to get their estimate, and we know they 
aren’t going to give us a low estimate.   
 
Beauchamp asked, when Mr. Brooks refers to “they said”, was he referring to just a conversation 
he had with MnDOT representatives, or to discussion held at a meeting.  Brooks responded that 
the discussion occurred prior to the public meeting held last week, and involved District 2 
representatives from MnDOT.  Beauchamp asked if the discussion took place at Mr. Brooks’ 
office in East Grand Forks.  Brooks responded it took place where the public meeting was being 
held.  He added that the representatives were Mike Kamnikar and Craig Collison.  Beauchamp 
asked if this was the States’s public input.  Brooks responded that they have given us other 
public input as well, through phone conversations that included personnel from the CO Central 
Office in St. Paul, but the latest comments came from a direct inter-face meeting with them.  He 
said that they are waiting for some additional comments, and he e-mailed them this morning to 
ask if they were going to be responding to that request.  Beauchamp said, then, that comments 
off-the-cuff from them are supposed to be treated how, as hearsay, or public comments, or what.  
Brooks responded that we are going to refine the estimates on our own, we aren’t just going to 
accept their $3 million dollar estimate as concrete.  Beauchamp asked if this was discussed at the 
Technical Advisory Committee.  Brooks responded that it was, that discussion was held on what 
was discussed at the public meeting, with Craig Collison attending the Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting.  Beauchamp asked if he had the same position at the Technical Advisory 
Committee as he did at the public meeting.  Brooks responded he did.  Beauchamp asked if 
minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee meeting were available.  Brooks responded there 
were.  Beauchamp asked that copies be sent to at least the Minnesota members of the Executive 
Policy Board.  Brooks added that he asked them in his e-mail if formal comments would be 
forthcoming from MnDOT, not just what occurred during the informal conversation prior to the 
meeting.  Beauchamp asked if the conversation regarding the comment Mr. Brooks made 
pertaining to the possibility that MnDOT may be okay with doing the 5th Avenue N.W. access 
improvements was via the telephone.  Brooks responded that it was part of the face-to-face 
conversation prior to the public meeting as well.   
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Brooks stated that, in the event we don’t hear anything more from MnDOT, if they don’t give us 
anything in writing, he is actually going to send them the comments, as he understands them.  
Beauchamp asked if we were going to remind them of what the process was in 1994, because he 
would like to know how we are supposed to do good planning, and think about long range goals 
for our community when we think we have their word to do so, and then things change and we 
have to start all over again.  Brooks responded that the good thing about this is when this plan is 
completed, this document then becomes “the plan” for that corridor, and the State adopts it as a 
Category 7, which means that this plan will govern that corridor, so we will make sure we get 
something signed by them agreeing that this is now the plan for that corridor. 
 
Gander asked if staff needed anything from the board members.  He explained that it is quite 
evident that the City of East Grand Forks is pretty determined to get some increased access 
across that roadway.  Beauchamp agreed, stating that it makes sense for the entire community to 
try to get more access on this corridor.  Gander stated that what we currently have really does 
stifle what our residents could do, whether they are in a residential neighborhood, or whether we 
are trying to enhance access to a business district, the way it is currently set up limits their 
access.  Brooks responded that this is what staff has been relaying to MnDOT as we have worked 
on this plan.   
 
Haugen commented that the real message, he thinks Mr. Brooks stated earlier, is that MnDOT is 
receptive to opening up 5th Avenue N.W. for a full intersection/access, and the only real debate 
we have how is the cost of that improvement.  Gander said that may be, unless they are still 
trying to set policy by dictating outrageously high costs, then we don’t have their agreement, so 
if they are doing that, that is as good as saying “no access”.  Haugen added that they are 
receptive to a 2nd Avenue N.E. access, to a future signal at 11th Avenue N.E., and a full access at 
14th Avenue N.E.. 
 
Christensen asked when East Grand Forks wants to do the access at 5th Avenue N.W..  Brooks 
responded that they would like it done as soon as possible.  Christensen asked how much it 
would cost to get a second engineering opinion.  Brooks responded that this is actually being 
done as part of the study.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF AMENDMENTS TO FY2006 MPO UPWP 
 
Haugen explained that what happened in 2005 with the MPO’s funding was that TEA-21 was 
extended until SAFETEA-LU issues were worked out, we were only given incremental funding 
in 2005.  He stated that we were able to get our program done, but now that SAFETEA-LU has 
been finalized we actually have an additional $200,000 in funding that has not been programmed 
so we are asking for ideas on how to program those monies through an amendment to our 2006 
Work Program.  He pointed out that the staff report identifies that there are new requirements we 
need to follow in order to fully implement SAFETEA-LU, and that in addition to the already 
programmed activities we have identified updating of the Alternative Transportation Modes 
Plan, specifically the transit section by developing a “human services coordinated transit 
component” to our plan which will allow new revenues to become available, so he is proposing 
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that staff do this in-house using some of the $200,000.  He added that there is also a need to 
update our Public Participation Plan, which was adopted back in 1994, under ISTEA, and with 
that, he estimates that about $125,000 of federal funds will be available for additional work 
program activities. 
 
Haugen referred to a list of current work program activities, and pointed out that the main ones 
are:  1) Street and Highway Plan Update; 2) Unsignalized Intersections Study; and 3) Instant 
Management Plan.  He stated, again, that we will have approximately $125,000 more in funding 
to program, and did ask the Technical Advisory Committee to work with their respective City 
Council’s to try to come up with some studies for us to do, with one suggestion being the 
Columbia Road Study, but he would ask that this body also think about what they might like to 
see done with those funds as well. 
 
Christensen asked if staff had any suggestions for studies they feel need to be done.  Haugen 
responded that one would be to try to figure out how much of Columbia Road we want to include 
in a study, otherwise it is fairly wide open as far as staff is concerned.  Kerian asked if there had 
been any suggestions made regarding looking at South Columbia, past 32nd Avenue South, or is 
it too early to start looking at doing anything there.  Haugen responded that he didn’t know if, in 
the City’s programming, they identified using any federal funds in that area.  Lembke responded 
that he isn’t aware that anything had been programmed for that area.  Haugen stated that he 
would think the timing of a study in that area should be done closer to when the actual project 
might be constructed, but it could be done if the City wanted.  Christensen suggested that if this 
area were to be studied, that 47th be included as well in order to “square-up” that portion of the 
City’s roadways.  Haugen stated that this is something that is in the Street and Highway Plan, 
that they have to get into the operation of the existing system, so signal coordination will be a 
component that will have to be studied as part of the Street and Highway Plan update.   
 
Gander asked if it was felt that the City Council, County, and MPO have a pretty good handle on 
the U.S. 2 Corridor Beautification Project, or is that something that this group might assist in.  
Haugen responded that with the Land Use Plan the MPO is doing for the City of Grand Forks, 
the Gateway Drive corridor is one of the main corridors in the plan, and they are working with 
the Gateway Drive Committee, and do have some design standards being proposed for that 
corridor.  He added that the City also recently received an enhancement project to do the 
entrance feature at 55th Street.  Gander asked, then, if that means that the MPO doesn’t have a 
need for additional funds to continue that process.  Haugen responded that staff would work with 
Mr. Lembke and Meredith Richards to see if there is any follow up required on that corridor. 
 
Haugen commented that a project that might warrant consideration would be the Central Spine 
Concept and Railroad Grade Separation north of the Louie Murray Bridge.  Gander agreed, 
adding that this was studied some time ago, but for some reason was not implemented, so it 
would be nice to revisit it and look at all the options with an open mind so that we can get a 
better defined north/south corridor through the City of East Grand Forks. 
 
Lembke stated that staff did present to the Grand Forks City Council, probably back in 
September, a list of potential projects, which was approved by the Council, and will be submitted 
to the Technical Advisory Committee next month for consideration. 
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MATTER OF REQUEST TO AMEND ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORATION MODE 
PLAN – BIKE SECTION 
 
Christensen reported that this item has been withdrawn by the applicant, and therefore is no 
longer necessary as an agenda item. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR STREET/HIGHWAY PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that the MPO is scheduled to update the Street and Highway Plan, and actually 
started doing so last year with the remapping of the Land Use Plan in order for us to know where 
traffic will be generated from, and attracted to, and by doing ground counts last fall to get a 
simulation of what traffic is like in 2005.  He added that the purpose of this agenda item is to 
obtain approval to hire a consultant to assist us with the Street and Highway Plan update. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and explained that the schedule calls for a February 10th 
informational meeting for interested consultants to attend.  He stated that the deadline for 
submittals will be in March, with selection of a consultant occurring after that, and work on the 
study commencing by April 1st, with a completion date of May 31st.  He added that we do have 
until July 1, 2007, to bring our Street and Highway Plan, as well as the rest of our plans up to 
SAFETEA-LU requirements, so that when we approve the T.I.P. that following August, we are 
in compliance. 
 
Haugen referred to the RFP (a copy of which is included in the file, and available upon request), 
pointing out that the submittal contents are pretty much standard form, and went over it briefly, 
pointing out that he indicates that the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan really has three 
elements to it:  1) Street and Highway; 2) Alternative Modes, which includes transit, bus, and 
bike; and 3) ITS, Intelligent Transportation System, which includes things like signal 
coordination, signal prioritization, etc..    
 
Haugen commented that, historically, river crossings have been a huge impact for us, but he 
thinks we now have decided on the two future locations, with a bridge at Merrifield being first, 
and then a bridge at 32nd Avenue South second, so this analysis is not to revisit those issues, it is 
just to validate that those are sound decisions.  Christensen stated that he wants the sentence,   
“The update should re-analyze these recommendations to assure their continued validity” 
deleted.  
 
Haugen went on to state that the other issues being looked at by this study is the expansion of 
Columbia Road to six lanes between DeMers Avenue and 32nd Avenue South, and the grade 
separation at 42nd, which our current plan assumed would be constructed, but now, because that 
is not going to occur, we need to make a change to our financial plan to accommodate the 
change.  Christensen asked about the statement, “A Project Concept Report will soon be 
finalized, which will identify the preferred alternative”, stating that a preferred alternative has 
not been determined yet.  Haugen responded that it is his understanding that a public meeting 
will be held on this PCR soon.  Lembke stated that this is correct, adding that they will continue 
with the PCR, will finish the study phase, and move on with the final design, then put it on the 
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shelf.  Haugen pointed out that the last two words of that same paragraph “and the” should be 
removed from the sentence. 
 
Kerian asked if this RFP has already been distributed.  Haugen responded that it has not, that he 
needed approval from both the Technical Advisory Committee, and this board before distributing 
it.  He stated that the Technical Advisory Committee did review it, and recommended the 
Executive Policy Board approve it.  Kerian pointed out that the word “preliminary” is 
misspelled.   
 
MOVED BY KERIAN, SECONDED BY GANDER, TO APPROVE THE REQUEST FOR 
PROPOSALS FOR THE UPDATE TO THE STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT OF THE 
MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, SUBJECT TO THE DELETION OF 
THE SENTENCE:  “THE UPDATE SHOULD RE-ANALYZE THESE 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO ASSURE THEIR CONTINUED VALIDITY”; TO THE 
REMOVAL OF THE WORDS “AND THE” AT THE END OF LAST SENTENCE IN 
PARAGRAPH FIVE OF THE SCOPE OF WORK; AND TO CORRECT THE  WORD 
“PRELIMINARY”AT THE TOP OF THE SCOPE OF WORK PAGE. 
 
Voting Aye: Beauchamp, Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Gander, Kerian, Kweit, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF FY2005 WORK PROGRAM 
ADJUSTMENT 
 
Haugen reported that we find the need to amend our 2005 Work Program at the end of the year.  
He explained that staff is requesting that funds be shifted from our Transportation Planning fund 
to our Program Administration and Program Support and Coordination Fund.  He said that the 
primary reason for this is due to the switch in staff we had in May and June. 
 
MOVED BY KWEIT, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2005 WORK 
PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT AS SUBMITTED.  
 
Voting Aye: Beauchamp, Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Gander, Kerian, Kweit, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. FEBRUARY MEETING 
 
Haugen stated that we do need to set a meeting of the Executive Policy Board in February.  He 
explained that the Technical Advisory Committee meets on February 8th, so anytime after that 
date would be best.  After some discussion it was determined that a meeting date of Friday, 
February 10, 2006, be scheduled. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY GANDER, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 18, 2006, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:07 P.M.. 
 
Voting Aye: Beauchamp, Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Gander, Kerian, Kweit, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis 
Executive Assistant 
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