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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, October 20th, 2010 – 12:00 Noon 

Grand Forks County Commissioners Chambers 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Gary Malm, Chairman, called the October 20th, 2010, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:02 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Gary Malm, Warren Strandell, Mike 
Powers, Dick Grassel, Greg Leigh, Steve Adams, and Doug Christensen.   
 
Absent were:  Tyrone Grandstrand. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks City Engineer; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks City 
Planner; Sara Aultman, MNDOT; and Dean Rau, Assistant Grand Forks City Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Matt Leal, GF/EGF MPO Planning 
Technician; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Chairman Malm declared a quorum was present.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 15TH, 2010, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE 
POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY GRASSEL, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 15TH, 
2010, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Leigh, Powers, Adams, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF RAILROAD CROSSING STUDIES 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and stated that we hope to be at the final stage for two of the 
three Railroad Crossing reports we hired SRF to do for us.  He said that the two we are seeking 
approval for today are the Quiet Zone Assessment and the Mill Spur Feasibility Study reports.   
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Haugen explained that the third report is specific to Bacon Road, and we are still working on it, 
but hope to have it completed by the end of the year. 
 
Haugen reported that both the Quiet Zone Assessment and the Mill Spur Feasibility Study 
reports have been through the City of Grand Forks’ approval process, and was reviewed by the 
Technical Advisory Committee at their meeting last Thursday, and all are recommending 
approval of both reports. 
 
Haugen explained that in terms of the Quiet Zone Assessment, we had ten crossings on the 
Grand Forks side and four on the East Grand Forks side that we were seeking for quiet zone 
status.  He stated that East Grand Forks’ City Council did direct us, back in January, how to 
proceed with their crossings, with the result being that they are going to upgrade the equipment 
at all four crossings in order to make them eligible for quieting at a later time. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Grand Forks side, we were waiting for BNSF to give us a final price 
point on the 10th crossings, which is the one at 55th Street North, by the Amtrak Depot, and were 
finally given that information last week, with a cost estimate of $175,000 to get it upgraded for 
quieting.  He said that all the other crossings are currently in the midst of completing the quieting 
procedure. 
 
Haugen reported that the City of Grand Forks has already sent out the notice of intent to establish 
quiet zones at all the other crossings, and will soon be sending out a notice of establishment for 
the three downtown crossings, which also includes DeMers Avenue and 42nd Street.  He 
explained that there are six different zones, one being the “Glasston” zone, which runs parallel to 
42nd Street, and includes DeMers Avenue, 6th Avenue, and Gateway Drive.  He said that the 
notice of intent had a 60-day comment period, which expired last week, so the next step is to do 
the notice of establishment, assuming there were no comments received that would cause the 
City to need to re-evaluate that zone.  He added that once the notice of establishment is sent out, 
there will be a 21-day comment period before the crossings can be quieted, so if everything goes 
well those crossings should be quieted before Thanksgiving in the downtown area. 
 
Haugen stated that the two crossings by the Amtrak Depot are a month behind the downtown 
crossings, so it will be around Christmas when they are quieted, and the last one on North 55th 
Street will need to have the upgrades made to it’s equipment before it can be processed through 
the quiet zone process.  He added that the upgrade includes installing constant warning time and 
replacement of the existent equipment. 
 
Haugen reported that the Quiet Zone Assessment report itself, for the most part has already 
begun to be implemented, so we are now seeking approval of the report. 
 
Haugen commented that the Mill Spur Feasibility Study involved looking at ten crossings along 
the Mill Spur, between 2nd Avenue North and Gateway Drive.  He stated that they worked with 
the neighborhood committee to help us with the study, and the end result is a recommendation to  
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close three of the ten crossings, and to work at upgrading the remaining seven crossings by 
converting them from passive active warning crossings, meaning instead of just having cross-
bucks, we would be putting in flashing lights and gates, and eventually making them eligible for 
quiet zone status.  He added that there are some other improvements that have been suggested 
along the rail corridor, including some landscaping and trails with rails proposal, all of which 
have different funding sources identified in the report. 
 
Haugen stated that this is a costly endeavor, but, hopefully as funds become available, we can 
begin improving the railroad crossing safety along that corridor, and make it fit in better with the 
neighborhood as well. 
 
Christensen asked Mr. Grasser, if we approve this, and it comes time to implement any of the 
recommendations, will it impact the Highway User’s Fund, will we have to change our T.I.P..  
Grasser responded that the question of funding is a good one, but they haven’t really gone 
through that implementation piece, but, for example, the closing of a crossing, typically they 
would special assess some of those road repairs, however he suspects that for a closing they may 
not want to, but then again if we want to do it, it may impact our budgets.  He added that they 
have not programmed this in any of their budgets yet at this time, but those would be good 
budget discussions to have.   
 
Christensen asked how many years out it will be before these closures might take place, as we 
are programmed at least five years out right now.  Grasser responded that he is thinking that the 
full implementation of this would be quite a ways out yet.  He said that their first desire would be 
to access some of those state monies again, such as those we are using on 55th.  He added that the 
first priority is the mainline, and that will take us out several years, but it is a matter of how big a 
priority the council wants to place on some of those projects. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE QUIET ZONE 
ASSESSMENT AND THE MILL SPUR FEASIBILITY STUDY FINAL REPORTS. 
 
Voting Aye: Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Leigh, Powers, Adams, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 47 TH AVENUE SOUTH STUDY RFP 
 
Ellis reminded the board that the MPO received some additional planning funds, which allowed 
us to be able to do some additional studies, and this is one of those studies.  She explained that 
the City of Grand Forks’ Engineering Department submitted a request for the MPO to do 
proposal for the 47th Avenue South Corridor, between South Washington Street and 32nd Avenue 
South. 
 
Ellis referred to page 53 of the packet, and pointed out that the section being studied is located 
within the black lines.  She reported that they are looking at it primarily for transportation 
improvements only, and, based on the Long Range Transportation Plan, there are some road  
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improvements shown that will increase the lane width.  She explained that this is currently a 
rural section, and this study will be giving us ideas as to how we can urbanize this section of 
roadway, in terms of what the lanes will look like with access control for right-in/right-out 
access.  She added that that one of the suggestions was to look at different options for the 
Columbia Road/47th Avenue South Intersection itself, as the elevations are quite different 
between the two, and, because there is a school located there, they will also be looking at transit, 
safety features, and all modes of travel.  
 
Ellis stated that two things that will kind of guide the study, that we must consider, are:  1) the 
possibility of an interchange at I-29, which may affect traffic patterns and average daily traffic 
numbers; and 2) the construction of the Wellness Center, which will be located on the corner of 
South Washington and 47th Avenue South.   
 
Ellis reported that, basically the RFP will be looking at transportation improvements, conditions, 
and analysis; current and future impacts of an Interchange at I-29; the impacts of additional 
construction such as another school, the Wellness Center, etc.; and all modes of travel such as 
transit, bike/ped, etc..    
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO APPROVE THE 47TH AVENUE 
SOUTH STUDY RFP. 
 
Christensen asked about a bridge.  Ellis asked what he meant.  Christensen explained that if you 
are talking about impacting that corridor, that whole road has been designed, if or when it is 
designed, if you don’t have an exit onto 47th.  He stated that he is just anticipating the debate 
going back to 32nd, 47th, so you should probably have that as part of the study.  Ellis responded 
that they will have to use the information that is included in the Long Range Transportation Plan 
right now, in terms of future bridge locations, specifically the traffic information.   
 
Leigh asked if there wasn’t housing located on the east end of that roadway.  Christensen 
responded there was.  Leigh asked if they wouldn’t have to buy those homes if a bridge were to 
be located there.  Christensen responded that he would imagine they would, and added that there 
will be all kinds of issues there someday.  He added that they will have just as much of a 
problem purchasing the housing on the east end of 32nd as well, maybe even more of a problem, 
so if this is all about planning, which is what he thinks it is supposed to be, you should probably 
think about that because he knows that East Grand Forks would like to see a bridge located at 
10th.  Leigh responded that one at 17th would be sufficient.  Christensen stated that they would 
have to buy that whole street, but if you aren’t going to plan for it then you will just have it 
coming at you if and when somebody decides it should be there 15 years from now.  Ellis 
reported that they will look at the impact of traffic from the east.   
 
Voting Aye: Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Leigh, Powers, Adams, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE WASHINGTON STREET/UNDERPA SS STUDY 
RFP 
 
Haugen reported that, again, this is one of the additional work activities this body approved for 
the additional funds that became available.  He stated that this study will look at the South 
Washington Street Corridor, and the Washington Street Underpass. 
 
Haugen explained that the study area will begin at 17th Avenue South, with the real focus 
beginning where the road transitions to a divided highway at Hammerling, and will continue 
north to the divided highway at 8th Avenue North.   
 
Haugen stated that this section of highway is all State Highway, Business 81, and the DOT is 
trying to figure out how to program improvements along this stretch of highway.  He reported 
that it has a base of concrete, with some asphalt overlays, and is to the point where they are 
considering replacement of the roadway.  He added that with replacement of the roadway they 
would be entering into some design issues that would need to be updated, primarily access issues 
and sidewalks needing ADA upgrades. 
 
Haugen commented that when we get to the DeMers Avenue Intersection and the Underpass, we 
have some level of service issues that, should reconstruction occur, would increase the cost of 
the project considerably in order for us to meet the desired level of service at the intersection.  
He reported that part of the Long Range Transportation Plan recommendation for dealing with 
the level of service issues is to actually not achieve the preferred level of service for that 
intersection, but to accept one grade level of service lower at that intersection.   He explained 
that it was a bit of a compromise between the cost of the project to make it an acceptable level of 
service, and the right of way impact.   
 
Haugen reported that, even with the recommended level of service, it is likely that we would 
need to purchase additional right-of-way from the adjacent properties, and this creates an issue as 
to how this would impact the Central Fire Station property. 
 
Haugen stated that the DOT has been interested in trying to determine how best to address the 
underpass structure for a number of years.  He said that last year they did present to us the 
possibility of a 2015 funding request for urban regional monies to replace the entire structure, but 
are now asking that we look at other options that might allow us to keep the structure in place, 
but to rehab it to extend its life.   
 
Haugen commented that, with the decision that takes place on DeMers and Washington, and 
potential expansion of that intersection impacts, then, the existing underpass structure, so as part 
of this study we will be asking for assistance in determining how we can deal with the existing 
structure in place and still accomplish some of the other things the NDDOT would like to 
accomplish with a project along this corridor.  He added that, as we go north, we will be looking 
at dealing with some access and ADA issues, and not many operational issues.   
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Powers asked if there were any plans to widen the corridor.  Haugen responded that they don’t 
anticipate it, however the Long Range Transportation Plan does identify a need for widening at 
the DeMers/Washington Intersection.   
 
Haugen reported that the one big issue is whether or not the roadway needs to be replaced, or can 
we do something to prolong the life of the roadway and in-turn delay some of the access issues.  
He stated that, because of the large ticket, if we were just to do the roadway itself for 
reconstruction, it would be a multi-million dollar project; and then if you throw in the 
intersection you would be adding several more millions of dollars; and then throw in the 
potential replacement of the underpass you add even more millions again; so with the financial 
constraints we are facing, one of the outcomes of this study will be help assist us in identifying 
not only what we can do, but also how we can phase the cost of the project through the funding 
cycles so that we can ultimately improve that corridor to bring it up to where we need it to be. 
 
Powers commented that it was also mentioned that the railroad portion of the underpass is also 
substandard, so he would assume that BNSF will be kicking in some funding to help with the 
project as well.  Haugen responded that there is a little bit that BNSF is required to kick in on 
when we do a grade separation, but it is less than 5%, somewhere around 3% or 3 ¼ % that they 
would have to contribute.  Powers asked if it wouldn’t impact their yard as well.  Haugen 
responded that it may impact their yard, but will depend on what the outcome of the study will 
be.  He added that if a total reconstruction is done, depending on how it is accomplished, it could 
impact their yard considerably.   
 
Grassel asked if a study wasn’t done recently on the DeMers/Washington Intersection.  Haugen 
responded that, as part of our Long Range Transportation Plan we address the intersection 
concerns all the time.  He added that our current recommendation, which we went over with the 
NDDOT to obtain consideration from them, is to go with a lower level of service than is 
typically required at such an intersection.  He stated that the recommendation is to essentially 
add some through lanes for all four directions, and to shift most of the right-of-way requirements 
to the north side property to minimize the impact to the gas station and restaurant to the south, 
however by doing this you start impacting the driveway to the firestation, which is why the 
firestation becomes important to the RFP process. 
 
Haugen summarized by reiterating that the DOT requested we do this study; it is included as part 
of our work program utilizing the additional funds the MPO received; this is the RFP that we 
will send out to the consultants; this is the draft scope of work that we worked with the DOT and 
local staff to identify what we are asking the consultant to do; and the end result will be a report 
at the end of next year that will identify the recommended improvements to be done, the 
estimated cost, and a phased in budget to implement the recommendations. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE WASHINGTON 
STREET/UNDERPASS STUDY RFP. 
 
Voting Aye: Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Leigh, Powers, Adams, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF MNDOT VISIONING 
 
Haugen introduced Sara Aultman, MnDOT, and explained that she is MnDOT’s MPO liaison, 
and is here to give a brief presentation on their upcoming visioning process.   
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file, and available upon request). 
 
Aultman concluded by saying that this visioning process will lead directly into the next statewide 
transportation plan, which in-turn will feed into all of their modal system and investment plans, 
so there will be real continuity. 
 
Strandell stated that last night he heard Representative Bernie Lieder say that there are all kinds 
of programs and projects that are siphoning off transportation monies from our highway systems, 
and asked if this is another siphon job.  Aultman responded that the short answer would be yes, it 
is taking monies away from constructing highways, but from MnDOTs perspective this is 
something that their commissioner strongly believes we need to do to be successful in the future.  
She explained that their District 4, around the Fargo-Morehead area, are getting questions from a 
lot of local jurisdictions, such as “we hear you have this complete streets bill, so what are you 
doing, how is it changing things”, and we just have no idea as to how it is supposed to feed into 
everything they are doing, so it is their commissioner’s thought that if we really engage with our 
stakeholders, it will get us on the right pathway, so he believes it is important, and will be one of 
his projects.  Strandell commented that this sounds like a conflict between the representative and 
the commissioner. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NDDOT ITEMS 
 
Haugen reported that with Minnesota giving a presentation on the update of their Statewide 
Transportation Plan; North Dakota held some regional meetings, which you are already aware of, 
as well as a statewide meeting, which you were also aware of, and they are now in the process of 
going over the outcome of those meetings, so he offered NDDOT to give an update on their 
process as well. 
 
Haugen stated that both the Minnesota Planning Process and the North Dakota Planning Process 
are integrated with our planning process, so we need to be cooperative with those processes, and 
they with ours. 
 
Haugen commented that there are three items we asked them to update us on:   
 

1. Organizational Restructuring Of The NDDOT – Haugen stated that NDDOT used to have  
a planning and programming division, and, as you are aware from our processes, the 
planning is developing the Long Range Transportation Plan and programming is doing  
the annual four year identification of projects for funding of the plan.  He said that  
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NDDOT is now splitting those into two separate divisions, and the MPO will be under the 
planning division, but will continue to have close contact with the programming division as 
well.  He stated that NDDOT also added a safety division, so instead of having one division 
to deal with we will now be dealing with three or more. 

 
2. Received Additional $48,000,000 In Federal Funds – Haugen reported that at the end of 

the Federal Fiscal Year North Dakota received an additional $48,000,000.  He explained 
that there are states that don’t utilize every dime of their allotted funding, so those funds 
are now being redistributed amongst all those states that did spend all their monies, and 
North Dakota is being allotted $48,000,000.  He stated that this is being allotted with the 
typical 80/20 match, so North Dakota will need to come up with a $12,000,000 match, 
which is how we arrive at a total of $60,000,000.  He commented that at last weeks 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting, the state was still trying to identify what pots of 
funds those monies are coming from, and how they may trickle down to the City and 
County levels. 

 
3. Statewide Transportation Needs – Haugen referred to page 118 of the packet, and pointed 

out that it is a summary table that was discussed back in May at the Statewide Meeting, 
and attempts to identify the funding financial situation, long-term, in the State of North 
Dakota.  He stated that the blue line indicates that, as the cost of inflation goes up, we are 
not able to maintain our current level of service on the statewide system.  He said that in 
order to accomplish being able to maintain the current system, we would need an 
additional $1.7 billion dollars.  He pointed out that the red line indicates that if we were 
actually able to improve our system, not just from the current conditions, but to what the 
State identified in their HPCS (Highway Performance Classification System), we would 
need an additional $.8 billion dollars.  He stated that throughout the regional meetings, 
they received input from the public and others as to what the public would like to see 
achieved with the state system, and with that is an enhanced level of service, but in order 
to achieve that we would need an additional $3.5 billion dollars. 

 
Haugen stated that part of the reason this table was provided is because the Legislative 
Session is about to begin, and there is a surplus of funds in the State of North Dakota.  He 
added that there have been interim committees meeting to discuss potential bill drafts that 
would infuse funds into the highway system, but this is just highlighting what the 
potential need is to improve our transportation system. 

 
Haugen stated that the last thing he would like to focus on, going back to page 99 of the packet, 
are the five transportation programs listed: 
 

1. County Roadway Planning – Haugen commented that both the County Roadway 
Planning and Access Management areas are heavily driven by the oil activity out in the 
western part of the state, so really, when they are talking about county roadway planning 
they are trying to somehow address getting ahead of the oil development curve with the 
roadway system out there.   
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2. Access Management – Haugen reported that in terms of access management they are 
trying to make it so that not every development along the highway has direct access onto 
the state highway, which is getting to be a major problem out in the western part of the 
state.  

 
3. Statewide Oversize/Overload Permitting – Haugen stated that this area concerns truck 

sizes and load limits and who actually regulates, permits, and receives finds for those. 
 

4. Regional Transit Services 
 

5. State Agency Transportation Coordination – Haugen reported that both the Regional 
Transit Services and State Agency Transportation Coordination areas are somewhat less 
important to the public. 

 
Haugen reported, then, that as we talk about the financial need that is out there, the State DOT, at 
least, was focusing in on these five areas, and the outcome will probably focus on just those three 
areas in which we will see a lot of change occur.  He added that there is a real struggle with the 
oil activity out in the western part of the state, increasing some of the demands and needs out 
there, but there is still, statewide, a lot of needs to maintain what we have and to make some 
improvements because what we are maintaining isn’t the desired level of service that we have 
identified, and what the public has identified. 
 
Haugen stated that they hope to get a final report, which was due in September, and will forward 
the web-link once it becomes available.  He added that he did include the regional meeting 
outcome that was held in Grand Forks.  He said that there are some things available that address 
some of the things we do as an MPO. 
 
Information only.  

   
MATTER OF CITY OF GRAND FORKS ENGINEERING DEPARTMEN T 
PRESENTATION 
 
Al Grasser, Grand Forks City Engineer, was present to give a brief presentation concerning some 
projects the City of Grand Forks may submit for consideration of funding in the next T.I.P. cycle.   
 
Grasser reported that staff actually brought this issue to the Grand Forks Service Safety 
Committee back in May, so part of what he has today are just excerpts from that meeting.  He 
stated that, without going through the entire report, NDDOT programs funds for several years in 
advance due to complexity and advance work needed to access these funds, and we are 
programmed out to 2015 to 2016, and the projects he would like to discuss today aren’t projects 
that can just be slipped in. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
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Grasser commented that the problem they have is that their needs greatly exceed their capacity 
for funding, both at the federal and local levels, and the City Engineering Department has 
identified three projects they really feel need to be done immediately:  1) the Minnesota/4th 
Avenue Corridor; 2) 47th Avenue South from Washington to Columbia; and 3) South Columbia 
from 46th to 47th.   He explained that they continue to get an increasing amount of phone calls 
from people regarding traffic concerns at all three locations.  
 
Grasser pointed out that compounding the issue, by the end of 2014 our Federal Aid Urban 
balance is virtually zero; our infrastructure sales tax is running a deficit; and the Highway Users 
Fund is carrying a balance of about $1 million dollars; there is some money in there.  He added 
that some of those statements have changed a little bit with decisions the City Council has made, 
as they reluctantly decided to extend some special assessment processes to help come up with 
our local match, and that will help extend some of our local infrastructure sales tax a little bit, but 
it still starts to zero out about 2016 or so. 
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Grasser commented that his expectations are that federal funding will be robust through 2011, 
and possibly out to 2013, but then there will be an increasing risk of financial shortfalls (either 
real dollar reduction or lack of inflation adjusted dollars), especially at the local level.  He stated 
that as the resources get tighter, each entity is, and rightly so, putting their own interests first. 
 
Grasser stated that there have been some new developments and considerations as they look at 
these three projects, and they include the fact that there has been significant amounts of 
Granitoid de-listed from the National Register, pavement cross-sections have been developed, 
and traffic growth graphs are available.  He referred to a map, and explained that the areas shown 
in orange are the areas that were included in the original federal register, back in the early 1990s.  
He reported that about two years ago a re-evaluation of all the granitoid areas was done, and the 
findings were submitted to our local preservation society, SHPPO, and all the way to the federal 
level for approval, and as a result, a considerable amount of granitoid was de-listed.  He pointed 
out that the areas they want to maintain on the register are shown in green on the map, and they 
want the local community to make an extra effort to maintain this reduced inventory of granitoid.   
 
Grasser reported that Minnesota/4th has, for the most part, been de-listed, although there is one 
area, from Cottonwood to Walnut, which still remains on the system.  He referred to the traffic 
growth graph, and explained that staff did a couple of quick graphics to illustrate the levels of 
service and traffic growth patterns on Minnesota/4th in order to get a sense of where we are at 
and where we are going in terms of the congestion level on the corridor.  He pointed out that it 
shows that in 2035, and even earlier, we start showing a significant drop in the levels of service.  
He added, however, that he wants to note that this is just a generic type of analysis, and there 
aren’t any intersection analysis included, although there is some information they developed 
based on how many lanes of traffic there are, so there isn’t a super level of precision, just a sense 
of where we are at and where we are going. 
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Grasser referred to a slide illustrating the existing cross-sections of Minnesota/4th.  He said that 
they have an existing 31-foot street, and any reconstruction would maintain that width, and that 
is really a hard criteria for the historical society because part of what is historical here is not just 
the pavement, but also the trees, and any kind of widening, and even maintaining what’s there 
now, will be difficult to accomplish without impacting historical elements of the roadway. 
 
Grasser commented that one of the alternatives they looked at is a mill and overlay.  He stated 
that that would maintain the same street width, the same capacities, but would really focus on 
addressing the rideability issues.  He added that in their estimates, when we get to them, they do 
include some monies for some new curb and gutter and patches because there are some places 
where the curb and gutter have standing water.   
 
Grasser stated that this is a process that he isn’t really terribly enamored with as he prefers to 
keep concrete concrete, and he fought that issue for a number of years, but, particularly last year, 
when we received some of the stimulus money, because we have so many streets with rideabilty 
issues that aren’t really to the point where a full reconstruction is necessary, we ended up having 
to accept doing a lot of mill and overlay work, and because of the economy, etc., we will 
probably be seeing a lot more of this in the future. 
 
Grasser reported that the mill and overlay would begin just west of the intersection of Cherry 
Street, and will continue along the corridor, however, because this is a minimal cost option, we 
wouldn’t address anything we don’t absolutely have to, from a rideabilty standpoint, so the 
section between Chestnut and Walnut will not be done because it is still on the register; the piece 
right before the river was reconstructed recently, and is in good shape; and where we make that 
nasty corner down there the concrete is in good shape as well; so none of those areas will be 
overlayed. 
 
Grasser commented that they came up with several cost alternatives: 
 

Option “1A” entails just doing the mill and overlay work, at an estimated cost of 
$650,000, however, most likely when they do the work they will need to target some 
additional monies to some historic preservation activities as well.  He explained that in 
the past the MPO got a lot of citizen input, and worked with the historical society, and 
came up with some context sensitive items and historical items that they were wanting to 
evaluate.  He stated that what they are proposing to do is to, rather than to go with the 
normal rehab cost split of 50% city funds and 50% assessments, having the City cover 
100% of the costs of the rehab in order to ensure the project doesn’t get protested out, and 
finally gets done, but to balance that if the neighborhood wants some of the context 
sensitive work done, those costs would be special assessed.   
 
Option “1B” shows some of the context sensitive items, and would increase the cost of 
the project to about $1.3 million.   

 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, October 20th, 2010 
 
 

 12 
 

Option “1C” is an estimate they put together to reconstruct the one block that is still 
maintained, and is a baseline estimate that the committee asked them to add.  He pointed 
out that to do that one block of work, without intersections, would cost about $137,000; 
and to reconstruct it with some historical items would cost about $186,000.  He added 
that, because the cost is so minimal, per committee discussion, rather than special 
assessing it they may just pick the cost up as well. 
 
Option “2A” entails doing a street reconstruction for the entire corridor, at a cost of $4.4 
million dollars. 
 
Option “2B” entails doing the entire street reconstruction, including the historical issues 
and context sensitive issues as well, at a cost of over $7 million dollars.   

 
Grasser summarized by saying that the minimum mill and overlay project would be about 
$450,000, and could probably be done in 2012; the mill and overlay project with the historical 
context could probably be done in 2013, at a cost of $1,300,000, and would include more public 
input because of the special assessments; and doing the second between Chestnut and Walnut, at 
a cost of $190,000, could be done in 2013; a full reconstruction would cost about $4,400,000, 
with about $2,900,000 in federal funds and $800,000 in city and assessment funds; and a full 
reconstruction with all the historical and context sensitive items could cost about $7,000,000, 
and, he thinks most everything would qualify for federal dollars, so if they want to maximize the 
federal dollars on that it would be about $4,800,000 to $5,000,000; city costs would be about 
$1,000,000 and assessments would be about $1,200,000.   
 
Grasser commented that they kind of put 47th Avenue South on the back burner, and didn’t do a 
full evaluation.   
 
Grasser reported that, for South Columbia Road, they are looking at new construction, basically 
from 36th Avenue down to just past 47th Avenue where you tie back in, and would include traffic 
signals at 36th, 40th, and 47th, with a ¾ intersection at the Wal-Mart/Super-One driveway 
connection. 
 
Grasser referred to a slide illustrating traffic growth patterns, and went over it briefly.   
 
Grasser commented that there are a couple of options they are looking at for this corridor.  He 
explained that the existing pavement is 24-feet wide, and one option would be to widen it to a 
five-lane, 65-foot wide roadway, without medians, like the section from 13th Avenue to 17th 
Avenue currently is; and the other option would be a five-lane section with a median, 74-feet 
wide, which is what is shown as being in the Long Range Transportation Plan. 
 
Grasser pointed out that the cost of the five-lane section is about $10,000,000; and when we add 
the median it increases to about $11,000,000.  He explained that, of the $10,000,000 for the five-
lane section, $7,000,000 will come from federal funds and the remainder from assessments and 
city funds; and of the$11,000,000 for the five-lane with median section, $7,000,000 will come 
from federal funds, but the city costs will increase somewhat. 
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Grasser summarized by saying that he has really struggled with these issues the last few years 
because he knows there is a lot of need on Minnesota/4th, but the problem is, from a financial 
standpoint, they tend to be mutually exclusive, and he has been trying to figure out how we can 
accomplish all three of them within that very short timeframe, but we don’t have enough federal 
money to cover them.  He stated that one option they discussed when going through the 
budgeting process, was to specially assess 47th Avenue South in its entirety, but that wasn’t a 
very popular option.  He said that they are trying to determine how best to address all of these 
issues as best they can. 
 
Grasser stated that in the end, his recommendation is to: 
 

1. Mill and overlay Minnesota/4th in 2012. 
2. Assess costs above the base mill and overlay, but the city will cover the entire 

mill and overlay project. 
3. Negotiate with the historical society on issues they have concerns with. 
4. Test preservation on Granitoid. 
5. Add Columbia Road to 2015. 
6. 47th Avenue South – Plan for 2016 or 2017. 

 
Grasser commented, however, that he knows that in order to accomplish any of this an 
amendment will be necessary to the Long Range Transportation Plan, which will take some time.  
He stated that Mr. Haugen did provide some input as to how we might structure the process in 
the mean time as we have to identify our 2015 project in the next month or so, which doesn’t 
give us much time to redo the transportation plan.   
 
Christensen stated that it seems to him that, for some reason, certain things become sacrosanct 
around here, which apparently is your long range planning process.  He added that it seems like 
there is a disconnect here between the MPO staff and the city trying to get things moved up here 
for Columbia Road and 47th, and he would like to see how we get that handled as he doesn’t see 
what is so magical about 30 or 90 days.  He said that, to him, the staff should be able to work 
something like that out.  Grasser commented that these federal processes are just hard to get 
around.  Christensen responded that he understands that, but we just heard Nancy tell us, and you 
were sitting through the whole thing, about the planning for 47th, and everybody knows that is a 
need, an incredible need because most of the people that actually come down Belmont Road go 
out to the shopping mall either hit 32nd or they take 40th out to avoid the stop-lights.  
 
Christensen asked what we can do to expedite the planning process, as a body, so this thing can 
be moved on down the road because, obviously if it doesn’t move down the road, when Al 
comes to us and we are going to try to move up on 4th, and fix it all up, we are going to spend 
some of our money to do it, which we should, because of East Grand Forks, but then its like, 
well, the question will be what’s the trade off for the City of Grand Forks, so he would ask that 
this body direct staff to try to expedite the process as best they can, in light of the federal rules, 
as we probably can’t get around those, but maybe we can have parallel paths to move it down the 
line. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, October 20th, 2010 
 
 

 14 
 

Haugen referred to page 137 and pointed out that it lays out that path.  Christensen stated that he 
has his document open to that page, but he is trying to shorten that if he can.  Haugen responded 
that that is as short as it can be, that is the expedited process.  He added that, as he wrote in the 
staff report, from the federal perspective, even to change how we engage the public in our public 
participation plan, we have a 45-day period just to change our plan as to how we are going to 
reach the public in our processes.  He stated that he has laid out some strategy for the city to 
consider, and he would call it a “placeholder”, a project of equal dollar amount, which is a 
strategy they have used in the past.  He said that, as Al has identified, they are asking for more 
than our annual allocation of funds from the NDDOT, so we will be borrowing one year ahead, 
but if we don’t ask for a project that sort of reserves the funds for us, then of course they won’t 
place those funds in that particular year.  Christensen asked what project could we ask for, or 
defer as the projects in our plan.  He stated that the first one that comes to mind, always, is the 
underpass at 42nd.  Grasser responded that he thinks that one is already in the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and as he understands it we need to pick one that is in the mid-term.  He 
said that he really wasn’t prepared to make a recommendation today, but if he has to the one that 
comes to mind, at the risk of not everyone being very happy with him, would be the Merrifield 
Road River Crossing, as he thinks the interchange needs to come in first.  Haugen responded that 
that is really an apple to orange suggestion, as that project would be funded from a different 
funding source than what would be used for these projects.  He explained that the Merrifield 
Bridge would be funded with county monies, and we need to be looking at a project that would 
be funded with city urban funds. 
 
Christensen asked, then, if Mr. Grasser was just here to give the report, or is he asking for 
something.  Grasser responded that his intention today was just to get some feedback, as they are 
floating this out as kind of a roadmap, but if the MPO is supporting this he would certainly like 
to see that input back as it tells us that we need to start grinding through all the detail stuff to 
make it happen as best they can.  He said that he just wanted to find out where the MPO stands 
on this.  Christensen stated, from that standpoint, if the MPO supports us, the question really is 
that most of the money that we would be spending would be money out of our share of any 
federal dollars anyway, so is this something that the Service Safety Committee has approved, and 
would like, and is it something that you will be asking the City Council to approve of, or have 
you already done that.  Grasser responded that he thinks that what will happen, based on what he 
is hearing here, is that they are going to, and there are only about three weeks left for them to 
bring their recommended 2015 project through Service Safety and City Council, and at that time 
city staff will work with Mr. Haugen to find out if there are other motions and things that we 
need to include on that to help expedite things, and if that means that we take action to modify 
another project on the list, they will try to include that in the motion, but the basic concept will 
be that if we support this as a 2015 project, they will assemble the report and move it forward in 
that manner. 
 
Christensen said, then, that there are still a lot of steps required to move this forward on our side 
first before we can move it forward.  Grasser agreed.     
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE ACCEPTING 
THE REPORT AND GENERAL RECOMMENDATION SUBJECT TO MORE DETAIL 
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BEING BROUGHT BACK TO US FROM BOTH GRAND FORKS CITY STAFF AND MPO 
STAFF.  
 
Voting Aye: Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Powers, Adams, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 
20TH, 2010, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:25 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Grassel, Strandell, Malm, Powers, Adams, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


