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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, January 18th, 2012 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Warren Strandell, Chairman, called the January 18th, 2012, 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, Mike 
Pokrzywinski, Steve Adams, Gary Malm, Doug Christensen, and Tyrone Grandstrand.   
 
Absent were:  None. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; 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 DECEMBER 15 TH,  2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY POKRZYWINSKI, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 
15TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF MINNESOTA CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR 2013-2016 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reminded the board that at their December meeting they approved the North Dakota 
candidate projects, and this month they are being asked to approve the Minnesota candidate 
projects and the transit projects for the 2013-2016 T.I.P.   
 
Haugen reported that there are two trunk highway sub-target projects for FY2016.  He said that 
the first project is a pavement resurfacing project for US Highway 2 from Central Avenue east 
fifteen miles, with six of those miles being within the MPO study area.   
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 

Wednesday, January 18
th

, 2012 

 

 2 

 

Haugen commented that the second project is a rehabilitation project for the Kennedy Bridge, at 
an estimated cost of $10 million, with each state providing half of the cost.  He stated that the 
North Dakota side will use federal funds, and the Minnesota side is using state funds through 
their bridge program.   
 
Haugen reported that currently the focus point of Red River bridges is the Oslo Bridge.  He said 
that they are currently in the process of finalizing that project, and once it is completed they will 
then move on to the Kennedy Bridge and start identifying exactly how the project will be bid 
several years from now.  He stated that currently MnDOT, as the lead agency, has identified that 
they are looking at repainting the deck, and are going to be looking at improved pedestrian 
access on the structure.   
 
Haugen commented that there is one FY2016 enhancement project.  He explained that East 
Grand Forks has submitted a new sidewalk construction project for the eastside of 5th Avenue 
N.E. between 14th Street N.E. and 20th Street N.E. and along the north side of 20th Street N.W. 
from 5th Avenue N.E. to the technical college.  He referred to a drawing of the area and pointed 
out where an existing sidewalk is located on the northern edge of 20th Street N.E., and explained 
that the proposal is to continue that sidewalk east to 5th Avenue N.E., and then on the east side of 
5th Avenue down past the Williams Park area.   
 
Powers asked if the sidewalk was going to be located on the park side or the other side of the 
street.  Haugen responded that it will be located on the east side.  He commented that they looked 
at putting it on the west side, but there just isn’t enough room to physically locate a sidewalk 
with the tree structure there, as well as other street furniture, so it is being placed on the east side.   
 
Leigh stated that the problem he has with this project is that we are considering placing the 
sidewalk on the curb, and during snow events who is going to be responsible to remove the 
snow, the City or the property owner.  He said that he doesn’t think this is a good place to put a 
sidewalk.  Haugen responded that they priced it out on the curb, but the final placement is yet to 
be determined.  He explained that one of the reasons for placing it on the curb is because there is 
existing sidewalk near the Century Apartment complex.  Leigh commented that he looked at the 
area, and agrees that if they were to place the sidewalk where it should go they would have to 
remove several trees along the berm, and that isn’t going to be acceptable to the property owner.   
 
Haugen continued to explain that they placed the sidewalk on the curb for cost estimate 
purposes, to give them the highest price, but if they are awarded funds, when they get into the 
project development phase, the actual location of the sidewalk will be determined. 
 
Haugen reported that the total cost of the project is estimated at $225,000, with the federal 
request being just under $178,000.  He stated that once this is passed by the MPO it will be 
submitted to the ATP for funding consideration in February.  He added that once they know 
whether or not it is being funded, in late 2014 or early 2015 the project development process will 
really get going, and the exact location will be finalized. 
 
Strandell asked what the local share will be.  Haugen responded that it is 20% of construction, so 
about $44,000.  He stated that there is an additional $60,000 that is ineligible for reimbursement  
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through the ATP process, so the local share will be about $100,000.  Strandell asked how the 
City Council will fund this.  Leigh responded that right now he isn’t really big on this sidewalk, 
so he isn’t too concerned how it will be funded.  He stated that the problem is that they are 
applying for the funds, and hopefully they will receive the funds, but he is probably the only 
person on the City Council that doesn’t like the project.  He added that he feels that the project 
they are doing on Highway 220 serves the same purpose, gets people to the college and down to 
the Hugo area, etc., but where they want to put this sidewalk doesn’t make sense to him.  He said 
that most of the City Council supports this project, but he isn’t one of them.  Pokrzywinski 
agreed that the majority of the City Council does support this project, and think there is value in 
connecting that area to the college.  Haugen added that this did come through the City Council 
for consideration, and was passed on to this board based on their approval.   
  
Haugen commented that the local cost would be budgeted by a future City Council.  He added 
that they are setting aside capital improvement monies for this. 
 
Haugen distributed copies of the Transit project list, and went over it briefly.  He explained that, 
essentially, for transit they are just looking at what they guess the costs will be in 2016, shown 
on the last page of the project list.  He added that on the North Dakota side there are additional 
FTA programs that they apply for, shown on the second page, and Cities Area Transit is 
anticipating that they will be looking for $7.2 million dollars to help them renovate and upgrade 
their bus barn.  He stated that they have already submitted applications for grants that were not 
approved, however there will be future grants they will be submitting applications for. 
 
Haugen stated that if you will recall our congressional delegation on the North Dakota side was 
very successful in getting earmarks for transit dollars, however with the ban on earmarks these 
are now annual discretionary dollars through national competition for awards of funds.  He said 
that the State of North Dakota has been organizing this to become a statewide application so 
there won’t be any direct competition with the state for these dollars.   
 
Haugen commented that the other two programs are continuing of operations that are currently 
ongoing, the JARC (Job Access Reverse Commute) will continue the operation of Transit Routes 
12/13; and the New Freedom Funds will continue to fund the Mobility Manager position they 
received funding for, and hired this year. 
 
Christensen asked if this was stuff the MPO would be studying in 2012.  Haugen responded that 
the bus barn rehab project is not something the MPO is doing a study on as the City has hired 
EAPC to do that project.  He added that there is also the energy consultant the City hired to look 
at energy efficiency/deficiency in all City buildings.  He stated that the cost of doing both of 
these is how the City reached a cost of $7.2 million.  He said, however, that the MPO is currently 
studying Routes 12/13, and while there may be some possible modifications made to the route, 
we are not recommending the route be discontinued.   
 
Strandell asked if this was an informational item, or if action by the Board was necessary.  
Haugen responded that the Board does need to take action on this item. 
 
Christensen asked if these projects had been submitted to Service Safety Committee.  
Grandstrand responded that they had. 
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Strandell commented that he wonders if this body has the authority to apply for funds, as he 
would think the City Council would take that action.  Haugen responded that this comes to the 
MPO, and we have to determine if the projects are consistent with our plans, and then prioritize 
them, that is our responsibility.  He added that we have to give these projects a thumbs up or a 
thumbs down, and we have, in the past, re-prioritized City projects.  Christensen asked what 
other projects the $7.2 million could be used for other than energy efficiency for a 30-year old 
building.  Haugen responded that they are capital projects so it could be used for bus shelters, 
bus replacement, etc.  Christensen asked if it can only be used for bus related projects.  Haugen 
responded that that would be correct. 
 
Christensen asked if they could buy buses with those monies.  Haugen responded that they could, 
however there currently isn’t any scheduled replacements needed, to that magnitude.   
 
Powers asked if we digest this now, make a recommendation, and it is taken to the City Council 
for their approval.  Haugen responded that it comes from the City first, to us.  Powers asked if 
this is something the City wants.  Christensen responded that he doesn’t think the City Council 
has really been through this, as he doesn’t recall this being discussed at the City Council.  
Haugen stated that it went through the City’s process, then was submitted to the MPO for us to 
either pass on to the next level, which is the ATP in Minnesota and the Bismarck Central Office 
on the North Dakota side.   
 
Christensen stated that what this really gets down to is if these projects are picked, you still have 
to get someone to get you a grant from the feds, and that sounds virtually impossible.  Haugen 
reported that the $7.2 million dollar project has already been submitted twice before for 
consideration of the discretionary grants.  He added that, again, this is part of a state-wide effort, 
and the way these discretionary grants are being processed by the federal agencies are by making 
them all go through the Central State DOT office, then they forward them on to the respective 
federal agency.  He said that North Dakota has been making all of these transit projects one big 
project, where they are all prioritized as one with no intra-state competing projects.  Christensen 
stated, then, that they will apply for a bigger grant than $7.2 million.  Haugen responded that that 
is true, adding that the $7.2 million will be grouped with Fargo’s request, Minot’s request, 
Bismarck’s request, and then all of the rural agencies also have a couple million they always 
through in on a project.  Christensen asked, if they get a grant for, say $20 million, will the DOT 
then parcel it out.  Haugen responded that they would. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE MINNESOTA 
LIST OF CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. AS BEING 
CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND TO GIVE 
THEM PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2012 WORK PRO GRAM 
 
Haugen reported that the MPO has a two-year work program that was developed and approved at 
the end of 2010, and now that we are entering into the year 2012, a couple of modifications are 
necessary.  He explained that these modifications are based on some things that did or didn’t 
occur in 2011. 
 
Haugen commented that the first modification is to extend out our current Transit Development 
Plan Study.  He explained that we have URS under contract to do this study, which was 
supposed to have been completed by the end of December 2011, but a couple of things came up 
that caused a delay so we are asking that for an amendment to our 2012 Work Program to show 
this project continuing into the first quarter of 2012.   He stated that the contract monies that 
were not reimbursed to URS in 2011 will be carried forward as well so we will not cause any of 
our current 2012 monies to be reallocated.   
 
Haugen stated that the second modification is to create, or capture a new aerial photo for the 
metro area.  He explained that the current photo was done in 2009, and we would like to fly the 
area in the spring in order to have an up-to-date photo to work from.  He stated that the monies 
being identified to pay for this new project will come from funds that were not spent on a 
Southwest Grand Forks study. 
 
Haugen reported that last year the MPO was asked to begin doing indirect cost billings.  He then 
distributed copies of the new 2012 indirect cost table and explained that when the packets were 
mailed out, this information was not completed; however, since then staff was able to determine 
what the indirect cost rate will be for FY2012.  He referred to that sheet, and went over what the 
indirect costs consist of. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO 
THE FY2012 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM AND TO AUTHORIZE THE 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT AMENDMENT WITH URS.   
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL DRAFT OF THE DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY  
 
Haugen reported that this is the final step for the Downtown Parking Studies we completed for 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  He said that they have submitted final drafts to both sides, 
and both have received and filed the report. 
 
Haugen stated that Rich and Associates has done a very good job with this study, and he is 
prepared to go over the recommendations if you wish, however it has all been processed through 
each sides respective boards and commissions, and the final draft has been modified to reflect 
any changes made during the process.   
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Powers asked about the anti-shuffling ordinance.  Haugen responded that a person can’t just park 
their vehicle on the street, then just move it ten feet, they have to move it further than that.  He 
explained that there is an ordinance already in place in which he believes a person has to move 
their vehicle at least 300 feet in a twenty-four hour period, so we are suggesting that this be 
narrowed to a shorter time-frame, but a longer distance.      
   
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POKRZYWINSKI, TO GRANT FINAL APPROVAL 
TO THE GRAND FORKS DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY AND THE EAST GRAND 
FORKS DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL DRAFT OF THE 47 TH AVENUE SOUTH STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that, similar to the downtown study, the 47th Avenue South Study has gone 
through the approval process, and staff is asking for approval of the Final Draft 47th Avenue 
South Study report. 
 
Leigh asked who will make the final decision as to whether a signal is put in or a roundabout.  
Christensen responded that the City Council will make that decision.  Leigh said, then, that by 
approving this we aren’t locking the City in to doing one or the other, we are just approving the 
recommendations.  Christensen responded that when he reviewed this document, it is just giving 
recommendations, not suggesting a preferred plan.   
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO GRANT FINAL APPROVAL 
OF THE 47TH AVENUE SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY REPORT. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATI ON PLAN 
STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is the MPO’s main activity in 2012, to update our Street and Highway 
Plan.  He referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the Draft RFP was included. 
 
Haugen stated that the RFP was presented to the Technical Advisory Committee at their meeting 
last week, and they, along with staff, recommend this body approve the RFP for the Long Range 
Transportation Plan Street/Highway Element.   
 
Haugen pointed out that we have a budget of $175,000 to hire a consultant to help us through 
this process, which is programmed to continue into the first part of 2013.  He stated that our 
current plan will expire at the end of 2013, so we need to have an updated plan in place before 
then. 
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Haugen commented that the Transit Development Plan is one component, and staff has been 
working on the Bike/Ped component, and now we need to address the Street and Highway side 
as well.  He stated that basically they will be following the same generic process we would 
normally go through.   
 
Haugen said that there are a couple of unique things, if you will recall, we discussed in the past 
doing an intercept survey of the three bridges like we did about ten years ago.  He added that we 
are still engaging with A.T.A.C., out of NDSU, to do our travel demand forecast modeling, 
which we use to help us calibrate the model.  He said that they will identify issues through public 
input, and from past plans, and will use that information to develop alternatives.  He added that 
they will also look at our current Long Range Transportation Plan recommended projects to 
determine if they are still valid or if alterations need to be made to them. 
 
Haugen commented that a big thing we will need to address is our financial plan.  He said, as 
you will recall, we have to have a fiscally constrained transportation plan, which means we have 
to identify our revenue sources to pay for all the projects we are recommending.  He stated that 
our current plan has a 2% rate of growth in our revenues, and a 4% rate of growth in our cost 
estimates, so we will have to determine if those rates are still valid. 
 
Haugen reported that there are two other studies that we are doing as part of this.  He stated that 
the signal coordination plans in Grand Forks were done a few years ago, and with the data we 
will be gathering as part of the Long Range Transportation Plan, the consultant will be able to 
look at those timing plans and make any necessary modifications in order for them to reflect the 
current traffic flow out there.  He said that the other study, as you will recall we discussed 
previously, is the request that we look at possibly closing University Avenue, either a full closure 
or a partial closure of traffic.  He explained that in order to consider this we need to have it in our 
Long Range Transportation Plan efforts to see what impact it will have on our roadway system.   
 
Haugen stated that the RFP, assuming approval today, will be submitted to consultants and 
advertised by March 2nd.  He said that they then hope to have a consultant on board by the end of 
March. 
 
Grandstrand commented that he feels closure of University Avenue is a really good idea.  He 
stated that vehicles don’t get through there very well anyway, so it would be much better and 
much safer if they used 6th Avenue, or Campus Road instead.  Powers asked if it would be closed 
from Columbia Road to 42nd.  Grandstrand responded that he doesn’t think it would include that 
much area.  Haugen stated that it will would look at closure between Columbia Road and 
Stanford Road.  He added, however, that the study will look at the possibility that it could be 
narrowed even more, such as between the coulee or Princeton and Hamline; and whether or not it 
should be closed 24/7, or only five days a week, or even if it will work at all. 
 
Christensen asked if this was included in the Long Range Transportation Plan or is it a separate 
project.  Haugen responded that ultimately the decision would be part of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan if we decide to close traffic off even for a specific timeframe, as we would 
need to identify what kind of improvements would be necessary on the carrying corridors so that 
we can fulfill the closure requirements.  He stated, however, that if we decide that we will not 
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close University Avenue at all, that, too would need to be part of our Long Range Transportation 
Plan and UND would have to go back and modify their plans knowing that we aren’t approving 
the closure of University traffic. 
 
Leigh asked, if University Avenue is closed, would North 6th need to be widened.  Haugen 
responded that that would be part of the study.   
 
Powers asked how personnel from Lake Agassiz School feel about this.  Haugen responded that 
that would be part of the effort, to engage the neighborhood in the discussion of this proposal.   
 
Christensen asked how much money is being put into the Long Range Transportation Plan 
Study.  Haugen responded that the budget is $175,000 for the 15-month process.  Christensen 
asked, of that amount, how much will be needed to complete the proposed University Avenue 
closure request.  Haugen responded that through discussions it may cost about $50,000.  
Christensen said, then, that that is a pretty serious project, so is $50,000 going to get it done; and 
how long will it take to get it done.  Haugen responded that it will be part of the total Long 
Range Transportation Plan, and the recommendations should be available by this time next year 
as to whether or not we think University Avenue should be closed at all, and if so what time 
periods make the most sense for closure of the roadway, what impacts it will have, what 
improvements will be necessary to implement it.   
 
Christensen asked what other big areas are going to be studied with the $175,000, what other big 
components will be looked at.  Haugen responded that the big components will be river 
crossings, interchanges.  Christensen interjected that river crossings are bridges, that’s code for 
bridges, guys.  Christensen asked if we have to go through this drill.  Haugen responded that we 
go through this every five years.  Christensen asked if there is a reason we have to continue to go 
through that drill every five years.  Haugen responded that if we don’t then there are no federal 
transportation funds.  Christensen stated that there may not be any anyway, but what he is getting 
at is, the outcome of some of these studies is probably foregone anyway, so why do we continue 
to study the same thing over and over every five years; is it because maybe it will have changed 
because we have relocated a street called 32nd Avenue South, because we know how far south 
East Grand Forks has grown in the last fifteen years, so he is curious as to why we continue to do 
this.  He stated that he recognizes it involves federal funds, but can’t you study other things with 
that Long Range Transportation Plan.   
 
Christensen suggested that Mr. Grandstrand has a pretty good idea of moving our city to the 
west, so what can we study to move our city to the west.  Haugen responded that the appropriate 
time to study that would have been during the Land Use Plan update that you just approved, and 
adopted, but which doesn’t show a lot of growth occurring to the west side of the city.  
Christensen asked if they could re-open that study as part of our Long Range Transportation 
because we will need to reconsider some things if we begin thinking about that idea.  Haugen 
responded that the short answer is, yes you can; but the long answer is that we obviously have to 
plan for the metropolitan area, and the issues that are going to be continuously raised when we 
do this are:  1) additional bridges and where we should locate them, and 2) additional 
interchanges and where we should locate them.   
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Haugen reported that the purpose of the Long Range Transportation Plan is to get the 
communities to identify, with these limited funding sources, the projects we are going to pursue.  
He stated that if our financial plan shows that we have several millions of dollars less than our 
current plan, then obviously we can’t continue to carry the same project forward, and we need to 
prioritize what projects we want to see done.  
 
Christensen stated that, because this is the MPO, and we are supposed to take and give you 
direction as to what we’d like planned, and approve it; he doesn’t want to continue to study a 
32nd Avenue bridge because we don’t have any money to build it anyway, so it is superfluous to 
continue to study it.  He stated that you can continue to do that, but we can’t even find enough 
money to build out 4th Avenue as we promised Mr. Grassel we would do; so if we adopt this he 
doesn’t want it written in stone so you can come back to us and we can modify what we want to 
study rather than just continue to study the same things.  Haugen responded that as we go 
through the whole process and identify what issues we have, if we start identifying that we have 
studied these things to death, then we won’t study them in earnest, but we still have to address 
the overall transportation needs of the metro area, and what the public is telling us, and what our 
traffic volumes at key intersections is telling us, so we need to somehow either modify the 
network to address those issues, or, what we thought we were doing with the last Land Use Plan 
Update was to identify if there is a desire to shift growth from what the current pattern is. 
 
Christensen said that, obviously this will probably get passed here today, so you can get your 
study going to count cars going over the bridge, but he would like staff to come back to this 
board and identify the areas that you recommend we study, or no longer study, and study 
something else because that is what this board is supposed to be doing.  He stated that he doesn’t 
just want to approve this so you can hire a consultant and then you just go back and study the 
same things, he wants to know what is going to be studied before you embark on the study. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THAT THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD GET RECOMMENDATIONS FROM MPO STAFF AS TO 
WHAT SHOULD BE STUDIED, AND WHEN WE SHOULD START STUDYING IT AS 
PART OF THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Christensen asked when everyone would like to get the recommendations back from staff.  He 
stated that we need to hire a consultant, so would it be sufficient to allow for six weeks to do so.  
Leigh agreed that six weeks should be sufficient.   
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE HIRING A 
CONSULTANT TO ASSIST WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
UPDATE, AND TO REQUEST THAT MPO STAFF COME BACK TO THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD WITH RECOMMENDATIONS ON WHAT SHOULD BE 
STUDIED. 
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Malm said that your approving hiring a consultant, but you aren’t giving them any direction.  
Christensen responded that he is, that the consultant will be coming before the board to receive 
direction.  Malm commented that what he is worried about is that the guy that gets hired will 
look at things we aren’t looking at as he will be making his decisions based on what is in the 
RFP, and Mr. Grandstrand is saying he would like to see us studying growth to the west, and he 
knows the NDDOT won’t consider another interchange south of Grand Forks, between here and 
Thompson, and that is what you would need to have growth west of the interstate, so you will 
have to argue how you will get people to live out there.  Christensen responded that we can work 
on that, that is what Mr. Grandstrand and himself will work on.  He said that it is their job to 
promote development out there, and they will come up with ideas and ways to fund it, such as 
their growth fund, sales tax initiatives, property tax initiatives, etc..  Malm stated that he has 
property tax there.  Christensen said, then, that they won’t need it then and people will have more 
money to build their buildings.   
 
Malm stated that he understands what Mr. Christensen is trying to say, but he is concerned that 
when you ask someone to do something, they do what you tell them to do, but if you leave them 
wide open you might get something you don’t want, so we have to give them some kind of 
direction on what we actually want studied.  Christensen stated that if that isn’t what he said, it is 
what he wanted to say; that once you get the person hired you bring him back here and then we, 
as members of the community, will tell him what we want studied.  Malm said, then, that we 
need to start talking here about what we want to see studied, now, not when he comes in.  
Christensen responded that we won’t do it today, but we can meet and do that later.   
 
Malm commented that he understands we can’t do anything today, but we have to make a 
decision.  He pointed out that Mr. Grandstrand would like to close University Avenue, but he 
used to live close to 6th and Stanford, and he knows that those people will come out of the 
woodwork faster than you can believe if you suggest putting more traffic through their 
neighborhoods.  Christensen stated that we are supposed to take the lead because we’re on the 
MPO, and we’re the City Council of Planning, or the County Commissioners of Planning, so he 
is just going to try to get this to be more than just a lunch meeting, and try to get into the 
planning process and earn our lunch.  He said that it isn’t going to hurt anyone to spend a couple 
of hours and have some ideas, and say, think about this, that there are other places that we’ve 
built out in the southend of Grand Forks that would be more suitable for a bridge, if we really 
want one on the southend to service East Grand Forks, so it doesn’t have to be 17th Avenue 
South and 32nd Avenue South. 
 
Christensen called the question. 
 
Christensen rephrased his motion as follows: 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO APPROVE AMENDING HIS MOTION TO HIRE A 
CONSULTANT TO ASSIST WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
UPDATE, AND PRIOR TO THAT CONSULTANT BEGINNING THE UPDATE THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD MEET TO DETERMINE WHAT AREAS THEY WANT 
THE CONSULTANT TO STUDY. 
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Leigh asked if there is a timeline we need to follow.  He asked if there is a reason why we need 
to hire a consultant before we come up with ideas.  Haugen responded that there is a timeline.  
He explained that in order for the MPO to meet the 2013 timeframe we need to do the bridge 
intercept survey while UND is still in session this spring.  Malm asked if we couldn’t just do the 
bridge intercept survey then start discussing where we want to go from there and then hire the 
consultant.  Christensen stated that they need to allocate the $175,000 for the study.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.  He added that one of the first meetings they will have with the 
consultant will be to say that this is our current Long Range Transportation Plan Street and 
Highway recommended improvements, decide which ones you want to pursue further, which 
ones you want to drop, and what new ones you want to add.   
 
LEIGH SECONDED THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF N.W. EAST GRAND FORKS TRAFFIC STUDY DRAFT  REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that this is a preliminary draft report, so this is more of an informational item.  
He reminded the board that the City of East Grand Forks asked the MPO to reconsider, or re-
examine the issue of putting in a full intersection at 5th Avenue N.W. and U.S. Highway 2.  He 
added that in addition to that request they also took a second look at the intersection of 17th/River 
Road/ and 12th.   
 
Haugen commented that they hired the consulting firm of Alliant Engineering, who has been 
working with East Grand Forks and the Steering Committee to go through alternatives, and they 
have come up with some preliminary recommendations. 
 
Haugen referred to illustrations of the recommendations (included in the file and available upon 
request) and went over each briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that, ultimately, the full intersection at 5th Avenue N.W. and U.S. Highway 
2 is still the long-term recommended improvement for this area, however the City is not going to 
pursue constructing it in 2014.  He reminded the board that as discussed during our T.I.P. 
discussion, every four years the City of East Grand Forks gets roughly three-quarters of a million 
dollars to do improvements, and in 2014 they currently identify this intersection.  He stated that, 
with the ultimate approval of this plan they would not construct this in 2014, but would push it 
further down on the timeline.   
 
Haugen stated that at the intersection of 17th/River Road/12th, the recommendation is to do a 
minor modification of the curve on River Road in order to bring the intersection into focus as 
more of a four-legged 90-degree angled intersection, and to modify the stock condition.  He 
explained that currently River Road is free flowing, and this improvement would suggest a stop 
sign for southbound traffic.   
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Haugen reported that five years ago East Grand Forks was awarded T.E. monies to connect the 
underpass at U.S. Highway 2 to the Trailhead at River Heights Park, with the expectation that the 
off-ramp would be removed as part of the full intersection at 5th Avenue N.W., however, since 
the intersection project not being done, and the off-ramp not being removed, they looked at 
additional alternatives to still make that connection using those T.E. dollars in 2012.  He referred 
to the illustration of this area and pointed out where the recommended solution was located, 
explaining that it would basically involve pavement striping, and construction of a mult-use path 
on the east side of the dike up to the Trail Head.  He stated that the East Grand Forks City 
Council decided not to pursue this project, and sent a letter stating that they intend to release the 
2012 Transportation Enhancement dollars, so if we were to pursue this project we would need to 
seek alternative funding alternatives to do so. 
 
Powers asked if this was discussed by the City Council.  Pokrzywinski responded that the major 
component of that study was the intersection at 5th and U.S. Highway 2, and there just wasn’t the 
political will from the council, and with opposition from the neighborhood, it was felt that the 
project shouldn’t be done.  He said that the only comment he would make about it being pushed 
down the road in the long range plan, that was more of a way to leave the option open for future 
councils rather than endorsing it at this time. 
 
Leigh commented that when you look at the three-quarter intersection, it’s dangerous enough at 
Highway 2 and 220 with a lighted intersection, and we found that it isn’t really warranted at this 
time for a lighted intersection, and it is cost prohibitive.  He added that there isn’t ample support 
for it either, and, as Mr. Pokrzywinski said, once we got rid of that option, what was the point of 
spending $300,000 to take the off-ramp out, which he personally thought it was an unnecessary 
expense.  He added that striping the street for bikes is ridiculous as well, as he rides that street all 
the time and there is hardly anyone on it, so why spend $110,000 to put a line down a street, it 
doesn’t make any sense.         
 
Leigh said that they did have a divided council on this, as some preferred it and some didn’t, but 
there just wasn’t enough votes to get it done.  Pokrzywinski agreed, adding that there weren’t 
more than two or three votes for it at the most.  He said that the other option they considered was 
putting in a left turn access for westbound traffic to get downtown, which he thought had merit to 
giving people an additional way to get to the downtown entertainment district and campground, 
but because the different elevations of the two, the westbound and eastbound lanes, became very 
expensive, the cost benefit wasn’t there.   
 
Powers asked about the intersection of 17th/River Road/ 12th.  Leigh responded that he raised the 
issue that he has lived here all his life and has never seen a major accident there yet, so he 
wonders why we are doing anything, although this alternative is probably the least expensive 
alternative.  Pokrzywinski commented that he feels this intersection creates a lot of confusion for 
people using it, and he feels this takes care of that. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POKRZYWINSKI,  TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 
18TH, 2012, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:15 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Pokrzywinski, Malm, Christensen, Adams, Strandell, Powers, and 
  Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 


