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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, April 20th, 2011 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Warren Strandell, Chairman, called the April 20th, 2011, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:05 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Warren Strandell, Mike Powers, Steve 
Adams, Greg Leigh, Mike Pokrzywinski, Gary Malm, and Doug Christensen.   
 
Absent was:  Tyrone Grandstrand. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Dean Rau, Assistant Grand Forks City Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Strandell declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF 2010 MPO AUDIT 
 
Janelle Mulroy, Brady Martz, was present for a brief presentation of the 2011 MPO Audit 
Report. 
 
Mulroy referred to the report, and explained that the first part of the audit is the Independent 
Auditor’s Report, which states that Brady Martz conducted the audit in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards, and government auditing standards, and as a result have 
issued an unqualified, or clean opinion.  She stated that the report also indicates that Brady Martz 
believes the financial statements are fairly presented in all material respects.   
 
Mulroy referred to pages 3 through 7 of the report, and stated that this portion of the report, 
Management’s Discussion and Analysis.  She reported that page 3 lists some financial highlights, 
in a more narrative format, and gives an overview of the financial statements.  She then pointed 
out that pages 4 and 5 you will see comparative information, which she thinks is a handy section 
of the Management’s Discussion and Analysis because the financial statements themselves cover 
 
 

1 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, April 20th, 2011 
 
 

 2 
 

only one year, but here you can compare two years of financial information in order to see where 
there might be any significant differences. 
 
Mulroy referred to page 8, and commented that this is the balance sheet and statement of net 
assets.  She pointed out that there are three columns of information; general fund, adjustments, 
and statement of net assets.   
 
Mulroy reported that pages 10 through 15 are the “notes” to the financial statements.  She stated 
that there weren’t really any changes to this section from previous years.     
 
Mulroy referred to page 16, and explained that it is the budget to actual comparison of the 
general fund.  She stated that this is the same information that we went through previously for 
revenues and expenditures, but also includes the original and final amended budget and 
compares them.   
 
Mulroy reported that pages 17 and 18 is a standard letter in accordance with government auditing 
standards.  She pointed out that it states that they looked at the internal controls over financial 
reporting and compliance issues, and that no problems were discovered for either. 
 
Mulroy referred to page 19, and stated that it is the schedule of findings and responses.  She 
pointed out that there is one comment, similar to what has been included in the past, that states 
that since they helped draft the financial statements and proposed some audit adjustments, they 
are required to include a statement to that effect.  She explained that this is strictly the result of 
an auditing standard, and is no reflection on any change to how the books are kept or how 
internal control is accomplished. 
 
Mulroy referred to the letter dated January 31, 2011, and commented that this is a standard letter 
that they are required to send to the Executive Policy Board, or Audit Committee.  She stated 
that the letter indicates that there were no changes to the accounting policies; that there are 
estimates in the financial statements that should really be depreciation expenses; that there were 
some proposed audit adjustments, however most of them involved setting up accrual amounts; 
that there were no disagreements with management; and that ultimately everything went 
smoothly and it was a clean audit. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE 2010 MPO AUDIT 
REPORT AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF PRESENTATION OF TRAFFIC CHANGES 2000 TO 2010 
 
Haugen reported that Drew Flanagin, the MPO’s Intern, has been working on this item, however, 
due to his class schedule he was unable to be here today to give the presentation. 
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Haugen stated that once the NDDOT did their traffic study last fall, we noticed there had been 
some changes in traffic patterns, so the MPO began doing some research into those changes, and 
this is the result of that research.  He added that he will be giving a power-point presentation 
today, however a more in-depth, interactive GIS presentation will be given at next month’s 
meeting. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Strandell asked how much of the decrease in traffic on Columbia Road can be attributed to the 
condition of the roadway.  Haugen responded that it could be a factor, but most of the reduction 
is probably contributable to the 42nd Street facility that is available to us.  He added that 
Columbia Road is still a desired travel lane because of the grade separation with the rail-yard, 
and with UND traffic that is somewhat important so they don’t get stopped at 42nd Street trying 
to get access to campus.   
 
Pokryzwinski commented that prior to the light changes that were made to Columbia Road it 
used to take longer to travel it, and 42nd moved more quickly, however since the changes were 
made that is no longer the case. 
 
Haugen reported that they are trying to understand some of the differences in traffic volumes 
shown on our three bridges, whereby one state says there is a decline in traffic while the other 
state says there is an increase.  Christensen asked which bridges this is occurring on.  Haugen 
responded that one is the Kennedy, with Minnesota saying there is a decrease in traffic and North 
Dakota is saying there is an increase.  He pointed out that North Dakota also shows more of an 
increase in traffic on the Sorlie than Minnesota as well; and on the Point Bridge Minnesota 
shows an increase and North Dakota shows a decrease. 
 
Christensen asked if someone could take a wild guess as to why we have so much traffic on 
DeMers from East Grand Forks.  He stated that it is obvious that this route has become the 
preferred method of getting from East Grand Forks to Grand Forks, and he thinks it should be 
studied.  Haugen responded that the downtown attractions in East Grand Forks may be causing 
the increase.   
 
Haugen commented that they don’t count some of the side roads, but it is interesting to him that 
Bygland Road traffic has increased considerably, then splits more than was previously thought at 
the intersection of the Point Bridge and the Louis Murray Bridge.  Strandell stated that he would 
think that if you knew when that traffic was moving through that area you would find that the 
majority of it was doing so just prior to school starting and again when school ended.  Haugen 
responded that the numbers are the average daily traffic traveling that roadway, and they are 
counted during a 24-hour period. 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will recall, back in 2001 the MPO conducted a vehicle intercept 
survey of the traffic on the three bridges, and a similar survey will be done next spring.  He 
stated that they will be asking people where they are coming from, where they are going, and 
what the purpose of their trip is.   
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Christensen stated that if he were doing a survey, he would be asking people where they are 
going once they cross the bridge, are they going north or are they going south, because if you 
want a bridge at 32nd, then you have to have data to support it.  Haugen commented that the 
survey the MPO will be doing next spring should give us that data as we will be intercepting the 
right amount of traffic at all three bridges and ask them where they are coming from, where they 
are going, and what the purpose of their trip is.  Christensen added that he would also ask them 
where they live.  He stated that he would like to see the survey before it is used, would like to 
have the Executive Policy Board approve it before it is used.  Leigh agreed, adding that we want 
to make sure we get the information we need.  Christensen said, then, that it would be our 
survey, and we can then have the consultants come here and we can have a half-hour work 
session to go over the questions so we get all the relevant information we need. 
 
Pokrzywinski commented that a simple answer, though, is if you look at the parking lot behind 
the restaurants and theater on a Friday and Saturday night, you will see that that is where a lot of 
the traffic went.  He asked if we know whether or not a lot of traffic has been going out to the 
Thompson Bridge during this flood event as it seems like there has been less traffic issues this 
year.  Haugen responded that he has heard from people that have been doing this, but we don’t 
actually have any counts to substantiate it at this time. 
 
Leigh asked if anything had been done to increase the timing for the lights at the intersection of 
DeMers and Gateway, specifically the left turn because during rush hour cars are backed up to 
City Hall.  Ellis responded that they have, but they didn’t change it so that the left turn lasts 
longer every time, but instead are rotating the increase for all legs of the signal.   
 
Christensen stated that in order to generate any community conversation as to the need for a 
south end bridge, you are going to have to have the necessary data.  He commented that on 
Sundays he does see a lot of cars going down Belmont, and most of them are from East Grand 
Forks, but it doesn’t take a rocket scientist to figure it out that they are going to the mall, so the 
problem East Grand Forks has, at least in the minds of most Grand Forks citizens, is that the 
traffic ends at 11th, maybe 13th, so you have a long way to go before you get to 32nd.  He added 
that the pushback is that your city ends at this location, at least for Grand Forks, and with East 
Grand Forks’ population numbers, it will take a long time before there would be enough people 
on the south end to warrant a south end bridge, plus you need to find your money for it anyway, 
so whomever sits on the councils after us, unless a lot of federal money comes our way, they 
aren’t going to program a lot of money for a bridge that they aren’t going to use, so that is an 
obstacle that needs to be overcome, if possible. 
 
Leigh commented that the issue is a lot of people that live in East Grand Forks work in Grand 
Forks.  Christensen stated that that’s because you have a better home program than Grand Forks, 
but in any event they made a decision to live over there, and when they bought over there they 
knew the problems they would have with their transportation.  
 
Christensen reported that he is just trying to be objective as to the issues that will be raised.  He 
stated that he just talked to Al Grasser, Grand Forks City Engineer, yesterday, and they are  
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struggling to even begin to know how they are going to come up with the funds for the underpass 
on 42nd, so there will be a lot of hoarding of funds for that project alone, and that is always a 
problem for City leaders.  Strandell commented that he doesn’t think the State of Minnesota is 
going to be standing there ready to give money for a bridge, because they are at the point now 
where they are going to have trouble maintaining the road system they already have, some may 
have to go back to gravel, so it would be pretty hard to sell a new bridge when your letting roads 
go back to gravel. 
 
Christensen commented that there has been some conversation on possibly increasing Grand 
Forks’ sales tax just to cover infrastructure costs.  He asked Mr. Rau where the City of Grand 
Forks was getting the funds to overlay Columbia Road.  Rau responded that a large portion will 
come from the State Urban Aid Fund, 80%, and the other 20% would typically come from the 
City itself, but he isn’t sure if that is true with this project.  Christensen asked how much that 
would be.  Rau responded that it would be around three to four million dollars a stretch, and 
there will be at least two stretches to do from DeMers Avenue to about Knight Drive. 
 
Pokrzywinski asked if the one percent sales tax increase would include maintaining and 
rebuilding residential streets.  He stated that he thinks there will be some support from the 
surrounding communities that pay that sales tax for such things as the Alerus Center, the Library, 
but when it comes to maintaining residential streets there will be opposition from your 
neighbors.  He added that East Grand Forks is struggling to find a way to fund it’s own street 
maintenance, and it isn’t easy, but asking our neighbors to help us with that isn’t something we 
would consider.  Christensen stated that he is sure that if the State of Minnesota allowed East 
Grand Forks to impose a sales tax increase, they would.  Strandell responded that they do allow 
it.  Christensen said, then, that they should do it.  Strandell stated that he doesn’t support doing it 
because they are trying to save what commercial activity they have, and to keep some advantage 
by having even a fraction of a cent lower sales tax than Grand Forks can help do that.  
Christensen said, then, that his response would be that Grand Forks will help advance East Grand 
Forks’ commercial economic development, because if they add that sales tax it will help keep 
more people home.  
 
Christensen commented that, you may have seen a report on sales leakage in Grand Forks, and if 
so you will understand that they have to do some thinking on how to alleviate this.  He added 
that this is a shared problem, and he doesn’t know how else they can come up with the funds for 
the needed infrastructure, either you put a levy on property owners, or you increase the sales tax.  
He stated that he doesn’t have the answer, and he is only addressing the avenues of revenue we 
have available.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2011-2014 T.I.P. 
 
Ellis stated that this is a public hearing. 
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MOVED BY POKRZYWINSKI, SECONDED BY MALM, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC 
HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POKRZYWINSKI, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC 
HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Ellis reported that back in 2008 we had submitted an application to place sidewalks on DeMers 
Avenue continuing across the Highway 2 Intersection, up 220 on the east side, and along the 
northend of the frontage road on the west side.  She stated that this project was originally to be 
done in 2012, but we asked that it be moved up to be done in 2011.  
 
Ellis stated that when doing the project memorandum, and preparing the plans for the actual 
project, MnDOT requested that we look into including doing some intersection improvements to 
make them ADA compliant, so we prepared the plans for that as well.  She said that discussion 
was then held with MnDOT as to how these intersection improvements would be paid for, and 
MnDOT agreed to cover those additional costs, thus the need for an amendment to the T.I.P., to 
include not only the additional costs, but the change to the scope of work, and additional funding 
sources.  
 
Ellis commented that the original project was to include the sidewalks, at a cost of $146,000.  
She said that since the original project was developed, discussion was held on adding a trail on 
the east side because of a lack of right-of-way, so that did bring the cost of the project up to 
$160,000.  She stated that now, with the added intersection improvements, the cost increased 
again to $294,000. 
 
Ellis reported that we would still be receiving $116,000 in federal funds, which are the T.E. 
funds we were awarded at the ATP meeting, but now MnDOT will be kicking in some state 
funds, in the amount of $90,000, as well.  She pointed out that this leaves a remainder of $88,000 
that we will need to cover with local funds.  She stated that they had originally budgeted $45,000 
for the original project, so the other $44,000 will come from TIF funds because the sidewalk on 
the south side of Highway 2 falls in a TIF District, therefore we can use TIF funds for that 
portion of the sidewalk. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2011-2014 T.I.P. 
AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT FY2012-2015 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that the action you just took is in our current approved T.I.P. document, and we 
now have to approve next year’s draft T.I.P. document.  He pointed out that a copy of the Draft 
T.I.P. was included in the packet, and he would now like to highlight some of the information 
contained in that document. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Haugen stated that it is the MPOs responsibility to ensure that each project is consistent with the 
MPO Long Range Transportation Plan, and that each project is prioritized within its proposed 
funding program.   
 
Haugen reported that in our T.I.P. cycle we always look at the current projects, and this is a four-
year T.I.P. so we always have three years that identify projects that have already been approved, 
and for which funding sources have been identified, so we need to see if there are any changes 
required for those projects.  He stated that there have been no changes on the Minnesota side, but 
on the North Dakota side, when we reviewed the candidate projects in December, it was noted 
that there were a lot of changes to the projects, mostly to the cost estimates.  He explained that 
the main reason for these changes is the need for us to adjust the costs to the year of expenditure. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the new year of this T.I.P. is FY2015.  He stated that back in December 
we received requests from the North Dakota agencies to consider three projects on the street side, 
however, only one is being forwarded into the Draft T.I.P., and that is the DeMers Rehabilitation 
project from I-29 to the Fire Station.   
 
Pokrzywinski asked when the DeMers project from the Fire Station to N. 5th St was scheduled to 
be done.  Haugen responded that it is scheduled to be done this summer.  He stated that work 
will also be done to the 4th Avenue ramp at the same time.  Rau added that some work will also 
be done to the east side of the bridge, from the bridge structure down to 5th.  Haugen commented 
that, again, they requested that monies be set aside for a project on the local system, and also 
identified the Washington Street Underpass as a potential reconstruction.  He stated that they are 
currently in the process of studying both projects, and are studying 47th Avenue as well.   
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side a request was made to consider some minor repair of 
concrete panels on Gateway Drive Drive and 220 North.  He stated that back in January the 
request was that they be funded with federal funding in 2015, but the State moved them to 2014, 
and show them as being funded with state monies. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side, for the transit side of things, they basically only 
added the 2015 operation requests.  He stated that on the North Dakota side, City Bus also goes 
after some other funding programs, including JARC funds, which is basically how they are 
operating for the federal share on the southwestern route of Grand Forks.  He added that  
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New Freedom funds are earmarked for the disabled and senior rider programs, so we have been 
using these funds to replace vehicles for those programs for the past several years, so this is just 
a continuation of those requests.  He reported that until just recently, the statewide earmark 
request was being programmed fairly well, but, as we are all aware, earmarks are now 
unacceptable in Washington, although there are still requests out there in the event additional 
funding should become available. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side, for transit, all they really did was add the 2015 year 
to the T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side they did submit Phase 1 of 42nd Street for 
Transportation Enhancement funding.  He explained that Phase 1 includes that portion of 
DeMers Avenue from 42nd Street to the underpass on 48th Street.  He stated that State of North 
Dakota has not made any decisions on Transportation Enhancement awards at this time, so in the 
Draft T.I.P. you will see that this project is listed as an Illustrative Project, so it shows that we 
are waiting funding.  He added that Phase 2 was forwarded for funding as well. 
 
Haugen summarized that projects that are currently in the T.I.P. will carry over, that there 
haven’t been a lot of changes to those projects, that there are no additional projects, that no 
projects are being dropped, and that most changes involve cost estimates.  He added that the last 
year of the current T.I.P. is the first year of the new T.I.P. now that we have projects 
programmed, the DeMers project is really the only new project other than continuing transit 
operations. 
 
Haugen stated that included in the T.I.P. are a couple of other appendices, one dealing with 
actual obligation of 2010 projects, and the other is an update of what our 2011 construction 
season looks like. 
 
Haugen reported that a public hearing was held at last week’s Technical Advisory Committee, 
and there was no one present for discussion, nor were any comments submitted prior to the 
meeting, therefore the Technical Advisory Committee, and staff are recommending approval of 
the Draft 2012-2015 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY POKRZYWINSKI, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT 
FY2012-2015 T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF CONTRACT FOR EAST GRAND FORKS STREET 
NETWORK STUDY 
 
Ellis reported that RFPs were submitted to conduct a Northwest East Grand Forks Street 
Network Study.  She explained that the study will mainly look at the 5th Avenue N.W. full  
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intersection proposal, as well as to revisit travel forecasts and travel demand in and along the 
Northwest corridors. 
 
Ellis commented that they will also be looking at traffic analysis, provide some insight on some 
possible intersection improvements, addition of a multi-purpose trail enhancements, and transit 
routes. 
 
Ellis referred to page 81 of the packet, and explained that the group the Selection Committee 
chose was Alliant Engineering.  She stated that Alliant Engineering provided a scope-of-work, 
and a presentation that the committee felt met the needs of the RFP, and focused on what we 
wanted to accomplish with this study.  She then referred to page 82, the Key Issues Map, and 
went over everything the study will be looking at. 
 
Ellis reported that Alliant has proposed 422 hours of work; they have scheduled three public 
meetings and four steering committee meetings.   
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POKRZYWINSKI, TO APPROVE THE FY2011-2014 
T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

a. 2010 Census 
 
Christensen stated that, yesterday there was a conversation about an update, or review of the 
census, and he was wondering what the increase was in Grand Forks’ population.  Haugen 
responded that the U.S. Census has said that Grand Forks City proper is now at 53,838, which is 
an increase of about 7% from the 2010 figure of 49,475, or about 4,000 people.   
 
Haugen said that he thinks that what might be being talked about is that we are reviewing, just as 
we did in 2000, to ensure that the census has properly placed everyone in the right boundaries.  
He stated that in 2000 we were able to show the Census Bureau that they misplaced people in 
some boundaries, so Grand Forks’ city population increased from what the Bureau said it was at 
that time. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 20TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE 
POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 16TH, 2011, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 20TH, 2011, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:12 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Leigh, Powers, Adams, Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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