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PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD OF THE 
GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, May 16th, 2012 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Warren Strandell, Chairman, called the May 16th, 2012, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:08 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Greg Leigh, Mike Pokrzywinski, Gary 
Malm, Mike Powers, Warren Strandell, Tyrone Grandstrand, Steve Adams, and Doug 
Christensen.   
 
Guests present were:  Brian Shorten and Lance Bernard, SRF Consulting Group; Jane Williams 
and Richard Romness, GF City Engineering. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Strandell declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 18 TH, 2012, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 18TH, 2012, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD,  AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Malm, Grandstrand, Pokrzywinski, Leigh, Powers, Strandell, Adams, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen said that, for the sake of Mr. Shorten and Mr. Bernard, he would ask that everyone state 
their names and who they represent. 
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MATTER OF INITIAL MEETING WITH SRF CONSULTING ON LO NG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reminded the board that we hired SRF Consulting to assist us with our Long Range 
Transportation Plan Street and Highway Update, adding that representatives from SRF are here 
today to give a brief summary on what is planned for the update.  He referred to the packet and 
pointed out that it includes the study approach and schedule.   
 
Haugen stated that, as you are aware, we have already done some vehicle intercept surveys, the 
results of which will be discussed today; and tonight we will be holding the first public open 
house in the Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers at 6:00. 
 
Haugen then introduced Brian Shorten, who is the project manager for SRF. 
 
Shorten stated that they certainly appreciate the opportunity to work with  the MPO on this 
transportation plan update. 
 
Shorten referred to the information in the packet, the agenda, and pointed out that they will be 
talking a bit about the study process, the origin/destination study that was recently completed, the 
open house format, and then we would like to visit with this body to get a better understanding of 
what you want to see with this update. 
 
Shorten reported that they did include a copy of the study approach summary, which is what they 
presented to the selection committee, to show them how they plan on approaching this project.  
He stated that they you will see that they are addressing the requirements the MPO listed in the 
RFP. 
 
Shorten referred to the study approach summary table, pointing out that the key elements of their 
effort are listed across the top, and went each briefly.  He commented that the objective of this 
whole transportation effort, for the streets and highway section, is to help develop a program of 
projects that are fiscally constrained, that you can use to bring in federal and state funds to match 
your local funds in order to be able to implement the transportation projects that are identified in 
the plan.   
 
Shorten then referred to the project schedule, project timeline table, also included in the packet, 
and went over that briefly as well.   
 
Grandstrand asked how they are making sure people get to the public meetings.  Lance Bernard, 
SRF Consulting, responded that they have been working with staff, putting public notices in the 
papers, word of mouth, etc., to get this information out to the public. Grandstrand asked how 
many people they would ultimately like to see attend these public meetings.  Bernard responded 
that ultimately they would like to see 50 or more people attend the meeting tonight, adding that 
they have heard that there seems to be a good level of interest in the update, so are optimistic that 
this can be accomplished.   
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Haugen reported that there have been some groups that have expressed interest in their portions 
of the metro area, who have indicated they will invite people to come to the meeting.  
Christensen asked who these groups are.  Haugen responded they include Global Friends, the 
New Americans, the Healthy Grand Forks Coalition, UND, the Merrifield or South Bypass 
Coalition, etc.   
 
Bernard commented that they want to involve the public in a new interactive way, an electronic 
survey, which they have been using at a lot of public open houses.  He stated that this survey is 
basically a power point, with survey questions asking the public to rank projects, etc.  He added 
that they, along with staff, have developed a series of about 50 or so questions that they will 
present to the public, who will then be able to use survey clickers to answer.  He said that their 
answers will automatically be shown on the screen, which will allow them to see whether or not 
their peers feel the same way they do about an issue or project. 
 
Bernard reported that the format they intend to use for tonight’s meeting is: 
 
 1) For the first half-hour they would like to have public look at boards that staff has 

put together showing existing land use patterns, future land use patterns, existing 
and future transportation issues, etc.. 

  2) Move on to survey portion, which they will open with a short presentation 
explaining their process and the timing of the project. 

 3). Last half-hour they would like to allow people to mingle and discuss what has 
 transpired.   

 
Shorten referred to a memorandum, included in the packets, that discusses the origin-destination 
survey that was performed on the three red river bridges, and gave a brief summary on the 
preliminary results of that survey.   
 
Shorten stated that the data from this survey will help ATAC and MPO staff calibrate their traffic 
model, and will also provide information about travel patterns within the metropolitan area for 
transportation planning within the project development stage.  He commented that they will have 
a much more detailed report on the survey results by the end of the week.   
 
Shorten said that based on some other work they have done, the survey went very well, and the 
public was quite cooperative.  He added that he hopes nobody’s phones were ringing off the 
hook with complaints.  Pokrzywinski stated that there were some nasty things said on Facebook, 
as well as a call to the radio station about traffic backup.  He asked if, when you were first 
starting up the survey, was there an issue with some major backup of traffic.  Shorten responded 
that although he wasn’t there, whenever a backup started they would just let the whole stream of 
traffic go through to release the pressure, but maybe for the first little bit there may have been 
some buildup, just until everyone got a sense of how the flow of traffic was going, but after that 
he doesn’t think there were any further issues.  Haugen explained that the A.M. Peak at the 
Kennedy Bridge, where traffic merged from the on-ramp down to one lane of traffic, that is 
where the problem occurred. 
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Pokrzywinski asked about the 10% external trips, and whether or not there will be a breakdown 
for each bridge.  Shorten responded they would provide that. 
  
Shorten stated that lastly, they would like to open up the floor for discussion.  Bernard added that 
part of the materials included in the packets was just to get everyone some background 
information in order to get the conversation rolling today; specifically what are some of the 
issues, opportunities, or needs that you see with this update.  He pointed out that the two 
questions being posed up front are:  1) what are your top three transportation needs for the metro 
area; and 2) what are some constraints in meeting future transportation needs. 
 
Grandstrand commented that we need to understand why our traffic model hasn’t predicted 
what’s going to happen over the last ten years.  He said that traffic has decreased in a lot of areas 
where it should have increased.  He added that another thing is that we need more biking or 
multi-model structure. 
 
Shorten asked if there was a preference regarding bike paths versus bike lanes.  He pointed out 
that there are two ways of making connections:  1) a bike lane, the cheaper option; 2) a bike path, 
engineers preferred choice.  Christensen responded that you can address that issue like this:  1) 
we don’t have places for paths in the north end of Grand Forks unless you create them; 2) if you 
happen to go down University Avenue, you will see paths that have very little use by bikers; 3) 
since the flood all of the streets have had bikepaths added, either an 8-foot or 10-foot path.  He 
said you can spend a lot of time on this, but it’s how you implement it, so, he isn’t here to throw 
cold water on Mr. Grandstrand’s suggestion, but the areas in the community simply aren’t 
conducive to that because you have old and new, so when you are done with this discussion he 
would like to discuss other areas that don’t have to do with biking. 
 
Christensen commented that we need to focus on the development of Columbia Road South and 
47th because that will square our city off, and he doesn’t know where it fits in this list of 
priorities, but it has to move forward, it has to move up sooner than later because when we get 
those built out we will be able to locate a school in the southwest quadrant of the City of Grand 
Forks, so we will need to focus on a four-lane or five-lane someplace in that area.  He added that 
he would suggest we have bike paths, not lanes when we do this. 
 
Shorten stated that he noticed in the last transportation plan that it called for Columbia Road, 
between the two arterials, to be a four lane roadway in the long term section.  Christensen asked 
if long term means within the next ten to twenty-five years.  Shorten responded that that would 
be correct. Christensen said, then, that we need to move it to the short-term.  Haugen commented 
that we amended the plan in November to do the Columbia Road project in the 2016 to 2017 
timeframe, so it was moved from the long-term to the current mid-term timeframe.  He added 
that 47th Avenue is also in the current mid-term timeframe.  He stated that they just completed 
the study of 47th Avenue from Columbia to Washington, so both those corridors are in the 
current mid-term programming of projects in our plan. 
 
Christensen said that he understands what Mr. Haugen is saying, but the purpose of this meeting, 
as he believes it, is to simply move something from mid-term to short-term, or something from  
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long-term to mid-term, and he is speaking as a representative of the City of Grand Forks, and he 
would like the Columbia Road and 47th projects moved up.  Haugen responded that he 
understands, but that the short-term of our plan is already five years past, so when he describes 
mid-term that is actually our current project term.  Christensen stated, then, that they are on the 
same page. 
 
Christensen commented that, as discussed at last month’s meeting, there is no appetite, he 
believes, to continue a conversation on bridges because neither community has the funds to do 
any additional bridges, so he would rather you not spend a lot of time dealing with these issues 
until sources of funding can be determined, and also because it takes valuable time away from 
other more valuable conversations you can have where there is some degree of funding, and he 
laud your efforts to try to predict the funding for the next ten to twenty-five years in light of what 
is going on in our country, he simply doesn’t know how we will get these things moving as there 
are no more earmarks.   
 
Pokrzywinski said that, for the record, in terms of the bridges he agrees with Mr. Christensen 
that the money isn’t there, the political appetite isn’t there at this time to start really talking 
seriously about building a bridge, but he doesn’t favor taking the siting of bridges out of the long 
range plan, and he hopes that that isn’t what his comments have been interpreted as meaning as 
he feels a lot of work was done siting those hypothetical bridges should we ever find that there is 
an absolute need to build one, and/or the funding becomes available to proceed, so he thinks they 
should be left in the long term plan, and that is what will be his position.  He added, however, 
that he also doesn’t think we need to spend a lot of time talking about the impossible, but he also 
thinks that since the long range plan is in place, if and when we decide we need to build a bridge, 
we have identified where they should be located.  Christensen stated that he concurs with Mr. 
Pokrzywinski, as planners and councils before us have come up with the locations, so he agrees 
they should be left in the plan. 
 
Christensen stated that, if we are going to decide on an overpass/underpass in this community, 
we need one on 42nd.  He said that we need to figure out how we are going to fund it, and how 
and when we are going to build it, so wherever it is in the current plan, if we can we need to 
move it up because Grand Forks could probably get the funds to do it. 
 
Leigh commented that he would like to see you revisit the issue of opening 2nd Avenue N.E. onto 
Highway 2, the intersection there, because it is a straight shot from one end of town to the other.   
 
Pokrzywinski reported that two of our three bridges are woefully inadequate as far as pedestrian 
access, they are unsafe for pedestrian crossings.  He stated that, while we have two pedestrian 
bridges that connect the north and south end of the greenway trails, but they really don’t provide 
convenient access from one neighborhood to the next, so when we do go to upgrade or replace 
those bridges, it is very important that we look at addressing this issue.  
 
Malm asked how soon they can get the closure of University Avenue out of the study.  
Christensen asked if this body were to direct the consultant to discontinue studying it, would it 
happen.  Malm asked how they force the issue on this because all it is doing is creating very bad  
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feelings within the neighborhood.  Grandstrand asked how this would affect Mr. Malm’s 
neighborhood as there is a coulee between University Avenue and his neighborhood.  Malm 
responded that his neighborhood is the whole northwest corner of the city, and how are you 
going to get around University Avenue without causing traffic through the neighborhood streets. 
 
Christensen stated that, quite frankly, you can do whatever you want, but the question is how did 
the closure of University Avenue get this far when anyone that drives there can figure out there 
isn’t anywhere to go to the south, and the only place to go to the north is 6th, so how do you 
direct the traffic.  He added that we don’t need to spend $150,000 for someone to study that, so 
why are we doing it, is it in the scope of work.  Haugen responded that it is in the scope of work 
because it is an official part of UND’s plan.  Christensen stated that they can pay for it 
themselves, then.  He added that Mr. Zitzow didn’t seem too enthused with the programs when 
he was on T.V. the other day.  Haugen commented that this might be viewed as an opportunity to 
convince UND to alter their Climate Action Plan to eliminate the possible closure of University 
Avenue and look at other alternatives instead.  Malm asked how we do that.  Haugen responded 
that we do it through this study process.  He then briefly explained what the study process would 
provide in terms of alternatives, etc.  Pokrzywinski commented that he feels this would be a 
worthwhile thing to do, to figure out some options to make the university safer.  He added that if 
you go to UND’s website, where the Climate Action Plan exists, it does talk about how they 
understand that the option of closing University Avenue will be controversial, and they do rank it 
as a low priority item.  He said that he doesn’t know if they realistically think it will ever happen, 
and how much should we have to pay for a study to rule something out, or whether it is the 
University’s responsibility, he can’t answer that. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Leigh stated that, ultimately, we are doing a study to give UND information on what they should 
do, why aren’t they doing their own study.  He added that he does think that they should do a 
study to determine the impacts the closure of University Avenue will have on neighboring 
roadways.  Christensen agreed, citing a study that was done for the 34th Avenue neighborhood to 
help them determine how they would get through Kiwanis Park, and guess what, they came up 
with their own solution and the street is being placed.   
 
Haugen reminded the board that it is a transportation issue in our metro area, and the MPO 
Executive Policy Board is the transportation body that deals with transportation issues.  Malm 
stated, then, that we should make a recommendation and send it back to the University.  
Grandstrand commented that, before we make any recommendations, we need to remember that 
there are 14,000 residents that use that campus, not including, of course, the thousands of  
professors and staff, and none of them are here.  Pokrzywinski said that he would agree with that 
point.  He stated that they are a very large entity, as far as the size of this community, and they 
don’t have a representative on this body, and the 14,000 students and staff do have a huge impact 
on the transportation system within this community, so to suggest that we aren’t responsible for 
paying for some information they want he doesn’t totally buy that, but he doesn’t agree that 
closing University Avenue is a good idea, and would never support that, but he doesn’t agree 
with the notion that they should pay for a study about the transportation system because they are 
a big enough part of this community to warrant a study be done for them. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 

Wednesday, May 16
th

, 2012 

 

 7 

 

Haugen stated that they could request SRF try to separate this task cost from the rest of the study 
and approach UND to pay the local match.  He added that the chairman is going to suggest a 
June 27th meeting, so between now and then we will have had an opportunity to have SRF do 
that.  He said that there is an existing committee that meets quarterly with UND City Staff, 
People About Transportation, that will meet in June so we will have a chance to work through 
the channels, and we will certainly have UND representatives here as well.  Christensen 
commented that he doesn’t think it is a question of cost, he thinks it is more of a message.  He 
added that he agrees with Mr. Pokrzywinski, that studying it is fine, for the reasons he 
articulated, the problem is there is no solution, no one is going to support closing it, so don’t do a 
study that is going to come back saying close it, because you might have one vote here to do that, 
but he doesn’t think there will be any other votes, so he feels we should study things where you 
can affect some change rather than those you can’t. 
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON MNDOT CIMS 
 
Haugen reported that this is a new approach MNDOT is doing with their major highways.  He 
explained that CIMS is an acronym for Corridor Investment Management Strategy. 
 
Haugen commented that MNDOT held a meeting in Thief River Falls last Thursday, and 
Chairman Strandell and himself attended.  He explained that they are trying to do more with less, 
trying to identify low cost high reward type highway projects along the corridors. 
 
Haugen stated that more impetus of this is to try to get dreams of other corridors throughout the 
state wherein it is a current two-lane roadway that the local people want to expand to four-lanes 
with multiple access so that they can grow commercial strips along them, so it is kind of taking 
an approach where instead of MNDOT trying to work alone to invest and to manage it’s corridor 
they are trying to engage with groups along the corridor to come to an agreement as to how they 
are going to invest and manage that corridor realistically rather than via a wish list. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY POKRZYWINSKI, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 16TH, 
2012, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:06 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Malm, Grandstrand, Pokrzywinski, Leigh, Powers, Strandell, Adams, and 

Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


