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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, October 19th, 2011 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Warren Strandell, Chairman, called the October 19th, 2011, meeting of the MPO Executive 
Policy Board to order at 12:10 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Warren Strandell, Mike Powers, Mike 
Pokrzywinski, Steve Adams, Greg Leigh, and Doug Christensen.   
 
Absent were:  Gary Malm and Tyrone Grandstrand. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF Planner; Bryan McCoy, GF/EGF Intern; and Peggy 
McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:   Mark Nelson, MNDOT; Jon Markusen, KLJ Engineering; Mike Bittner, 
KLJ Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Strandell declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 21 ST, 2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 21ST, 
2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Powers, Adams, Strandell, and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF PRESENTATION OF DRAFT MINNESOTA GO VISION  
 
Nelson reported that he was here today to give a brief presentation on the Draft Minnesota GO 
Vision (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Nelson commented that, as an agency they did internal strategic planning shortly after 
Commissioner Sorrell took his position, and one of the areas we really wanted to focus on was 
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global integration.  He explained that what they mean by global integration is, they are the public 
transportation area, not the Department of Highways, which is how most people interact with 
them.   
 
Nelson stated that last year their office was created in February 2010, after which they worked 
with all the MPOs and Regional Development Commissions, and developed a 20-Year Multi-
Modal Plan, which is a federally required plan that must be completed and updated to be eligible 
for federal funding. 
 
Nelson reported that one area they were asked to really focus on was the development and 
articulation of a long-term vision.  He explained that they defined “vision” as a description of a 
desired future, and used it to answer the question “what are we trying to achieve?”   
 
Nelson said that over the last nine months they have been working with a lot of folks across the 
state, and held a series of Advisory Group meetings, at which they brought people in for a full 
day; they talked to their traditional stakeholders; and they talked to people that aren’t their 
traditional stakeholders such as utility groups, Chamber of Commerce, Council on Aging, and 
advocates from other areas to facilitate a discussion of what it is we want to do with 
transportation, what we want to do as a State, and what is the role of transportation. 
 
Christensen reported present. 
 
Nelson reported that they did a series of ten public workshops in which they really got people 
involved in the scenario planning.  He stated that they laid out three different alternative futures; 
one pretty rosy, one fairly blue, and one in the middle; and them they posed the question:  “this is 
the future, what do we need to know when we think about transportation for these futures.”  He 
said that they looked for a common thread, so if all three groups came up with the same answer 
they knew they were on the right track with that one. 
 
Nelson commented that they came up with some challenges and opportunities: including aging 
population; urbanization; energy shifts; automation; persistent budget challenges; health care 
costs; increased global competition; changing work environments, telecommunications and 
access to services; and floods/water quality.  He gave a brief overview on each of the 
challenges/opportunities.      
 
Nelson stated that they also developed some guiding principles to go along with the vision.  He 
said that some of these principles we will want to apply to our decision making in the future.  
They include:  leverage public investments to achieve multiple purposes; ensure accessibility; 
build to a maintenance scale; ensure regional connections; integrate safety; emphasize reliable 
and predictable options; strategically fix the system; and use partnerships.  He also gave a brief 
overview on each of these principles as well. 
 
Nelson said that they were accepting comments on this draft until Friday, October 21st, at 4:30 
p.m.  He added that they held a public hearing on October 4th, and details are available at 
WWW.minnesotago.org. 
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Nelson reported that when they finish the vision, they will really just be getting started.  He 
stated that they will then start updating the Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, and Mr. 
Haugen and himself talked prior to this meeting about how they can effectively get the MPOs 
involved in that process.  He added that once the Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan is 
completed they will then move on to the Policy Plan;  then to the Highway Investment Plan; and 
then to other Multi-Modal Investment Plans. 
 
Discussion/Questions: 
 
 None.  
  
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF CONSIDERATION OF GRAND FORKS COUNTY PROJE CT FOR 2013-
2016 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that, as everyone knows, the federal projects that are in the MPO study area 
need to show up in our T.I.P. document.  He stated that this is the first time that Grand Forks 
County is proposing a project using federal funds.  
 
Haugen commented that this is a basic mill and overlay project, scheduled for 2013, that 
involves DeMers Avenue, west of the Amtrak Station, or west of 55th Street out to Airport Road, 
or County Road 25.  He said that the federal share is $536,896.80, and the local share 
$134,224.20, for a total project cost of $671,121.00. 
 
Haugen stated that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend the MPO 
Executive Policy Board approve this project, and give it a priority ranking. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE LIST OF GRAND 
FORKS COUNTY CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. AS BEING 
CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO GIVE IT 
PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Powers, Adams, Strandell, Leigh, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON NORTHWEST EAST GRAND FORKS TRAF FIC 
CIRCULATION STUDY 
 
Ellis reported that she will be giving a brief update on where we are with this study.  She stated 
that they held their last Steering Committee meeting at the end of September, as well as a public 
open house.  She said that at that time they were looking, again, at the intersection of U.S. 
Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W, as well as River Road, 12th Avenue N.W. and 17th Street N.W., 
and reviewing our traffic improvements, or traffic control for the Central Avenue Corridor to 
make sure that any changes that we see with traffic or signal timing will affect the actual study 
done before. 
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Ellis said that at the last meeting they went over all of the alternatives that were proposed by the 
consultants.  She referred to a power point presentation and went over these alternatives briefly. 
 
Alternatives for U.S. Highway 2/5th Avenue N.W. intersection included: 
 
 1. Do Nothing 
 2. Westbound Left Only Access  
 3. Three-Quarter Access 
 4. Signalized Full-Access 
 
Pokrzywinski asked of the Westbound Left Only Access alternative also offer the opportunity to 
close the off-ramp.  Ellis responded that, quite frankly, there is an option to close that off-ramp 
no matter what.  Pokrzywinski explained that it is a road to no-where, that used to lead to River 
Road, but now the dikes is in the way.  Ellis commented that the City should consider that it is 
very limited on its access so it would be a nice location for the T.E. project we have planned, and 
for which we have received funding, that currently is planned with a full intersection at 5th 
Avenue N.W., but that we are having to redesign because that intersection will not go in before 
the T.E. project.   
 
Ellis pointed out that if you look at these alternatives, none of them affect right-of-way at all, nor 
do any of them affect the pool, nor is there any consideration for any commercial zoning changes 
either.   
 
Ellis stated that during the public meeting there was some concern with not having a signal at the 
intersection of U.S. Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W., specifically with the left turn alternative, 
and whether or not crossing there would be a safety issue as you would be turning across two 
lanes of traffic.  She added, however, that it would, during a flood event, give additional ins to 
the northend without having to go all the way to U.S. Highway 2 and 220, and then having to go 
back into the northwest corner.  She pointed out that it doesn’t provide straight across traffic so 
you will see some traffic increase, but not a lot.  Pokrzywinski commented that it will allow for 
emergency vehicles to cross, correct.  Ellis responded that they are considering allowing that, but 
other alternatives are also being considered as well. 
 
Ellis reported that the cost of a three-quarter access is high, however not as high as a full 
signalized access, which has been the preferred alternative for two past studies, one in 1994 and 
one in 2006, and it is currently programmed in our T.I.P. for 2014.  She stated that there have 
now been concerns with the cost, as well as the need for a full intersection at that location. 
 
Ellis referred to a slide of U.S. Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W. Intersection Alternatives and 
went over it briefly.   
 
Ellis stated that they have looked at all four of the alternatives, however at this point in time they 
just don’t have a consensus as to which one of the four we want.  She added that in speaking 
with the neighborhood, obviously nobody wants to see increased traffic by their homes, but at 
the same time those that live in the northeast corner see a lot of people crossing back and forth,  
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and a lot of pedestrian traffic, so, while they don’t like the signal or the increased traffic, they do 
like the fact that if it were signalized it would allow for pedestrians to cross at a light. 
 
Ellis commented that they did not have representation from the property owners on 5th Avenue 
N.W. on the Steering Committee, but that has now changed.  She added that they are also 
working with MNDOT.  She explained that in the State of Minnesota you have to go through a 
couple of different things to warrant a traffic signal, one is the Intersection Control Evaluation, 
consideration of a roundabout, and ample traffic to warrant a signal, and we aren’t sure we meet 
the criteria to warrant a signal now, or in 2014, so we are looking at the modeling data to see 
when we might, so it may be an alternative that we keep in the plan, but it isn’t something that 
we can do at this point. 
 
Ellis reported that the next intersection is the River Road/12th Avenue N.W./17th Street N.W. 
intersection.  She explained that where these three roads connect there is a very large, expansive 
intersection and right-of-way area.  She stated that, although there isn’t a lot of crash data 
available for this intersection, a lot of people have concerns, especially with left turns from 17th 
onto River Road because of the flood control structure, and having to watch traffic coming from 
two different roadways makes it harder.   
 
Ellis stated that the first thing they looked at for intersection control here was a roundabout, and 
it does fit nicely here, and meets all the criteria, however the cost is high, and they aren’t sure it 
is really necessary at this time, so, while they will keep it in as an alternative, it probably won’t 
be considered at this time. 
 
Ellis said that the second thing they looked at were changes to the curb so that 12th and 17th stop, 
and then merge and stop again, so the River Road north/south access would be the uncontrolled 
portion of the intersection.  She stated that there would be very little cost associated with this, but 
it was kind of confusing to make traffic stop, move forward briefly, and stop again, so it didn’t 
seem like a very logical choice.  Pokrzywinski added that this option doesn’t seem to really solve 
the problem with northbound traffic taking a left turn either.  Ellis agreed. 
 
Ellis reported that that last option would be to change curb lines so that it comes to more of a 90-
degree, brings River Road in and it would now stop when heading south, and then through 
movement would be River Road onto 12th.  She stated that this option provides a better site line, 
and the cost is very, very low as you are really just moving curb.  She said that everyone at the 
meeting liked this option. 
 
Ellis commented that they were asked to look at frontage roads.  She referred to Exhibit 8, and  
stated that the first one, shown in black, is a frontage road that was planned in the 1994 study.  
She stated that since the 1994 study was done a lot has changed in this area, the right-of-way has 
been given back to the property owners, so if we do any sort of improvements to U.S. 2 and 5th 
that frontage road intersection gets awfully full so it becomes a conflict point, so they did look at 
another one, shown in red.  She explained that this one is absolutely opposed by the 
neighborhood, and not really seen as necessary, so a frontage road idea has more or less been 
eliminated from the plan. 
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Ellis reported that the last thing they looked at was their Transportation Enhancement, or 
bikepath options.  She stated that the first option is, if we do not close the off-ramp, to find a 
location for the bikepath on the south side of 10th.  She said that it would require the removal of 
parking on the southend.  She explained that as it turns and heads north, it would either run 
between the dike and the park facility, or in front of it.  She added that the up and over option has 
been scraped as the dike facilities were not designed to have pedestrians traveling over it, so it 
has been removed.  She stated that the second option would be to close the off-ramp and put the 
bike trail there.  She referred to the matrix for this information, and went over it briefly. 
 
Ellis referred to Exhibit 11, and explained that it shows, again, what the traffic improvements 
were, consideration of right-in/right-out, closing some of the intersections that have high crash 
rates.  She pointed out that it also shows future roundabouts or traffic signals, explaining that 
roundabout must be considered in the State of Minnesota before we consider traffic signals.   
 
Ellis said that they were also asked to look at what type of average daily traffic we would have in 
2035 with all of the different options.  She referred to Exhibit 12, and went over that information 
briefly. 
 
Ellis reported that they have presented all of the alternatives, they have had public involvement, 
and will continue to develop the alternatives to provide better engineering and cost estimates.  
She stated that the final committee and public meetings on November 10th.  She said that the 
committee meeting will be held here in the training conference room at 1:30 p.m. and the public 
meeting is at 5:30 that evening, also in the training conference room.  She added that everyone is 
also welcome to submit any comments to her as well.   
 
Strandell asked when the final decision would be made, and by whom.  Ellis responded that she 
doesn’t know if they are going to whittle it down to one alternative in the draft report, but she 
thinks they will provide the final draft with all alternatives in it, and then the City Council and 
MPO can make a decision. 
 
Strandell asked what the City Council’s opinions are on this.  Pokrzywinski responded that there 
is considerable opposition to a fully signalized intersection at this time.  He said that his position 
is, knowing that it probably isn’t possible in 2014, as was scheduled, but he would like to at least 
leave the fully signalized intersection option in the plan, and take a step-by-step approach by 
initially adding the left turn lane for westbound traffic to open up more opportunities for people 
to get to the downtown.  He added that he also feels the off-ramp should be closed because it 
really doesn’t serve any useful purpose.   
 
Pokrzywinski commented that one point Councilmember DeMers brought up was, if and when 
the Kennedy Bridge needs to be replaced, it will probably be raised, and we need to consider 
how that will affect River Road.  He stated that if we have to build a new bridge, is that corridor 
going to be useful, so taking this option off the table is something that ??? 
 
Leigh stated that he is not in favor of a full intersection, and never was, but he thinks he could 
live with a three-quarter intersection. 
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Pokrzywinski commented, however, that another issue is funding, and there are some other 
projects that are eligible for City Sub-Target funds that the City Council is more in favor of 
doing. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
  
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON WASHINGTON STREET/UNDERPASS STUDY 
 
Haugen referred to slide 16 of the presentation (a copy of the presentation is included in the file 
and available upon request), explaining that at the last MPO Executive Policy Board meeting he 
went over some of these access management options, which are shown in the first few slides.  He 
stated that he would also like to acknowledge the KLJ team present today, Jon Markusen and 
Mike Bittner, who have been involved on this study. 
 
Haugen reported that they have engaged the public on this, and they have provided feedback.  He 
stated that currently we have assembled, and presented to our Steering Committee, what the 
individual component costs are, and later in this presentation we will see how they are suggesting 
they be packaged and the timeframe for implementing them is.   
 
Haugen stated that for the DeMers Avenue Intersection they are suggesting a continuous flow 
intersection concept be implemented.  He pointed out that the cost of implementing this concept 
would be about $14,000,000.  Leigh asked what a continuous flow intersection is.  Haugen 
referred to a slide illustrating how a continuous flow intersection looks, and explained how 
traffic would begin making left turns before they actually get to the intersection so that when 
they actually reach the intersection they would not be opposing the through movements. 
 
Christensen asked, and he knows that it’s on the agenda, but why are we even doing this, when 
are you presenting this to the City Council.  Haugen responded that next week they are meeting 
with upper management for the NDDOT in order to get their feedback, so they would be looking 
at either late November or early December to give a presentation to the City Council and Service 
Safety.  Christensen asked, just out of curiosity, why they wouldn’t present this to the council 
now, so they can give some input before you just roll it out and give it to us, because, obviously 
this is a pretty big decision for their city.  He added that this is true about the last item on the 
agenda as well, a presentation on roundabouts, as he just heard now that it is mandated in 
Minnesota to consider them, but it is not mandated in North Dakota.  He said that this is all 
politics, but why wouldn’t you get the City of Grand Forks’ council involved so they know what 
you are doing rather than just rolling these out and saying that this is what the MPO says to do.  
He said that he is going to vote no on all these things until their council knows what is going on, 
and, although, he is here, and Mr. Adams is here, but he is on the Planning Commission, which, 
quite frankly is somewhat irrelevant, but your talking money, so why wouldn’t you guys come 
over there and give us a couple presentations so we get a feel, and then he would like their 
council to make a policy decision on whether they are going to embrace MPOs, or not waste  
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their time with them any longer, or they will do them, because, to him, that is good planning.  He 
stated that this is an opinion, they’ll get the presentations, but you’ve got to get the council to 
understand about roundabouts before you start planning them because one little roundabout is 
going in north of the, where is it again, is it 24th and something on the way into the mall.  He 
asked what Mr. Adams thinks, as he is a representative, because he doesn’t think he is speaking 
out of turn.  Adams responded that he is just following what the MPO does.  Haugen responded 
that on this particular study they have a steering committee, on which they have a City Council 
representative, and they invite all council members to those meetings.  Christensen stated that 
they are all part-time, they all have day jobs so they can’t come during the day, they can’t come 
to the meetings, they set aside 5:30 every week for a meeting, but they could have a joint 
meeting on Wednesday, but nobody knows about roundabouts on their council, except maybe 
Mr. Kruen.  
 
Haugen reported that with this particular study they worked through all the alternatives, and are 
still presenting those alternatives.  He said that they do have, from a technical perspective, the 
recommendations for that particular intersection, but it is a State Highway so they are going to 
upper management to get their perspective on it.  He explained that their program schedule is to 
go to both Service Safety and the City Council, but they can go before the Finance Committee as 
well if you want, but the process, as we understood the City wanted to be engaged on this study, 
and all studies, was for us to work through your technical issues, to have representatives from the 
City Council, Planning Commission, and our staff to work through the issues, and then, once we 
get to the point where we have something to recommend, then engage at the Service Safety 
Committee, then to the City Council, but now are you suggesting something different.  
Christensen stated that Mr. Glassheim, who is not on the Service Safety Committee, that is his 
ward, so what he would ask is, rather than going through the Service Safety Committee with 
something as big and expensive as this, is schedule one or two meetings with the council so they 
get a feel for it, that’s the number one thing he would ask, and if you’re going to give 
presentations on roundabouts in the future, and he would ask that you do that, and it is going to 
be at his committee, because he wants to get resolution as to what their appetite is for 
roundabouts.   
 
Christensen pointed out that your affecting an awful lot of businesses on North and South 
Washington by your proposal here, and he notices your cutting off access to Simonson Gas 
Station, Burger King, taking some of Paradiso’s lot, and he is sure that the owner of Paradiso 
doesn’t know about this yet, Mr. Anbery, and he should be told.  He added that  he is also sure 
that Mr. Simonson would have concerns, as would Mr. Marshall.  He stated that he thinks there 
has got to be a little bit more informed input when studying these things.  Haugen responded that 
they will certainly re-evaluate the input that they have had during the process so far, but they 
have done quite a bit of outreach to the public on this study, sending individual mailings to the 
properties along the corridor, physically sitting along the corridor at times, and getting the 
Chamber involved as well.  Christensen stated that the Chamber isn’t affected, property owners 
are affected and he is just trying to make sure that the people your going to affect know what the 
rest of you all are doing as far as planning their future.  Haugen responded that he understands, 
but the reason for including the Chamber is because they have more interaction with those  
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property owners, so they have more opportunity to interact to make sure the owners are receiving 
the mailings, that they are being informed, and if they aren’t comfortable giving feedback, the 
Chamber can provide that feedback for them.  He added, again, that they will certainly re-
evaluate where they are at, and if the direction is that you want council presentations early and 
often, we will do that, but that hasn’t been our directive to-date.  Christensen stated that he will 
see if the council wants to change that direction. 
 
Haugen stated that the purpose of this particular presentation is to keep the board informed as to 
where we are at with the study.  He pointed out that we now have costs associated with all the 
alternatives we previously discussed.  He then went over those costs briefly. 
 
Haugen then referred to slides discussing the implementation of these alternatives, and went over 
them briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that the MPO is currently soliciting for projects for our next T.I.P..  He 
stated that last year the district did submit a request to consider replacing the underpass structure, 
and, based on this study, and what we have from upper management, we are anticipating a 
similar request this year, however, it doesn’t seem like there is a lot of support to do the DeMers 
Avenue Intersection at the same time. 
 
Haugen reported that on October 27th they will be presenting the corridor study, to-date, and 
instead of monthly meetings they will be going to upper management and take them from cradle 
to what we have now in the study process to get their feedback.  He said that they will adjust 
their recommendations based on that feedback. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF PRESENTATION ON ROUNDABOUTS 
 
Haugen reported that he submitted, via e-mail, several sites for the board to check out on 
roundabouts.  He said that he would like to play a movie from FHWA on roundabouts today.  He 
stated that he also wanted to mention that on the State of Minnesota’s maps you will see that they 
highlight roundabouts.  He added that he also gave everyone a spreadsheet that shows how many 
roundabouts there are in Minnesota, with around a hundred currently, and more planned in the 
future.  He stated that in both North Dakota and Minnesota, when you take your driver’s test 
there is a section on roundabouts that you are tested on.  He commented that he also e-mailed 
everyone about a project in Killdeer, ND, where two state highways intersect, where one of their 
alternatives is to consider a roundabout.  He stated that they are currently assembling a list of 
roundabouts in North Dakota, similar to the Minnesota list.  He said that currently they are most 
prevalent to the south of us, there are about a dozen in place, with more planned for the future. 
 
Movie ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that back in 2008 the MPO did a study for the City of Grand Forks of their 
collector to collector intersections.  He said that before we engaged in this they went through a  
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process of identifying whether Grand Forks wanted us to look at roundabout or not, and the 
decision at that time was that they did want them to be considered as one of the alternatives for 
their collector to collector intersections.  He commented that not all intersections merit 
roundabouts, but there were some that did that are part of the study. 
 
Haugen reported that on the 47th Avenue Study that Ms. Ellis gave an update on last month, one 
of the reasons, in addition to what you just saw, why roundabouts were identified as a good 
solution is that the cost of one is about $150,000 less than putting in a traffic signal at 20th and 
47th, so on top of all the other benefits, the cost to implement it is $150,000 less, and it will be 
cheaper to maintain in the future as well. 
 
Haugen stated that he would be happy to give this presentation to the Finance Committee if you 
wish, or to any other committee/commission you want.  Christensen asked for a copy of the 
report Mr. Haugen is referencing.  Haugen gave him a copy of the report as requested. 
 
Christensen said that $150,000 is insignificant to him, in the study you presented, because this 
will be a major thoroughfare in our city for years to come, and this piece you put up says that 
you have to have stakeholder involvement, which means that there has to be education, and it is 
also saying that you have to have, there is going to be a whole bunch of old people driving 
through those, so why would you ??? those old people.  He commented that your population is 
going to age significantly in the next 20 years, and there will be more old people than young 
driving through that intersection, and they have to be trained, so there is a reason why people say 
“you can’t teach an old dog new tricks”.  He added that if you are going to implement one of 
these, implement it someplace where people get an opportunity to learn rather than on some 
major thoroughfare.  He stated that another thing, and you don’t mention it in the study, but your 
going to have kids walking across here, so the stakeholders weren’t thinking about their kids 
walking across a roundabout to go to that school, and he also heard something about an 
underpass and Mr. Leigh saying that they didn’t want an underpass because of bullying.  He said 
that this is something that your all taught wherever you go to school, and then you come back 
and you are engaged in planning, and the campaign is to do this, make sure that as the campaign 
to do this is there that the people that you are going to ask to take an appropriateness, and go to 
the grocery store and listen to the comments, can support it.   
 
Christensen commented that is isn’t going to be there five or ten year when that roundabout is 
built, but there are going to be people there so be careful how you think it, and the people that 
your talking about building that little three-way roundabout behind Target, that isn’t a high 
traffic area, it is cleverly hidden, and if your going to really believe what your saying as far as 
Fargo, then get stakeholders from there to come up and present as to why their good, and get 
stakeholders to present as to why they were a “Doubting Thomas” ???.  He said that these are 
very, very new and novel, and the cynic in him would just say, if you want a roundabout then put 
one in at DeMers and South Washington if it is so safe.  Haugen responded that they studied that, 
but the footprint would be so huge. 
 
Powers shared that he was recently on a trip to Michigan, and on the way home they went 
through Duluth to avoid all the traffic on 35W, and they went through a roundabout.  He stated  
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that he wasn’t driving, his brother-in-law was, but there was a semi in front of us, and just like on 
the video we just saw, he went around that thing and made a left hand turn and it was incredibly 
smooth, and he was impressed, but, there again, like Mr. Christensen said, these people have 
probably been through them more than once, but the traffic movement hardly slowed down. 
 
Christensen stated that when you hit a roundabout for the first time your scared silly, and he has 
been through them.  He shared that twenty-five years ago, when he was in Massachusetts, and he 
went through one and he drove the circle a couple of times trying to get out of it. 
 
Haugen reported that if you go to a hockey game in Fargo you will be driving through a 
roundabout, if you go to the new high school you will be going through a roundabout to get 
there.  He said that those are the areas in Fargo, the growth areas, that they are putting them.   
 
Haugen commented that, as you can see in our studies we are considering them, and as you’ll see 
when you read this we aren’t always recommending them, and we are a little bit more judicious 
on where we think they will work best.  He pointed out that, as Ms. Ellis mentioned earlier, 
putting one in East Grand Forks would work very well, but the cost is high so we aren’t 
suggesting one be put in at this time.   
 
Christensen stated that you aren’t going to get one built until you build it, and your not going to 
get one approved until people understand how they work.  Ellis said that it is an alternative in the 
study, but it doesn’t mean it will be done.  Christensen added that the issue is, if your going to 
build it, then build it where there is limited use, not where there is high use.  Haugen stated that 
he thinks the one at 24th and 34th, which came from this study, is programmed to be built in 2014, 
so it would be in use for a few years before the one at 47th would be considered, so people can 
get used to one. 
 
Strandell commented that the two concerns he has are snow removal and night driving, because 
you would have lights coming from you from a number of areas.  Ellis responded that they 
would similar to a cul-de-sac, in terms of snow removal, and they seem to be able to get the 
snow out of them.  Strandell said, however, that cul-de-sacs don’t have the traffic issue a 
roundabout would.  Ells responded that there are definitely ways that Fargo/Moorhead has dealt 
with that.  Christensen stated that there are several council members that are dead set against cul-
de-sacs as well.  
 
Christensen concluded by stating that he is simply suggesting that if your going to put in 
roundabouts you educate people more so that they know they are coming and how they work.  
He added that when it comes to the one on 47th, things will be real interesting, and you can rest 
assured that there will be more than one public hearing on that one before it is ever built because 
it is a high traffic area.    
 
Information only. 
 
 OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 19TH, 
2011, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:40 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Adams, Strandell, Leigh, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD OF THE 
GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, October 19th, 2011 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Warren Strandell, Chairman, called the October 19th, 2011, meeting of the MPO Executive 
Policy Board to order at 12:10 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Warren Strandell, Mike Powers, Mike 
Pokrzywinski, Steve Adams, Greg Leigh, and Doug Christensen.   
 
Absent were:  Gary Malm and Tyrone Grandstrand. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF Planner; Bryan McCoy, GF/EGF Intern; and Peggy 
McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:   Mark Nelson, MNDOT; Jon Markusen, KLJ Engineering; Mike Bittner, 
KLJ Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Strandell declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 21 ST, 2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 21ST, 
2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Powers, Adams, Strandell, and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF PRESENTATION OF DRAFT MINNESOTA GO VISION  
 
Nelson reported that he was here today to give a brief presentation on the Draft Minnesota GO 
Vision (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Nelson commented that, as an agency they did internal strategic planning shortly after 
Commissioner Sorrell took his position, and one of the areas we really wanted to focus on was 
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global integration.  He explained that what they mean by global integration is, they are the public 
transportation area, not the Department of Highways, which is how most people interact with 
them.   
 
Nelson stated that last year their office was created in February 2010, after which they worked 
with all the MPOs and Regional Development Commissions, and developed a 20-Year Multi-
Modal Plan, which is a federally required plan that must be completed and updated to be eligible 
for federal funding. 
 
Nelson reported that one area they were asked to really focus on was the development and 
articulation of a long-term vision.  He explained that they defined “vision” as a description of a 
desired future, and used it to answer the question “what are we trying to achieve?”   
 
Nelson said that over the last nine months they have been working with a lot of folks across the 
state, and held a series of Advisory Group meetings, at which they brought people in for a full 
day; they talked to their traditional stakeholders; and they talked to people that aren’t their 
traditional stakeholders such as utility groups, Chamber of Commerce, Council on Aging, and 
advocates from other areas to facilitate a discussion of what it is we want to do with 
transportation, what we want to do as a State, and what is the role of transportation. 
 
Christensen reported present. 
 
Nelson reported that they did a series of ten public workshops in which they really got people 
involved in the scenario planning.  He stated that they laid out three different alternative futures; 
one pretty rosy, one fairly blue, and one in the middle; and them they posed the question:  “this is 
the future, what do we need to know when we think about transportation for these futures.”  He 
said that they looked for a common thread, so if all three groups came up with the same answer 
they knew they were on the right track with that one. 
 
Nelson commented that they came up with some challenges and opportunities: including aging 
population; urbanization; energy shifts; automation; persistent budget challenges; health care 
costs; increased global competition; changing work environments, telecommunications and 
access to services; and floods/water quality.  He gave a brief overview on each of the 
challenges/opportunities.      
 
Nelson stated that they also developed some guiding principles to go along with the vision.  He 
said that some of these principles we will want to apply to our decision making in the future.  
They include:  leverage public investments to achieve multiple purposes; ensure accessibility; 
build to a maintenance scale; ensure regional connections; integrate safety; emphasize reliable 
and predictable options; strategically fix the system; and use partnerships.  He also gave a brief 
overview on each of these principles as well. 
 
Nelson said that they were accepting comments on this draft until Friday, October 21st, at 4:30 
p.m.  He added that they held a public hearing on October 4th, and details are available at 
WWW.minnesotago.org. 
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Nelson reported that when they finish the vision, they will really just be getting started.  He 
stated that they will then start updating the Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, and Mr. 
Haugen and himself talked prior to this meeting about how they can effectively get the MPOs 
involved in that process.  He added that once the Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan is 
completed they will then move on to the Policy Plan;  then to the Highway Investment Plan; and 
then to other Multi-Modal Investment Plans. 
 
Discussion/Questions: 
 
 None.  
  
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF CONSIDERATION OF GRAND FORKS COUNTY PROJE CT FOR 2013-
2016 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that, as everyone knows, the federal projects that are in the MPO study area 
need to show up in our T.I.P. document.  He stated that this is the first time that Grand Forks 
County is proposing a project using federal funds.  
 
Haugen commented that this is a basic mill and overlay project, scheduled for 2013, that 
involves DeMers Avenue, west of the Amtrak Station, or west of 55th Street out to Airport Road, 
or County Road 25.  He said that the federal share is $536,896.80, and the local share 
$134,224.20, for a total project cost of $671,121.00. 
 
Haugen stated that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend the MPO 
Executive Policy Board approve this project, and give it a priority ranking. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE LIST OF GRAND 
FORKS COUNTY CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. AS BEING 
CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO GIVE IT 
PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Powers, Adams, Strandell, Leigh, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON NORTHWEST EAST GRAND FORKS TRAF FIC 
CIRCULATION STUDY 
 
Ellis reported that she will be giving a brief update on where we are with this study.  She stated 
that they held their last Steering Committee meeting at the end of September, as well as a public 
open house.  She said that at that time they were looking, again, at the intersection of U.S. 
Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W, as well as River Road, 12th Avenue N.W. and 17th Street N.W., 
and reviewing our traffic improvements, or traffic control for the Central Avenue Corridor to 
make sure that any changes that we see with traffic or signal timing will affect the actual study 
done before. 
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Ellis said that at the last meeting they went over all of the alternatives that were proposed by the 
consultants.  She referred to a power point presentation and went over these alternatives briefly. 
 
Alternatives for U.S. Highway 2/5th Avenue N.W. intersection included: 
 
 1. Do Nothing 
 2. Westbound Left Only Access  
 3. Three-Quarter Access 
 4. Signalized Full-Access 
 
Pokrzywinski asked of the Westbound Left Only Access alternative also offer the opportunity to 
close the off-ramp.  Ellis responded that, quite frankly, there is an option to close that off-ramp 
no matter what.  Pokrzywinski explained that it is a road to no-where, that used to lead to River 
Road, but now the dikes is in the way.  Ellis commented that the City should consider that it is 
very limited on its access so it would be a nice location for the T.E. project we have planned, and 
for which we have received funding, that currently is planned with a full intersection at 5th 
Avenue N.W., but that we are having to redesign because that intersection will not go in before 
the T.E. project.   
 
Ellis pointed out that if you look at these alternatives, none of them affect right-of-way at all, nor 
do any of them affect the pool, nor is there any consideration for any commercial zoning changes 
either.   
 
Ellis stated that during the public meeting there was some concern with not having a signal at the 
intersection of U.S. Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W., specifically with the left turn alternative, 
and whether or not crossing there would be a safety issue as you would be turning across two 
lanes of traffic.  She added, however, that it would, during a flood event, give additional ins to 
the northend without having to go all the way to U.S. Highway 2 and 220, and then having to go 
back into the northwest corner.  She pointed out that it doesn’t provide straight across traffic so 
you will see some traffic increase, but not a lot.  Pokrzywinski commented that it will allow for 
emergency vehicles to cross, correct.  Ellis responded that they are considering allowing that, but 
other alternatives are also being considered as well. 
 
Ellis reported that the cost of a three-quarter access is high, however not as high as a full 
signalized access, which has been the preferred alternative for two past studies, one in 1994 and 
one in 2006, and it is currently programmed in our T.I.P. for 2014.  She stated that there have 
now been concerns with the cost, as well as the need for a full intersection at that location. 
 
Ellis referred to a slide of U.S. Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W. Intersection Alternatives and 
went over it briefly.   
 
Ellis stated that they have looked at all four of the alternatives, however at this point in time they 
just don’t have a consensus as to which one of the four we want.  She added that in speaking 
with the neighborhood, obviously nobody wants to see increased traffic by their homes, but at 
the same time those that live in the northeast corner see a lot of people crossing back and forth,  
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and a lot of pedestrian traffic, so, while they don’t like the signal or the increased traffic, they do 
like the fact that if it were signalized it would allow for pedestrians to cross at a light. 
 
Ellis commented that they did not have representation from the property owners on 5th Avenue 
N.W. on the Steering Committee, but that has now changed.  She added that they are also 
working with MNDOT.  She explained that in the State of Minnesota you have to go through a 
couple of different things to warrant a traffic signal, one is the Intersection Control Evaluation, 
consideration of a roundabout, and ample traffic to warrant a signal, and we aren’t sure we meet 
the criteria to warrant a signal now, or in 2014, so we are looking at the modeling data to see 
when we might, so it may be an alternative that we keep in the plan, but it isn’t something that 
we can do at this point. 
 
Ellis reported that the next intersection is the River Road/12th Avenue N.W./17th Street N.W. 
intersection.  She explained that where these three roads connect there is a very large, expansive 
intersection and right-of-way area.  She stated that, although there isn’t a lot of crash data 
available for this intersection, a lot of people have concerns, especially with left turns from 17th 
onto River Road because of the flood control structure, and having to watch traffic coming from 
two different roadways makes it harder.   
 
Ellis stated that the first thing they looked at for intersection control here was a roundabout, and 
it does fit nicely here, and meets all the criteria, however the cost is high, and they aren’t sure it 
is really necessary at this time, so, while they will keep it in as an alternative, it probably won’t 
be considered at this time. 
 
Ellis said that the second thing they looked at were changes to the curb so that 12th and 17th stop, 
and then merge and stop again, so the River Road north/south access would be the uncontrolled 
portion of the intersection.  She stated that there would be very little cost associated with this, but 
it was kind of confusing to make traffic stop, move forward briefly, and stop again, so it didn’t 
seem like a very logical choice.  Pokrzywinski added that this option doesn’t seem to really solve 
the problem with northbound traffic taking a left turn either.  Ellis agreed. 
 
Ellis reported that that last option would be to change curb lines so that it comes to more of a 90-
degree, brings River Road in and it would now stop when heading south, and then through 
movement would be River Road onto 12th.  She stated that this option provides a better site line, 
and the cost is very, very low as you are really just moving curb.  She said that everyone at the 
meeting liked this option. 
 
Ellis commented that they were asked to look at frontage roads.  She referred to Exhibit 8, and  
stated that the first one, shown in black, is a frontage road that was planned in the 1994 study.  
She stated that since the 1994 study was done a lot has changed in this area, the right-of-way has 
been given back to the property owners, so if we do any sort of improvements to U.S. 2 and 5th 
that frontage road intersection gets awfully full so it becomes a conflict point, so they did look at 
another one, shown in red.  She explained that this one is absolutely opposed by the 
neighborhood, and not really seen as necessary, so a frontage road idea has more or less been 
eliminated from the plan. 
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Ellis reported that the last thing they looked at was their Transportation Enhancement, or 
bikepath options.  She stated that the first option is, if we do not close the off-ramp, to find a 
location for the bikepath on the south side of 10th.  She said that it would require the removal of 
parking on the southend.  She explained that as it turns and heads north, it would either run 
between the dike and the park facility, or in front of it.  She added that the up and over option has 
been scraped as the dike facilities were not designed to have pedestrians traveling over it, so it 
has been removed.  She stated that the second option would be to close the off-ramp and put the 
bike trail there.  She referred to the matrix for this information, and went over it briefly. 
 
Ellis referred to Exhibit 11, and explained that it shows, again, what the traffic improvements 
were, consideration of right-in/right-out, closing some of the intersections that have high crash 
rates.  She pointed out that it also shows future roundabouts or traffic signals, explaining that 
roundabout must be considered in the State of Minnesota before we consider traffic signals.   
 
Ellis said that they were also asked to look at what type of average daily traffic we would have in 
2035 with all of the different options.  She referred to Exhibit 12, and went over that information 
briefly. 
 
Ellis reported that they have presented all of the alternatives, they have had public involvement, 
and will continue to develop the alternatives to provide better engineering and cost estimates.  
She stated that the final committee and public meetings on November 10th.  She said that the 
committee meeting will be held here in the training conference room at 1:30 p.m. and the public 
meeting is at 5:30 that evening, also in the training conference room.  She added that everyone is 
also welcome to submit any comments to her as well.   
 
Strandell asked when the final decision would be made, and by whom.  Ellis responded that she 
doesn’t know if they are going to whittle it down to one alternative in the draft report, but she 
thinks they will provide the final draft with all alternatives in it, and then the City Council and 
MPO can make a decision. 
 
Strandell asked what the City Council’s opinions are on this.  Pokrzywinski responded that there 
is considerable opposition to a fully signalized intersection at this time.  He said that his position 
is, knowing that it probably isn’t possible in 2014, as was scheduled, but he would like to at least 
leave the fully signalized intersection option in the plan, and take a step-by-step approach by 
initially adding the left turn lane for westbound traffic to open up more opportunities for people 
to get to the downtown.  He added that he also feels the off-ramp should be closed because it 
really doesn’t serve any useful purpose.   
 
Pokrzywinski commented that one point Councilmember DeMers brought up was, if and when 
the Kennedy Bridge needs to be replaced, it will probably be raised, and we need to consider 
how that will affect River Road.  He stated that if we have to build a new bridge, is that corridor 
going to be useful, so taking this option off the table is something that ??? 
 
Leigh stated that he is not in favor of a full intersection, and never was, but he thinks he could 
live with a three-quarter intersection. 
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Pokrzywinski commented, however, that another issue is funding, and there are some other 
projects that are eligible for City Sub-Target funds that the City Council is more in favor of 
doing. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
  
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON WASHINGTON STREET/UNDERPASS STUDY 
 
Haugen referred to slide 16 of the presentation (a copy of the presentation is included in the file 
and available upon request), explaining that at the last MPO Executive Policy Board meeting he 
went over some of these access management options, which are shown in the first few slides.  He 
stated that he would also like to acknowledge the KLJ team present today, Jon Markusen and 
Mike Bittner, who have been involved on this study. 
 
Haugen reported that they have engaged the public on this, and they have provided feedback.  He 
stated that currently we have assembled, and presented to our Steering Committee, what the 
individual component costs are, and later in this presentation we will see how they are suggesting 
they be packaged and the timeframe for implementing them is.   
 
Haugen stated that for the DeMers Avenue Intersection they are suggesting a continuous flow 
intersection concept be implemented.  He pointed out that the cost of implementing this concept 
would be about $14,000,000.  Leigh asked what a continuous flow intersection is.  Haugen 
referred to a slide illustrating how a continuous flow intersection looks, and explained how 
traffic would begin making left turns before they actually get to the intersection so that when 
they actually reach the intersection they would not be opposing the through movements. 
 
Christensen asked, and he knows that it’s on the agenda, but why are we even doing this, when 
are you presenting this to the City Council.  Haugen responded that next week they are meeting 
with upper management for the NDDOT in order to get their feedback, so they would be looking 
at either late November or early December to give a presentation to the City Council and Service 
Safety.  Christensen asked, just out of curiosity, why they wouldn’t present this to the council 
now, so they can give some input before you just roll it out and give it to us, because, obviously 
this is a pretty big decision for their city.  He added that this is true about the last item on the 
agenda as well, a presentation on roundabouts, as he just heard now that it is mandated in 
Minnesota to consider them, but it is not mandated in North Dakota.  He said that this is all 
politics, but why wouldn’t you get the City of Grand Forks’ council involved so they know what 
you are doing rather than just rolling these out and saying that this is what the MPO says to do.  
He said that he is going to vote no on all these things until their council knows what is going on, 
and, although, he is here, and Mr. Adams is here, but he is on the Planning Commission, which, 
quite frankly is somewhat irrelevant, but your talking money, so why wouldn’t you guys come 
over there and give us a couple presentations so we get a feel, and then he would like their 
council to make a policy decision on whether they are going to embrace MPOs, or not waste  
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their time with them any longer, or they will do them, because, to him, that is good planning.  He 
stated that this is an opinion, they’ll get the presentations, but you’ve got to get the council to 
understand about roundabouts before you start planning them because one little roundabout is 
going in north of the, where is it again, is it 24th and something on the way into the mall.  He 
asked what Mr. Adams thinks, as he is a representative, because he doesn’t think he is speaking 
out of turn.  Adams responded that he is just following what the MPO does.  Haugen responded 
that on this particular study they have a steering committee, on which they have a City Council 
representative, and they invite all council members to those meetings.  Christensen stated that 
they are all part-time, they all have day jobs so they can’t come during the day, they can’t come 
to the meetings, they set aside 5:30 every week for a meeting, but they could have a joint 
meeting on Wednesday, but nobody knows about roundabouts on their council, except maybe 
Mr. Kruen.  
 
Haugen reported that with this particular study they worked through all the alternatives, and are 
still presenting those alternatives.  He said that they do have, from a technical perspective, the 
recommendations for that particular intersection, but it is a State Highway so they are going to 
upper management to get their perspective on it.  He explained that their program schedule is to 
go to both Service Safety and the City Council, but they can go before the Finance Committee as 
well if you want, but the process, as we understood the City wanted to be engaged on this study, 
and all studies, was for us to work through your technical issues, to have representatives from the 
City Council, Planning Commission, and our staff to work through the issues, and then, once we 
get to the point where we have something to recommend, then engage at the Service Safety 
Committee, then to the City Council, but now are you suggesting something different.  
Christensen stated that Mr. Glassheim, who is not on the Service Safety Committee, that is his 
ward, so what he would ask is, rather than going through the Service Safety Committee with 
something as big and expensive as this, is schedule one or two meetings with the council so they 
get a feel for it, that’s the number one thing he would ask, and if you’re going to give 
presentations on roundabouts in the future, and he would ask that you do that, and it is going to 
be at his committee, because he wants to get resolution as to what their appetite is for 
roundabouts.   
 
Christensen pointed out that your affecting an awful lot of businesses on North and South 
Washington by your proposal here, and he notices your cutting off access to Simonson Gas 
Station, Burger King, taking some of Paradiso’s lot, and he is sure that the owner of Paradiso 
doesn’t know about this yet, Mr. Anbery, and he should be told.  He added that  he is also sure 
that Mr. Simonson would have concerns, as would Mr. Marshall.  He stated that he thinks there 
has got to be a little bit more informed input when studying these things.  Haugen responded that 
they will certainly re-evaluate the input that they have had during the process so far, but they 
have done quite a bit of outreach to the public on this study, sending individual mailings to the 
properties along the corridor, physically sitting along the corridor at times, and getting the 
Chamber involved as well.  Christensen stated that the Chamber isn’t affected, property owners 
are affected and he is just trying to make sure that the people your going to affect know what the 
rest of you all are doing as far as planning their future.  Haugen responded that he understands, 
but the reason for including the Chamber is because they have more interaction with those  
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property owners, so they have more opportunity to interact to make sure the owners are receiving 
the mailings, that they are being informed, and if they aren’t comfortable giving feedback, the 
Chamber can provide that feedback for them.  He added, again, that they will certainly re-
evaluate where they are at, and if the direction is that you want council presentations early and 
often, we will do that, but that hasn’t been our directive to-date.  Christensen stated that he will 
see if the council wants to change that direction. 
 
Haugen stated that the purpose of this particular presentation is to keep the board informed as to 
where we are at with the study.  He pointed out that we now have costs associated with all the 
alternatives we previously discussed.  He then went over those costs briefly. 
 
Haugen then referred to slides discussing the implementation of these alternatives, and went over 
them briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that the MPO is currently soliciting for projects for our next T.I.P..  He 
stated that last year the district did submit a request to consider replacing the underpass structure, 
and, based on this study, and what we have from upper management, we are anticipating a 
similar request this year, however, it doesn’t seem like there is a lot of support to do the DeMers 
Avenue Intersection at the same time. 
 
Haugen reported that on October 27th they will be presenting the corridor study, to-date, and 
instead of monthly meetings they will be going to upper management and take them from cradle 
to what we have now in the study process to get their feedback.  He said that they will adjust 
their recommendations based on that feedback. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF PRESENTATION ON ROUNDABOUTS 
 
Haugen reported that he submitted, via e-mail, several sites for the board to check out on 
roundabouts.  He said that he would like to play a movie from FHWA on roundabouts today.  He 
stated that he also wanted to mention that on the State of Minnesota’s maps you will see that they 
highlight roundabouts.  He added that he also gave everyone a spreadsheet that shows how many 
roundabouts there are in Minnesota, with around a hundred currently, and more planned in the 
future.  He stated that in both North Dakota and Minnesota, when you take your driver’s test 
there is a section on roundabouts that you are tested on.  He commented that he also e-mailed 
everyone about a project in Killdeer, ND, where two state highways intersect, where one of their 
alternatives is to consider a roundabout.  He stated that they are currently assembling a list of 
roundabouts in North Dakota, similar to the Minnesota list.  He said that currently they are most 
prevalent to the south of us, there are about a dozen in place, with more planned for the future. 
 
Movie ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that back in 2008 the MPO did a study for the City of Grand Forks of their 
collector to collector intersections.  He said that before we engaged in this they went through a  
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process of identifying whether Grand Forks wanted us to look at roundabout or not, and the 
decision at that time was that they did want them to be considered as one of the alternatives for 
their collector to collector intersections.  He commented that not all intersections merit 
roundabouts, but there were some that did that are part of the study. 
 
Haugen reported that on the 47th Avenue Study that Ms. Ellis gave an update on last month, one 
of the reasons, in addition to what you just saw, why roundabouts were identified as a good 
solution is that the cost of one is about $150,000 less than putting in a traffic signal at 20th and 
47th, so on top of all the other benefits, the cost to implement it is $150,000 less, and it will be 
cheaper to maintain in the future as well. 
 
Haugen stated that he would be happy to give this presentation to the Finance Committee if you 
wish, or to any other committee/commission you want.  Christensen asked for a copy of the 
report Mr. Haugen is referencing.  Haugen gave him a copy of the report as requested. 
 
Christensen said that $150,000 is insignificant to him, in the study you presented, because this 
will be a major thoroughfare in our city for years to come, and this piece you put up says that 
you have to have stakeholder involvement, which means that there has to be education, and it is 
also saying that you have to have, there is going to be a whole bunch of old people driving 
through those, so why would you ??? those old people.  He commented that your population is 
going to age significantly in the next 20 years, and there will be more old people than young 
driving through that intersection, and they have to be trained, so there is a reason why people say 
“you can’t teach an old dog new tricks”.  He added that if you are going to implement one of 
these, implement it someplace where people get an opportunity to learn rather than on some 
major thoroughfare.  He stated that another thing, and you don’t mention it in the study, but your 
going to have kids walking across here, so the stakeholders weren’t thinking about their kids 
walking across a roundabout to go to that school, and he also heard something about an 
underpass and Mr. Leigh saying that they didn’t want an underpass because of bullying.  He said 
that this is something that your all taught wherever you go to school, and then you come back 
and you are engaged in planning, and the campaign is to do this, make sure that as the campaign 
to do this is there that the people that you are going to ask to take an appropriateness, and go to 
the grocery store and listen to the comments, can support it.   
 
Christensen commented that is isn’t going to be there five or ten year when that roundabout is 
built, but there are going to be people there so be careful how you think it, and the people that 
your talking about building that little three-way roundabout behind Target, that isn’t a high 
traffic area, it is cleverly hidden, and if your going to really believe what your saying as far as 
Fargo, then get stakeholders from there to come up and present as to why their good, and get 
stakeholders to present as to why they were a “Doubting Thomas” ???.  He said that these are 
very, very new and novel, and the cynic in him would just say, if you want a roundabout then put 
one in at DeMers and South Washington if it is so safe.  Haugen responded that they studied that, 
but the footprint would be so huge. 
 
Powers shared that he was recently on a trip to Michigan, and on the way home they went 
through Duluth to avoid all the traffic on 35W, and they went through a roundabout.  He stated  
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that he wasn’t driving, his brother-in-law was, but there was a semi in front of us, and just like on 
the video we just saw, he went around that thing and made a left hand turn and it was incredibly 
smooth, and he was impressed, but, there again, like Mr. Christensen said, these people have 
probably been through them more than once, but the traffic movement hardly slowed down. 
 
Christensen stated that when you hit a roundabout for the first time your scared silly, and he has 
been through them.  He shared that twenty-five years ago, when he was in Massachusetts, and he 
went through one and he drove the circle a couple of times trying to get out of it. 
 
Haugen reported that if you go to a hockey game in Fargo you will be driving through a 
roundabout, if you go to the new high school you will be going through a roundabout to get 
there.  He said that those are the areas in Fargo, the growth areas, that they are putting them.   
 
Haugen commented that, as you can see in our studies we are considering them, and as you’ll see 
when you read this we aren’t always recommending them, and we are a little bit more judicious 
on where we think they will work best.  He pointed out that, as Ms. Ellis mentioned earlier, 
putting one in East Grand Forks would work very well, but the cost is high so we aren’t 
suggesting one be put in at this time.   
 
Christensen stated that you aren’t going to get one built until you build it, and your not going to 
get one approved until people understand how they work.  Ellis said that it is an alternative in the 
study, but it doesn’t mean it will be done.  Christensen added that the issue is, if your going to 
build it, then build it where there is limited use, not where there is high use.  Haugen stated that 
he thinks the one at 24th and 34th, which came from this study, is programmed to be built in 2014, 
so it would be in use for a few years before the one at 47th would be considered, so people can 
get used to one. 
 
Strandell commented that the two concerns he has are snow removal and night driving, because 
you would have lights coming from you from a number of areas.  Ellis responded that they 
would similar to a cul-de-sac, in terms of snow removal, and they seem to be able to get the 
snow out of them.  Strandell said, however, that cul-de-sacs don’t have the traffic issue a 
roundabout would.  Ells responded that there are definitely ways that Fargo/Moorhead has dealt 
with that.  Christensen stated that there are several council members that are dead set against cul-
de-sacs as well.  
 
Christensen concluded by stating that he is simply suggesting that if your going to put in 
roundabouts you educate people more so that they know they are coming and how they work.  
He added that when it comes to the one on 47th, things will be real interesting, and you can rest 
assured that there will be more than one public hearing on that one before it is ever built because 
it is a high traffic area.    
 
Information only. 
 
 OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 19TH, 
2011, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:40 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Adams, Strandell, Leigh, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 

 

 


