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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, December 18th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the December 18th, 2013 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:00 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Steve Adams, Mike Powers, Gary 
Malm, Warren Strandell, Clarence Vetter, Greg Leigh, Tyrone Grandstrand, and Doug 
Christensen. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; 
Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Traffic Engineer and David Kuharenko, GF City Engineer. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 20 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 20TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF 2013 HOLIDAY BONUS 
 

MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY GRANDSTRAND, TO APPROVE THE 2013 
HOLIDAY BONUS HOURS. 
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF OFFICE RENTAL AGREEMENTS WITH  THE CITIES 
OF GRAND FORKS AND EAST GRAND FORKS 
 

MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY GRANDSTRAND, TO APPROVE THE OFFICE 
RENTAL AGREEMENTS WITH THE CITIES OF GRAND FORKS AND EAST GRAND 
FORKS AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the last two nights there were presentations given at both City Councils, as 
well as public open houses at both City Halls.   
 
Haugen distributed copies of updated information; one being a summary of the process and the 
two basic options for the Kennedy Bridge, and the other is a kind of white paper on the two 
bridges to give you some idea of the timing of the projects.   
 
Christensen reported present. 
 
Haugen commented that the white paper is primarily written from a North Dakota perspective, so 
if you want to write in the funding shares on the Minnesota side it would be the same for both the 
Kennedy and the Sorlie; 0%  for both the City of East Grand Forks and for Polk County on the 
construction, but there would be a cost share for East Grand Forks on incidentals or 
enhancements.  He added that on the North Dakota side 0% is the same on the Kennedy for the 
City of Grand Forks, however on the Sorlie Bridge there is a 5% cost share for the City of Grand 
Forks.   
 
Haugen reported that the public participation at both open houses was very minimal, as is 
typically the case with these types of structures and meetings.  He said that he believes that 
everyone, for the most part, has seen all this information, therefore he isn’t intending to go into 
any real detail. 
 
Grandstrand referred to Options A, B, C, and D, in the document, and commented that it doesn’t 
look like any of them show a separate pedestrian and bike facilities on either side, why.  Haugen 
responded that the typical method in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks is to mix those two 
modes into one facility.  He stated that virtually all of the bike paths are actually multi-use trails. 
 
Haugen commented that the only option that comes close to separating them is Option “B”, 
where the bike and peds are completely separate, but the bikes are sharing the driving lane.  He 
stated that the fact that they have to maintain four lanes of traffic in each direction doesn’t leave 
much room left inside the truss system, so that is sort of their best representation of how they can 
allocate that left over space best. 
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Haugen reported that there were several other iterations on how to allocate the space inside the 
truss, but these are the four options they are presenting to the public as the better choices. 
 
Strandell asked at what point will they make a decision as to which design they will be doing.  
Haugen responded that they should make a decision early next year, they will decide as to how 
they want to change what is programmed in the T.I.P.  He stated that currently we have 
$25,000,000 so if they are going to go to a lesser project, some sort of rehab, they will want to 
amend that dollar amount out of the T.I.P. so that if they now have a $15,000,000 project they 
can free up the remaining $10,000,000 to go to other projects and get them underway, so early 
next year they will be making those decisions.   Strandell asked who “they” is.  Haugen 
responded that it is the State DOTs, who will be coming through this body for approval of the 
project to reprogram our T.I.P. to reflect the new dollar amount, so they will make the 
preliminary decision as to which project they want to do, but then they will have to work with 
this body to get you to agree that that is the project you are willing to program in your T.I.P.  
Strandell asked about the input from the two cities.  Haugen responded that they will have 
representation on this board, and he supposes that in working with both State DOTs we can 
request that they also go to both City Councils so that the City Councils are informing you of 
their desires.  Christensen asked why that wouldn’t be done.  Haugen responded that he isn’t 
arguing that it shouldn’t be done, he is just stating that it is a State led process.   
 
Christensen stated that he asked that question on Monday night, he said he asked what decisions 
are you looking for and they said they aren’t looking for a decision yet, and he asked when they 
would be looking for a decision, and they said “later”.  He said that it occurred to him that they 
should know how we feel before they come back with something without knowing how we feel 
because it is still going to be a bridge in “our” communities, and it is better to state your position 
rather than argue against theirs, so if this is the time for the MPO to get some consensus from 
their respective cities, which he thinks they should do, then we should circle back before this 
horse gets much further out of the barn.  He stated that this is an opinion, but remember what we 
are supposed to be doing, we are supposed to exercise oversight with the advice and consent of 
East Grand Forks and Grand Forks. 
 
Powers asked if we didn’t make a recommendation on this a couple of months ago.  Christensen 
said he thought we did as well.  Haugen responded that the board did make a recommendation 
and it has been conveyed to the DOTs so they are fully aware of your wishes.  Malm asked, then, 
when they come back with their plan, can we reject it because they didn’t do what we asked.  
Haugen responded that you can, this is a cooperative working process, and this body has to 
program the project into it’s T.I.P. so until you are comfortable with what that project is, you can 
cooperatively work towards agreeing to the programming of it in your T.I.P.  Powers said, then, 
when the DOT comes to see us they will tell us how much we have to work with and we will just 
fit it into the package.  Haugen responded that that is how they will approach us.  He added that 
we will, and have been conveying to them that they need to work with us and through us so we 
keep conveying that and keep reminding them that both City Councils need to be involved as 
well.  He said that the State DOTs agree to work with the local agencies and he doesn’t believe 
they will have a big opposition to that. 
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Powers stated that, today is the middle of December, so are we talking about a decision maybe 
being made in, say February at the earliest.  Haugen responded it could be in February, but he 
doesn’t foresee it in February because the study isn’t finalized yet, the study itself may not be 
finalized until February, and then they will have to make a decision as to what to do next based 
on what the study shows.  He added, however, that you can hear in their presentations, and in the 
talk during the open houses that they certainly have some leanings towards a particular project, 
particular alternatives, but they haven’t actually said this is what they are going to recommend 
the project be in the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. 
 
Christensen commented that he just wants to point out that the problem will be that they will say 
that if we don’t do what they want, and we don’t program their project, they will just take it out 
of their projects and do something else with the money.  Haugen added that there is a uniqueness 
to the Minnesota Legislature’s Bridge Bonding Bill, that these bridges are attached to, so they 
have a responsibility beyond just the two cities, they have a State Legislative responsibility they 
have to respond to with these projects, with these two bridges.  Christensen asked if there is 
anything in that bill to fix the Kennedy Bridge.  Haugen responded that they have them labeled 
as priority tiers, these two are tier two so they are to be done by 2018, which is somewhat why 
they are listed in 2016 and 2018.   
 
Haugen reported that MnDOT has told them, that if the costs get way out of whack, it is likely 
that, while they have money in 2016, but if a Sorlie project in 2018 gets way off budget, they 
likely won’t have revenue to afford the higher cost, so that project, even if everyone agrees that 
the highest priced alternative is the one to go after, MnDOT might be saying that it is fine and 
dandy that you want the more pricey alternative, but until they can gather the funds together they 
can’t do the project, which would delay it. 
 
Powers asked if at any time have these bridges been considered a safety issue, are we getting 
close to the point where we might have to do something, which would accelerate the process.  
Haugen responded that Pier 6 on the Kennedy Bridge has to be addressed.  He stated that there 
are two alternatives with that; one is a rehab alternative that they say they have some strong 
feeling would do a good job for a time, but they aren’t real positive it is a long-term solution, so 
replacement of the pier is probably going to be the project, at a minimum that they will do.   
 
Haugen commented that, if you recall, a couple of years ago we had programmed a project just 
to replace that pier, so they can make a decision that that is the only project they do on the 
Kennedy, but they also know, and again going back to the Minnesota Legislature, it is labeled a 
fracture critical bridge structure, and that whole legislation on the Minnesota side, with their ten-
year bonding bill was to address all the fracture critical bridges in the State and address the fact 
that there is no redundancy in their safety, which was the failing component of the I-35 Bridge 
that caused the evaluation of bridges throughout the State, so safety is certainly involved. 
 
Haugen reported that, just to finalize the comments on safety, two things that whichever project 
is chosen, both DOTs feel, and have stated that they are very firm about, is that the want to keep 
the median in place, and replace and upgrading the guardrails.   
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Powers asked if any of the alternatives call for raising the median.  Haugen responded that none 
of them raise the median, however there has been some discussion on putting in some kind of 
screening so that headlights in opposite directions don’t blind each other.  Powers stated that 
there was a concern with keeping traffic on their own side. 
 
Haugen commented that, although they haven’t made a final decision on which alternative they 
want to do, you can get an idea from what they are saying which one they seem to be leaning 
towards, but if they are absolutely going to insist that the guardrails be updated, the only way to 
do that is to do a complete replacement of the deck because the existing rails are all one piece of 
structure of the deck. 
 
Vetter stated that he wonders if we follow Mr. Christensen’s lead and we go back to our 
respective City Councils and County Boards, and we all agree on one plan, the bike/ped path 
being cantilevered off of the side, and we all pass a resolution saying that this is what we want, 
and pass it on to them, and go to our respective State Legislatures and start advocating for that, 
what is the downside.  Powers responded that we don’t know how much money we will have.  
Vetter asked, though, if there is a downside to doing this.  Powers responded that there isn’t, and 
he feels it is a good idea, but, as Mr. Haugen said, we are going to have to wait until they come 
and tell us how much we have to play with then we can plug it into one of the alternatives.  
Vetter asked why we would wait.  Powers said he agrees, and he feels this is getting stretched 
out, because if we are doing all this just to figure out what plan we are going to do what is going 
to happen once we start building it. 
 
Vetter said that what he is going to do is to go back to their City Council and tell them that the 
MPO has approved endorsing the cantilevered Bike/Ped attachment to the bridge, and we would 
like the City Council to approve a resolution in support of that as well.  Christensen commented 
that, before you do that, and he would agree with you, but he was kind of interested at the 
meeting the other night as to Item D, which isn’t a cantilever, but we get the bikepath we want, 
and the little one on the right side is just a pedestrian one, but is it a three foot wide path.  
Haugen responded that it is a five foot wide path on the right side of the bridge.  Christensen 
said, then, that we will end up with a bikepath and a place for bikers and people walking, and we 
could probably end up with a shared use, and not have the $3,500,000 and achieve what we are 
looking for.  He added that at his City Council meeting he got the impression that the Grand 
Forks City Council probably would have gone with D.  Vetter responded that he is just going 
with supporting the MPO, and what we decided.  He said that his concern with any of the options 
shown is how it will accommodate farm equipment, when farm equipment comes across that 
bridge now it is a very tight fit, and now you are going to shorten down the driving lanes 
narrower than what they are now and still accommodate farm equipment coming across there.  
Haugen stated that he understand what is being said about having City Councils taking action, 
but he would like to add that as this goes through your working sessions and Service Safety 
Committee on the Grand Forks side, that because it will be an agenda item he is sure that both 
MnDOT and NDDOT would like to have the opportunity to sort of discuss in more depth the 
pros and cons of the cantilevered option versus these options.  He said that they aren’t thrilled 
with the cantilevered option.  He explained that their concern is with the inspection of the bridge,  
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as adding that cantilevered structure would complicate that process.  Another concern is the 
Historical Preservation regulations and how a cantilevered structure would affect the historic 
nature of the bridge.  He added that they are also concerned that, particularly on the North 
Dakota side, depending on which side of the bridge you cantilever it off, if it is on the north side 
there is already a path that connects you back to the Greenway on the North Dakota side, but if it 
is on the south side you have the old hospital building which creates complications in getting it 
connected to the Greenway Trail system. 
 
Strandell stated that he can back up MnDOTs concerns.  He explained that Roger Hille, the 
MnDOT Engineer, said at their meeting last evening that they have basically thrown out the 
cantilever option.  He said that he doesn’t know the exact mechanics of that decision, but he said 
that it wasn’t working, and they are favoring Option “D”.  He said that they haven’t made 
decisions, but as Mr. Strandell said, from the conversations we have a pretty good idea as to 
which project they are leaning towards, and that is Option “D”. 
 
Christensen commented that none of them thought about the issue with farm equipment, which 
Mr. Vetter discussed, so he would like to know what they should do about that concern.  Haugen 
responded that that would be part of the information we would share with MnDOT and NDDOT, 
and have them come.  He said that if January is too early for them, have them come in February 
to each City’s vetting process, and that will help us when it comes to the MPO Board to amend 
the T.I.P. to show what program, project and cost they are asking us to do. 
 
Christensen suggested that what we could do would be to get two people from the City of Grand 
Forks, two people from the City of East Grand Forks, and one or two from the MPO, and those 
people should go to those meetings with these people so we get the lay of the land first hand.  He 
suggests Mr. Vetter be one of them, along with whomever he wants to go with him, and Grand 
Forks will do the same so that we can just kind of move this thing forward, so that it is circulated 
to the MPO, the City Councils, because if the guy from Minnesota is speaking for them, the 
cantilever is probably gone, let’s see if we can do the best we can if we all want it, but we have 
to be friendly at this time.  He stated that he feels this is a better way for us to go rather than 
bouncing it back and forth between the groups, let’s get ourselves at the table.  He also added 
that there is no sense in us doing anything now, but if Mr. Vetter moves to continue pursuing the 
cantilever option, then he will second it. 
 
Christensen asked how everyone feels about the MPO being involved with two City Council 
representatives from both cities, how do we feel about that.  Haugen responded that that is the 
makeup of the MPO Board, two City Council reps already.   
 
Leigh asked if we didn’t let MnDOT and NDDOT know already that we want it to be pedestrian 
friendly, so they are going to come up with a plan, and we can either reject it or not, but he has to 
agree with Mr. Vetter.  He explained that he watched a combine go across the bridge today, and 
it takes up two lanes the way it is now, you can’t really shorten those lanes up.  Powers asked if 
it had a header on it.  Leigh responded it didn’t.   
 
Leigh commented that they don’t have to have a bike lane and a pedestrian on one side and a 
shared use on the other side, you can have one or the other.  He stated that the issue is you can  
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actually have a bike lane, but you don’t have to have a ten-foot wide shared use path, because he 
thinks people see each other coming, so five-feet would probably be sufficient.  He said he 
doesn’t know if it is required to have that or not, but a shared use path doesn’t have to be ten-feet 
wide.  Haugen responded that there is a minimum required width of eight-feet for a shared use 
path.   
 
Vetter reiterated that the board needs to reinforce its position on the cantilevered option, plus get 
the Cities on board to say that that is what they want, and get a resolution passed supporting it.   
 
Haugen referred to a photo illustrating a cantilevered deck and gave a brief explanation of what it 
is.  He said that it is a structure that is attached to, and supported outside the truss.  He added that 
it isn’t necessarily tied back into the deck at all, it is tied into the truss structure.   
 
Haugen referred to a picture of a vehicle used to inspect the bridge, and commented that the 
DOTs main issue is the fact that this vehicle would now have another 14-16-feet or more before 
it could get around and underneath the bridge during inspections.  He added that they have 
vehicles that can do it, so, again, it’s not a matter of them now being able to do it, it just makes 
for extra time and effort to do it.   
 
Haugen stated that their second issue is that if they put the cantilever on the south side, they 
would have to determine how they would tie into the greenway trail system, or if they would tie 
into the system.  He added that they are also concerned about maintenance as they don’t have 
any crews or equipment that would maintain this separate structure.  He said that he told them 
that that isn’t a real issue as Grand Forks and East Grand Forks are already maintaining the 
Greenway Trail System, and both cities are maintaining Gateway Drive, and they already have 
the agreements and the institutional processes in place to add on the separate structure.   
 
Haugen commented that a benefit that they don’t state loudly is, because it is a fracture critical, 
and there is only so much redundancy you can add to a historic structure, before you start 
pinning on historic structures, an historic preservationist allowing you to make changes, that this 
cantilever structure does add support and strength to that fracture critical, but on the other hand 
adding this structure to the outside may or may not adversely impact the historic impact of the 
bridge, so that would be another reason why they shy away from this is because they look at 
what the least risk path, and if you can avoid working through the historic mitigation process that 
leads you to accommodations inside the truss structure. 
 
Strandell stated that, as he said before, maybe the answer would be to create a walk bridge over 
the railroad pier, and leave the bridge as it is.  Vetter responded that that would be quite a 
distance from the Kennedy Bridge though.  Strandell said, though, that if they are walking or 
riding a bike it is either for exercise or enjoyment, whichever, so a little extra distance wouldn’t 
be that big a deal.  Haugen commented that Minnesota 152 Bridge legislation, the language 
specifically states that they have to accommodate on the structure if there isn’t something within 
a quarter-mile either direction from the structure.  He said that the Sorlie Bridge, or the existing 
railroad pier is closer to a half-mile away, the north bridge on the Greenway is close to a half- 
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mile away, so, again, back to the Minnesota Legislature requirements, their having to address 
bike/peds on the structure, so if they do a completely separate structure, which they have 
discussed, instead of cantilevering it off the bridge, they put this separate structure whatever 
distance north or south of the Kennedy, but the concern that we expressed to them is that if they 
do this they would be adding a whole new impediment to the flow of water during flood events, 
and it doesn’t seem like it is an easy thing to accomplish. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE A 
RECOMMENDATION BE SENT TO BOTH MnDOT AND NDDOT, AND TO OUR 
RESPECTIVE CITY COUNCILS, THAT THE MPO STILL SUPPORTS THE OPTION OF 
CONSTRUCTING A SEPARATE CANTILEVER FACILITY ON THE KENNEDY BRIDGE. 
 
Christensen commented that the reason he made this motion is, you can just as well express what 
you want rather than let things continue and then three months from now they come back and it’s 
a done deal and you have to take what you get, so that is why he voted in favor of doing this. 
 
Strandell stated that he doesn’t disagree with Mr. Christensen at all, but in talking with Mr. Hille 
last night, he did agree to come to an MPO meeting.  He couldn’t be here today, but he was 
willing to come in January, so do you want to hear from him before you take action, if not that is 
fine too.  Powers responded that he would like to hear from him.  Christensen agreed, adding that 
we want to be part of the conversation rather than try to change things later.  Grandstrand asked, 
then, if we want to wait to take action until after we hear from Mr. Hille.  Vetter responded that 
he doesn’t think we need to wait, we just go forward and invite him to our January meeting, hear 
him out and he hears us out too.  Strandell agreed, adding that we can always change our position 
if needed. 
 
Grandstrand asked if we could get some information on the concerns with farm equipment for 
January too.  He said that it would be nice to know how wide the lanes would need to be to 
accommodate some of the farm equipment that needs to cross the bridge, etc.   
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, Grandstrand, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLA N UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that the Street and Highway Element has gone to both City Planning 
Commissions and City Councils for approval.  He stated that all entities have approved the 
documents, and now this body is being asked for approval as well.   
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it lists the changes that were made either 
by the Technical Advisory Committee, or by the NDDOT.  He said that unless someone wants to 
discuss any of these changes, both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are 
recommending approval. 
 
Malm asked if the MPO staff had received a letter from the Grand Forks County.  Haugen 
responded they had not received any letter as of today.  Malm stated that it is in the mail. 
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Malm explained that there was a discussion at the County regarding the Southend Bypass, and 
Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks, and Lane Magnuson, Grand Forks County Planner, were in 
attendance, and they are not satisfied with the Southend Bypass idea until it has been thoroughly 
investigated.  Christensen asked what the Southend Bypass is.  Malm said, see, there you go, this 
is someone that sits on this committee.  He explained that the bypass would run down Airport 
Road to Merrifield Road, east over the river.  Christensen said that he is only concerned about 
how you are getting to the river, is it on 47th or by the Country Club.  Vetter responded it is by 
the Country Club. 
 
Malm stated that there are all kinds of problems, the County road that goes into that area, none of 
those roads are up to the condition that is necessary for the bypass.  Christensen commented that 
the County just doesn’t want to spend money, that is what you are saying.  Malm responded that 
that isn’t the case.  He said that the City didn’t want to spend any money.  Christensen pointed 
out that that that road isn’t in the City’s jurisdiction, it is the County’s problem.   
 
Haugen asked if the County wasn’t satisfied with the wording in the document concerning the 
Southend Bypass.  Malm responded that they weren’t, that the County wants that entire section 
removed from the plan until the study is completed about the effects on the design and residential 
areas.  He said that you have this wonderful thing that you passed over in Grand Forks, and that 
is that corridor overlay and what you can do around it.   
 
Adams asked if the terminology in the plan doesn’t state, though, that we aren’t taking any action 
on the bypass until the study has been completed.  Haugen responded that it does.  Malm 
disagreed, saying it doesn’t necessarily state that.  Adams reiterated that it does say that no action 
would be taken until a study can be completed.  Malm stated that the County Board is not happy 
with what was stated in the plan, they want all parties to sit down and discuss that because they 
knew nothing about it until it was put out.  He explained that Mr. Noehre was there and he said 
that he is thoroughly against the way it sits now, so we have a problem and maybe we just leave 
the bypass corridor out. 
 
Christensen commented that, first of all, this is not a corridor overlay, it is a Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and when it gets implemented, he doesn’t think there will be any chance 
cause there isn’t any money, so it isn’t that we have to leave it out, it’s there, but if you want to 
go back then you have to go back to the council with changes because we have already approved 
it.  Malm responded, though, that they never saw it.  Christensen said that he doesn’t know what 
he is, whatever, they’ve approved it.  Malm stated, why because you saw it, all that he can say is 
it has more effect on the City, but you are saying it is outside the City.  Vetter commented that by 
the time it gets built it will probably be in the City.  Malm responded that they aren’t going to 
worry about that until they have the problem.  Vetter said that by the time the Southend Bridge is 
built, it will all be in the City limits.  Malm stated, though, that this could go in before the  
Southend Bridge.  Christensen responded that there is no chance.  He said that there is absolutely 
zero chance that that bridge will be built before.  Malm commented that he isn’t worried, but just 
the fact that if you make the bypass.  Christensen asked what bypass.  He said that he is going to 
vote in favor of approving it, it has been approved by the City Council, the Long Range Plan has  
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been approved, their only concerned about having to build a road.  Malm stated that it is also the 
fact that it is going to affect your development around it too, as you are almost out there.   
 
Christensen stated that Mr. Vetter is right, when that happens, when we get to 62nd, they will 
annex it and then it will be the City’s problem, they will have taken the cross from the County’s 
shoulders and will carry it.  Malm responded that they won’t, because you will come and tell 
them, like you did on that stretch of road, that it is the County’s road, and you were building a 
dike.   
 
Heated discussion ensued.  
 
Leigh asked why are we now approving this after the fact that the City Council already approved 
it, he thought this board makes recommendations to the council.  Haugen responded that this 
board gave this preliminary approval two months ago, and our by-laws state that we give them 
sixty-days to amend it into their comprehensive plan, and they have done that, so everybody is 
agreeing to the document as it was written with these changes that have been added through the 
process, and these changes have been identified to each of those bodies at their meetings when 
they gave approval, so that is more closely the arrangement of how we do these documents; we 
prepare the document as we would like it adopted, then we send it back to both councils and 
planning commissions, they do their actions on it and it comes back to us for the finale.   
 
Haugen reported that the language in the plan is the same language that was worked out 
specifically with North Dakota and Minnesota DOTs, and it was presented to the Grand Forks 
County Board early in December.  He asked if the meeting the County had with Mr. Noehre and 
Mr. Magnuson before or after the December meeting he attended.  Malm responded that it was 
held yesterday.  He added that when you came to the meeting earlier in December they discussed 
this, and then Lane went and discussed it with Mr. Noehre and he came in and told them that he 
wasn’t in favor of putting this thing together like this at this time, and so they said either leave it 
out, or table it for another time.   
 
Haugen stated that the only difference is, the language that they worked out with both States, 
states that we are going to get all the partners together, they are going to study this concept 
because there have been new perimeters built in, and the last sentence is the one that sealed the 
deal for everyone by stating that no funding requests will be approved until the study is 
completed, so if anyone tries to get it under the radar, and go to so and so for funding the MPO is 
basically stating that we won’t amend our T.I.P. to bring the money in for the project until the 
study is done, and everyone was satisfied with that.  He said that this was the language they 
specifically worked on with Mr. Noehre, so he’s disappointed.  Malm commented that that isn’t 
what they heard yesterday.  Haugen responded that last Wednesday, at the Technical Advisory 
Committee, he said Mr. Noehre was happy with the language, so he isn’t sure what happened.   
 
Malm asked if the whole section could be taken out of the plan and put back in later.   
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE LONG 
RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AS STATED IN THE RESOLUTIONS. 
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Haugen responded that to take the entire section out of the plan would be viewed as a significant 
change to the plan and it would require that we go back through the entire approval process, 
through the Planning Commissions, the City Councils, and we have a deadline to approve a 
document today.  With approval today, the MPO will submit the documents to our State and 
Federal Partners for their 30 day review and depending on their review, this may be final or we 
may need to address some changes in January that our State/Federal Partners suggest. 
 
Christensen called the question. 
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, Grandstrand, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: Malm. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA SIDE CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE 2015-2018 
T.I.P. 
 

Haugen reported that we are back in our typical T.I.P. preparation cycle, where in December we 
review the candidate list of projects on the ND side for the next four year T.I.P. document.  He 
stated that he has a brief power point presentation he would like to give today. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Haugen gave a brief overview of the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), explaining that 
it combines and replaces the old separate Transportation Enhancement, Safe Routes To School, 
and Scenic Highways programs.  He explained that under this program projects are competing 
against each other now for a smaller pot of money, whereas before we would have these separate 
funding silos that we would process as projects through.  He added also that now only the City 
can submit to the MPO, while in the past for some of these programs the School District could 
apply for funds, but now everything has to come through the City to the MPO. 
 
Haugen stated that for the TAP program there are four projects that the City Council is 
forwarding to us.  He went over the project priority order: 
 

1. Shared use path along South Columbia Road between 36th and 40th Avenue South 
2. Share use path along DeMers Avenue Between South 48th and 55th Streets  
3. Citywide remote control school beacons 
4. Solar powered speed minder radar signs 

 
Haugen said that this is the priority order that the City forwarded to the MPO, and the Technical 
Advisory Committee recommends the same priority order. 
 
Haugen added that this is also the time of year that we look at our current projects that are still 
yet to be built in the next couple of years.  He pointed out that the only real change that is  
occurring on the Urban side is last year North Dakota delayed Phase 2 of Columbia Road from 
11th past 13th Avenue.  He stated that originally it was in 2014, but they pushed it out to 2016, 
but when they did that with their document they didn’t adjust the cost of inflation, so last year we 
asked them to consider, under an Illustrative project an updated year of expenditure, which  
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would have received more federal assistance for the City, but this year a better cost estimate has 
been developed, so this cost estimate has increased, therefore, just like last year, we are asking 
the State to give consideration to funding it at this higher federal participation, and again, it was 
due to their action and their inaction of adjusting for inflation, so we’re hoping they will finally 
address it, but the only way to do so is through the illustrative process. 
 
Haugen reported that on the regional side, a couple of months ago you amended the T.I.P. to 
show some project on I-29 for 2014, those are now being delayed out to 2015, so of all the 
project in our current T.I.P. these are the ones that are having some movement on them.  
Christensen asked which projects are being moved.  Haugen responded that they are basically 
some preventive maintenance projects to concrete.  Christensen asked if any were on the 47th 
Interchange.  Haugen responded they weren’t, that they are on 32nd heading north in both 
directions. 
 
Haugen stated that new projects for 2018 are: 
 
 Grand Forks – Urban  
 

1. Reconstruction of North 42nd Street between Gateway and University Avenue. 
 
 Grand Forks – Regional 
 

1. State is requesting a surface treatment project on North Washington Street 
between Gateway Drive and I-29.  Haugen explained that in 2016 they are 
doing a more robust pavement project, and then in 2018 they will come back 
and do this surface treatment to help extend the life of the 2016 project. 

 
Haugen reported that in North Dakota they also require going one year beyond for the Regional 
system, so the NDDOT is currently identifying a mill and overlay on U.S. Business 2, or North 
5th Street, between Gateway Drive and DeMers Avenue in 2019. 
 
Haugen stated that both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending that the 
MPO Board agree that these projects are consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan and 
prioritize them in the order shown. 
 
Powers asked about a controlled school beacon.  Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineer, 
explained that those are the speed minders that were programmed for a specific speed and if 
someone is exceeding that speed they flash the speed you are going.  Leigh asked if they were 
solar powered.  Williams responded that they are solar powered.  She added that the beacon 
project is a city-wide project.  She explained that they currently have no control over the 
beacons, they are on timer, and they only have 15 or 17 events that can be programmed into 
them, so there are days that students aren’t at school but the beacons flash anyway because they 
can’t go around and turn them all off and then back on.  She said that another issue is during 
inclement weather events, if school is dismissed early there aren’t any beacons flashing because 
they can’t change the time, but when 3:00 p.m. comes, and everybody is already at home they 
flash, so the City is looking at purchasing a radio controlled system so that we can go in there 
and make those changes when needed. 
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Haugen commented that the school beacon project has been applied for before under the Safe 
Routes to School program, but was not funded; and the speed minder radar signs, last year was a 
city-wide project at all schools, and it was not funded either. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE LIST OF 
CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2015-2018 T.I.P. AS BEING CONSISENT WITH 
THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO GIVE IT PRIORITY RANKING 
AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, Grandstrand, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FREIGHT RAIL ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is the study we added into our work program at the request of the 
Economic Development Corporation.  He stated that the consultant has worked with a 
committee, and we have given an initial review of what properties have the highest viability, 
based on the methodology included in the packet.  He said that these are the properties that rose 
to the top, and they did hold an individual invite to those property owners the first week of 
December to meet with them and go over the study findings, and to engage their interest in 
having their land go to the next stage of the study.  He added that they then held a general public 
open house that Thursday.   
 
Haugen referred to a map illustrating the properties, and went over it briefly.   
 
Haugen stated that all of the property owners that attended the individual meeting expressed 
interest in having their land go to the next stage of the study, which will entail our starting to 
conceptualize how rail access would fit on their land, and what issues would need to be 
overcome in order to get that land available for any type of freight/rail terminal activities. 
 
Information only.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Solicit For North Dakota FTA 5339 Program 
 
Haugen reported that this is the FTA, or transit systems capital program.  He said that he knows 
that transit has gone through the City Council with their project list, and will be here in January. 
 

2. Solicit For North Dakota Recreation Trail Program  
 
Haugen reported that this is the Recreational Trails Program.  He explained that this is similar to 
the Bike/Ped Program, and, in-fact a lot of the trail system out and around Kings Walk Golf 
Course in Grand Forks was funded through this program, so if there are any projects that you 
would like to see done, they need to be submitted through the MPO and forwarded to the State. 
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Haugen added that since the agenda went out, Minnesota still has funding left in their separate 
Safe Routes to School program, so they just released an announcement on Monday that there is 
$4,000,000 statewide available for Safe Routes to School projects.  He said that for East Grand 
Forks a lot of the sidewalks that were done on the south end of town were funded through this 
program.  He added that the only change this year is, in the past these projects were funded 100% 
with federal funds, but this year they have tailored it down to just 80% federal funds, so there 
will be a 20% match this time around. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE DECEMBER 
18TH, 2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:05 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Strandell, Powers, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, Grandstrand, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 

 


