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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, January 16th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the January 16th, 2013 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:03 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Steve Adams, Gary 
Malm, Greg Leigh; Warren Strandell; Clarence Vetter, and Doug Christensen. 
 
Absent was:  Tyrone Grandstrand  
 
Guests present were:  Jane Williams, Grand Forks City Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 19 TH, 2012, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 19TH, 
2012, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Strandell, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON KENNEDY/SORLIE BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Kennedy Bridge Project 
 
Haugen reported that MNDOT and the consultant have still not reached a signed contract.  He 
stated that he isn’t really sure what the problem is, but he was told last week that it would be 
signed this week, but as of this morning it still has not happened.    
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Sorlie Bridge Project 
 
Haugen referred to the packets, and commented that he did include a list of the main consultant, 
and all of the sub-consultants involved with this project, along with the work they will be 
performing.  He pointed out that, as you can see, there are a fair amount of sub-consultants 
assisting on this project.       
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT has split this project into two phases; the first phase is what is 
currently under contract and it entails getting all the prime players having a say in what happens 
with the Sorlie meet to go over all the issues together; and to assist North Dakota and the 
consultants get a better feel as to how much of an environmental document they will have to go 
through in the second phase.   
 
Haugen explained that if the project is going to be just a rehab type project without any major 
structural changes occurring, it will require a more simple environmental document; but if it is 
more of a full replacement type project, a much more detailed environmental document will be 
necessary.   
 
Haugen commented that the meeting being held today will allow us to help flesh out what the 
real alternatives will be for them to look at to determine what the environmental document will 
necessitate.  He reported that this morning there were introductions, and then getting everyone 
acquainted with how the bridge is today, actually physically walking and inspecting it; and then 
this afternoon will be a discussion session.   
 
Haugen stated that they do have a consultant on board, and their first action will be to assist 
North Dakota and MNDOT in figuring out what type of environmental documentation they will 
have to pursue for the project that is programmed to occur in 2018. 
 
Strandell asked where the KLJ team is from.  Haugen responded that the project manager is out 
of their Moorhead office, however they do have an office in Grand Forks that will be assisting as 
well.   
 
Malm asked if the historical society is involved with the project.  Haugen responded that they 
will be involved in the process as the Sorlie Bridge is on the National Register. 
 
MATTER OF FY2013 T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that the two projects being amended into the 2013 T.I.P. are both on the North 
Dakota side.  He reminded the board that we have not yet approved a 2013-2016 T.I.P. for the 
North Dakota side, but there are still some things that need to get programmed so projects can 
proceed.   
 
Haugen stated that the first project is a Cities Area Transit project.  He explained that they 
received a grant from a program called The Veterans Transportation and Community Living 
Initiative.  He said that the total amount of the grant is $1.77 million dollars.  He added that it is a  
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 

Wednesday, January 16
th

, 2013 

 

 3 

 

statewide pot of money, and Grand Forks will be a pilot project.  He explained that the primary 
function of the project is that it gives us a one-call one-click center, and although it is geared for, 
and titled for veterans, everybody and anybody will have access to one call number to get 
mobility coordination with all transit providers out in the community. 
 
Haugen reported that the system Grand Forks has started will be augmented with about $250,000 
dollars from this grant to finish the modules they need for their hardware and equipment to get 
up and running.  He added that another portion of this grant is for our Northeast North Dakota 
rural providers to get the same module communication equipment placed on their vehicles.  He 
explained that this will allow for someone from Grafton to make one call to find out how they 
can get to Grand Forks and back. 
 
Leigh stated, then, that this is more of an information center.  He asked, though, if it is a center, 
if you call there will they just give you a number of someone else to call.  Kouba responded that 
they will set up the transportation they are requesting, but it will be up to the actual provider to 
finalize all reservations.   
 
Discussion on the process of making reservations through this system ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that this will also work on the East Grand Forks side as well.  He stated that 
the State of Minnesota got a grant for about a third of what Grand Forks received, but they are 
still working with MNDOT to see how Northwest Minnesota can patch into our system, in the 
cities plus with our Northeast North Dakota, and eventually statewide North Dakota.   
 
Haugen stated that the second project is the replacement of the Campus Road Bridge on the 
UND campus near the Hughes Fine Arts Center.  He explained that that bridge is on a UND 
owned roadway so in the program it is called an “off-system” bridge.   
 
Haugen reported that UND does not have direct access to the federal funds, so they partnered 
with the City of Grand Forks and worked out an agreement for the City of Grand Forks to act as 
UND’s surrogate, although UND will be paying all the costs for the project.  He said that UND 
hired EAPC to walk them through the potential replacement structures, and they agreed that a 
typical stand was appropriate, nothing too elaborate, at a cost of $1.7 Million, with the federal 
portion being $1.1 Million.   
 
Haugen stated that this is on a fairly fast track in order that the replacement bridge can be started 
as soon as possible this year, with completion by the time fall semester starts, or soon thereafter.   
 
Powers asked what is wrong with the bridge, they say it is unsafe.  Haugen responded that it 
basically has two “V” supports on each side of it, and the eastern most “V” is bent quite a ways 
inward, so it is falling down, although there are some other issues as well.   
 
Haugen reported that the bridge they are building is going to be a slightly beefier bridge because 
they are going to flip more of their service deliveries on Campus Road, and he believes they are 
also looking at a bigger coal storage site in that area as well. 
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MOVED B LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO 
THE FY 2012-2015 T.I.P. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Strandell, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Haugen reported that late Friday afternoon North Dakota released a Draft 2013-2016 S.T.I.P., so 
at our February meeting we will be acting on a new T.I.P. document covering 2013 through 
2016. 
 
MATTER OF JARC/NEW FREEDOM APPLICATIONS 
 
Haugen explained that these are actually old SAFETEA-LU dollars from the old federal bill.   He 
stated that now that we are operating under MAP-21 the State wants to zero out their SAFETEA-
LU funds so they asked us to solicit projects for the JARC (Job Access Reverse Commute) fund, 
which is a federal transit program; and for the New Freedom fund, which is also a federal transit 
program. 
 
Haugen reported that they received three applications, one for the New Freedom funds, and two 
for the JARC funds.  He stated that on the New Freedom program Cities Area Transit wants to 
purchase some mini-vans to keep its fleet replacement schedule on track.  He said that it is 
approximately a $60,000.00 request. 
 
Haugen stated that the JARC program, the City of Grand Forks is looking for operating dollars to 
start up a new bus route.  He referred to a map of the area they are requesting be serviced by this 
new route and went over it briefly.  He explained that UND is hoping that this route, when 
school is in session, will tie together Altru, the Garden View and Campus Crest developments, 
and UND.  He then went over the proposed schedule for the route. 
 
Haugen reported that the JARC program would allow this route to be funded for the first year of 
operation.  Leigh asked if this is a kind of pilot program, and then be re-awarded next year.  
Haugen responded that the JARC program that is funding this was absorbed into Transit’s 
regular funding formula, so when you have those two numbers, what we used to get in JARC and 
what we got in the regular formula, when combined we are getting less than what we got 
separately, so this one would be a pilot operation, and if successful then somehow the funds 
would need to be found to continue it, if it isn’t successful the pilot test was completed.  Leigh 
asked, then, if it is successful would the funding come from UND and the City of Grand Forks to 
continue it.  Haugen responded that Campus Crest is going to contribute some funds toward this 
operation, so the University, in and of itself cannot participate in funding it, but Cities Area 
Transit is asking the Student Government if they can help fund it.  He explained that there is 
already an agreement with the Student Government for “Free Rides”.  
 
Christensen asked what the total cost of running this route would be.  Haugen responded that the 
total cost is $160,000.00, with the grant covering half of that cost.  Christensen asked if this was 
the operation cost without the cost of a bus included.  Haugen responded that the Cities Area  
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Transit would use one of its existing buses, so that is just the operation costs of the route for one 
year.   
 
Christensen asked what would happen if they didn’t want to do this.  Haugen responded that the 
City Council did approve this application be submitted to the MPO for our consideration, so if 
we, as and MPO don’t want to do it there are a couple of options available to us.  He stated that 
there is another project that was submitted for these funds; the Red River Valley Community 
Action Agency is requesting $2,000.00 to purchase bus passes, taxi vouchers, and gas cards for 
their clients.  He said that there is a coordination committee that meets as a requirement of the 
use of federal funds, and they prioritized the new route as the number one project, and the 
Community Action Agency project as the number two project, but you could flip those priorities 
if you wish, or you can decide that as an MPO we aren’t interested in this additional route 
operating.  He stated that he would suggest that we could allow this to move forward as 
requested, and if it is awarded let the City Council make the decision as to whether or not they 
want to accept the award.  Christensen asked if there is a good chance it will be awarded.  
Haugen responded that it has a fair chance of being awarded.  Christensen commented that he 
doesn’t recall any discussion as to the cost of this project.  Haugen responded that it went 
through Service Safety and Council.  Christensen stated that he doesn’t really attend those 
meetings.  Leigh said that, in concept, he likes the idea because the campus is getting more and 
more crowded, with little parking, and it would be safer for the students as well.  Christensen 
responded that that is fine, but he is more concerned with the ongoing cost.  He said that he is 
curious how they fund $160,000.00 normally.  Haugen responded that the operating split for 
transit is 50/50.   
 
Christensen asked when the council would be notified should the funds be awarded.  Haugen 
responded that it would probably be in February.   
   
Christensen commented that he is curious as to what needs to be done to request the MPO do a 
traffic study where the new school is being proposed.  Haugen responded that that is already 
being done.  Ellis added that they are just waiting for A.T.A.C. to let us know if and when they 
can do it.  She stated that if they can’t do it then we will have to revisit the issue to determine 
how we can get it done. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THAT THE 
APPLICATION FROM CITIES AREA TRANSIT FOR JARC FUNDS BE RANKED 
NUMBER ONE,  THAT APPLICATION FROM THE RED RIVER VALLEY COMMUNITY 
ACTION GROUP FOR JARC FUNDS BE RANKED NUMBER TWO, AND THAT THE 
CITY OF GRAND FORKS’ APPLICATION FOR NEW FREEDOM FUNDS BE RANKED 
NUMBER ONE. 
 
Malm asked if anyone has taken into consideration that if this new route is approved you will be 
going over a crossing that is blocked many times a day, and when it is blocked, what is going to 
happen to any kind of schedule.  Haugen referred to a copy of a timetable and pointed out that it 
shows a swing of ten minutes, so that is where that railroad crossing is allocated for in their  
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schedule.  Malm commented that he doesn’t feel that that is sufficient time for that crossing 
when it is blocked.  Leigh stated that he thought the train went through that crossing at 9:00 a.m. 
because his son works at Forx Rental and he has complained that he has had to sit through a train 
at that location for so long on his way to work.  Malm said, however, that there are other trains 
that come through there at other times as well.  He just wonders sometimes if people think about 
what they are going to do, if you live in the north and you have to cross there every now and 
then, and you get caught there is no way to get around it.  Ellis commented that a wait of ten 
minutes is about right, it just seems so much longer when you are sitting there.  Malm stated that 
he has timed it and it has been longer.  Ellis reported that they have done traffic counts there and 
that was about the average wait time.  Haugen stated that they did try to program this wait into 
their schedule so there is a ten minute leeway to get across the tracks at that location. 
 
Discussion on route times/schedules ensued. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Strandell, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF MAP-21 IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side, as reported last month, MNDOT had hoped to have 
a detailed analysis on how MAP-21 would impact their T.I.P. available, however they have not 
yet finalized their analyses, so we are still back at this erasable ink that our projects in our 
current T.I.P. aren’t affected by MAP-21 implementation, and we will address 2017 projects at 
some point in the near future. 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side, last month he mentioned that there was no 
paper document available, but the NDDOT is now weighing in on how MAP-21 is impacting 
their Urban Roads program, which is the bulk of the dollars Grand Forks Receives for its non-
state highway streets.  He referred to a spreadsheet that North Dakota provided, and pointed out  
that it shows how the funding process currently works.  He then explained what options are 
being discussed to fix that process.   
 
Powers stated that he was looking at these projects, and he was wondering what the Columbia 
Road Small Scale Safety project is.  Haugen responded that those are ped heads (pedestrian head 
countdowns) at the traffic signal lights.  He said that we will probably be seeing a lot of those 
around town in the future.  Christensen asked how much these ped heads cost.  Haugen 
responded that they have $30,000.00 to have them put in on Columbia Road and Washington 
Street.  Christensen asked what they cost per head.  Haugen responded that he isn’t sure, but they 
aren’t much as the total cost of the entire project is $30,000.00, so individually they aren’t too 
expensive.   
 
Haugen reported that tomorrow NDDOT’s Biennium Appropriations is up for its first hearing.  
He stated that it is on an emergency track as they hope to get it approved and get the money out 
there to be spent.  He said that there has been some discussion amongst the League of Cities in  
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North Dakota to have the State replace the lost planning balance, so instead of hoping the feds 
come back with the $45,000,000.00 (+/-), the State Legislature would be approached to put in the 
monies instead.  He added that there is a similar issue on the county side as they are being 
impacted as well.  He stated that, depending on which option they go with, it will allow us to 
program the 2013 through 2016 T.I.P.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. List Of Acronyms 
 
Malm asked that a list of acronyms/abbreviations be included in the packets to make it easier to 
understand what is being talked about. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 16TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:40 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Strandell, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 


