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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the September 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, Doug Christensen, and Tyrone 
Grandstrand. 
 
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. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 21 ST, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 21ST, 2013, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that it includes the Citizen’s Advisory Group.  He 
explained that they met last Thursday, however less than half of those on the roster attended this 
initial kick-off meeting.  
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Haugen explained that the purpose of the meeting was to familiarize everyone with what the EIS 
is trying to accomplish.  He said that the information shared and distributed wasn’t all that much 
different than the information shared at scoping meetings held back in June.   
 
Haugen reported that the next step is to prepare a purpose and needs statement, which can be 
written in very general terms to allow any and all alternatives be considered; or it can be more 
focused so that some of the more out there alternatives can be eliminated from consideration.   
 
Haugen commented that another thing is, we talk about the timing of these two bridge projects, 
the Kennedy in 2016 and the Sorlie in 2018, but next month this body will be considering a Draft 
T.I.P.  He explained that North Dakota released their Draft S.T.I.P., and in their 2017 year you 
will see that they are introducing the Sorlie Bridge project, and in the past we have always talked 
about it showing up in 2018, so next month we will need to determine whether or not this is 
consistent with our plan. 
 
Haugen stated that the reason North Dakota has done this is because they think that they may 
have their federal funds available for this project in 2017, so while the project itself will be done 
mainly in 2018 if everything goes well, but the funding will come out of the 2017 fiscal year, so 
that is why we will need to show it in 2017 as well. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota Side of the T.I.P., in 2017 we will show zero 
Minnesota dollars, and then in 2018 when we do this we will flip-flop it to show zero dollars for 
North Dakota. 
 
Strandell asked if the people listed on this roster were recruited or did they volunteer.  Haugen 
responded that about half were recruited and half are volunteers.  He explained that the “at-large” 
or general public members would be the ones that more or less volunteered.   
 
MATTER OF CONTRACT AMENDMENT FOR SRF 
 
Haugen reported that with our Long Range Transportation Plan deadline being changed, and our 
new financial forecast being drastically reduced, SRF is seeking to be compensated for some of 
the re-work they had to do.  He said that they negotiated doing this at a cost not to exceed 
$10,000.00, and staff is recommending execution of this contract amendment. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE AN AMENDMENT TO 
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE CONTRACT WITH SRF 
CONSULTING, NOT TO EXCEED $10,000.00. 
 
Christensen reported present. 
 
Malm asked what SRF has done that they need to be reimbursed for.  Haugen responded that our 
financial forecast had indicated we had $100,000,000.00 more in revenue, and when they started  
identifying projects they had to redo the entire financial section based on the recent decision by 
the North Dakota Department of Transportation to cut our rate growth in half, so they had to go 
back and redo a lot of that work.  He added that the other thing was that the new deadline was 
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kind of a surprise to the MPO; so the compressed timeline now has caused them to shift some of 
their staffing.   
 
Vetter asked if there was $10,000 available in the budget.   Haugen responded there was.    
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Grandstrand, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: Malm. 
 
MATTER OF 2014 T.I.P.AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that, as you are aware, our T.I.P. has been frozen, however all the projects in 
our current T.I.P. in 2014 are good to go.  He added that we were also given a one-time 
opportunity for our State DOT and our Transit Operators to propose amendments to that 2014 
year, and this is the list of projects that have come out of that process: 
 
Haugen stated that the first two projects are brand new projects, they weren’t in any T.I.P. or 
S.T.I.P. document before.  He said that they are mostly “state of good repair” projects, however 
they do introduce some ITS dynamic message signage, more than what we currently see.   
 
Haugen said that the next two projects are NDDOT projects; the first is a signage project that 
was originally going to be done this year, but is being pushed back to 2014; and the other is for 
Eastern District signage.  He explained that North Dakota Department of Transportation sort of 
has the State divided into six districts, but then they also have it divided into an Eastern District 
and a Western District,  but the Eastern District signage is a separate signage project from the 
District-Wide signage, so we need to show it because there may be some projects for the MPO 
area included in it. 
 
Haugen commented that the last project on the NDDOT is an increase in cost for the South 
Washington Street project that is scheduled to be done next year, and we need to amend the 
T.I.P. to reflect that new cost. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side they have a railroad crossing improvement project 
out on Highway 220, by the Mallory Bridge, which is moving from 2015 into 2014. 
 
Haugen stated that in terms of Transit projects, Grand Forks was awarded several New Freedom 
grants, which we now have to amend into the T.I.P. so that they can proceed to purchase and pay 
for salaries.  He said that East Grand Forks is using some of their 5307 funds for their designated 
stop implementation.   
 
Haugen commented that these are the projects that, through the process of working with our 
partners, have been selected for inclusion in the T.I.P.  He stated that a public hearing has been  
scheduled to take place at this meeting, and they did advertise that comments could be submitted 
until 11:00 a.m. this morning, however none were received.  He added that both the Technical 
Advisory Committee and staff are recommending approval of the T.I.P. Amendment contingent 
on public input. 
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Leigh asked what the northbound/southbound grinding is, is it like what is being done on 
Highway 220.  Haugen responded that it is similar, but maybe more similar to what was done on 
Gateway Drive last summer in Grand Forks, and what was done on 32nd Avenue South this 
summer, but, of course the asphalt overlay covered it on 32nd and this one won’t have the overlay 
done to it.  Leigh stated that he has not seen this method done before, and he is wondering if it is 
something new.  Haugen responded that he would look into this further and get back to Mr. 
Leigh with an answer. 
 
Powers asked what the Mobility Manager position is.  Haugen responded that it is a position that, 
for the past three years, has been funded through this New Freedom grant.  He explained that it is 
a position within the Cities Area Transit that helps make sure that our more expensive demand 
response service is as efficient and effective as possible, and to accomplish that the staff person 
does a lot of education to try to get people over to the less expensive fixed route system if they 
can service their needs as well as the demand response service.  He added that this staff person is 
also involved, as you will recall, quite a bit with the Veterans “one click-one call” grant. 
 
Adams opened the public hearing.  
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
Adams closed the public hearing. 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE FY2013-2016 
T.I.P. AMENDMENTS AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Grandstrand, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT UPDTE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that a year a so ago we performed an update to our Transit Development Plan, 
however this was done prior to MAP-21 being implemented and approved through Congress, and 
so now with those changes, now that we have somewhat of a handle on the changes that MAP-21 
is requiring, we are bringing them forward to the public as well.  She stated that most of the 
changes focused in on performance measures, making sure that those are more front and center 
as opposed to buried in our objectives and things.   
 
Kouba commented that there is also an update in our financial tables for the simple reason that 
there isn’t as much funding as we first thought, so we have rearranged some our priorities in our 
finances, mostly focusing in on some of the capital projects that we had in the previous plan. 
 
Haugen stated that this is just for information purposes.  He said that they will be starting the 
public approval process for both cities, and will bring it back to this body for final approval in 
November.   
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Haugen commented that the big thing is the financial aspect as MAP-21 has severely limited the 
capital revenue that is available, but we have to show that we are able to maintain a state of good 
repair, so two things we want to point out are, previously East Grand Forks was not contributing 
on the capital side of the demand response service program, but we have worked with them and 
you can now see that they are programming quite a bit of their federal funds toward the 
replacement of some of the demand response vehicles, which has helped tremendously.  He said 
that the other thing they have had to show on this is that the existing Grand Forks fleet of fixed 
route buses need to be replaced during the life of this plan, and our past adopted document we 
showed a lot of federal discretionary grants funding those, but those programs are gone so we are 
showing that we are able to use local resources to prove that we are able to keep up our state of 
good repair, but the game that we have to play is we have to prove that we are able to do that, 
and that also then allows us to go after what little grant monies are left to replace where we show 
$600,000 of fixed route bus replacement of Grand Forks local funds, to try to replace those with 
what FTA dollars might be available to do that.  He said that they still have a huge amount way 
on the right of the table that we can’t fiscally show that we have a way to pay for them, a major 
thing being our bus barn out in the Industrial Park area. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is just, again, letting you know what we will be going out to the 
public with, as to what changes we have to do to our plan based on MAP-21, to start getting into 
compliance with MAP-21. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE 
 
Erickson reported that this update recommends a future connected bike and pedestrian system 
consisting of bike and pedestrian facilities such as shared path, bike lanes, bike routes, and 
sharrows.  She stated that the recommended updates will fill in gaps in the already in place 
system. 
 
Erickson referred to the existing and proposed bikeway network map, and explained that the 
solid lines indicate the existing system that is in place right now, and the dashed lines indicate 
the proposed changes.  She stated that the proposed changes will fill in the gaps in the existing 
system, which will help promote more of a commuting use in addition to recreational activities 
already in place, by increasing accessibility and mobility. 
 
Erickson stated that she has been working with Safe Kids Grand Forks and the Greenway Trail 
Users Group, who both support this plan, as well as gathering a lot of feedback from the public.  
She said that a lot of the comments received indicate that, although they love the recreational 
system already in place, the public wants a better commuter system to be able to get to school 
and work.  She added that for some people, walking and/or biking is their first mode of 
transportation, and we have to accommodate for all modes of transportation. 
 
Leigh said that the question he has is, you have $27,000,000 for East Grand Forks, where does 
that money come from, and what is the timeline for implementing the proposed changes.  
Erickson responded that this is part of the Long Range Transportation Plan, and the numbers  
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shown are just to give everyone an idea of how much things cost, but they are really just rough 
estimates, and there will be a lot of things coming into play that can change where things are 
located, and whether or not they can be done at all, it is not a fixed financial plan at all.   
 
Powers asked if $200 for a sign isn’t kind of expensive.  Erickson responded that that is just an 
estimate she was given, how much the sign would cost and how much it would cost to put in.   
 
Vetter asked what the difference between a bike route and a bike lane is.  Erickson responded 
that a bike route is just a sign on the side of the road making people aware that bikes will most 
likely be using this street; and a bike lane is a designated lane, marked with striping along a 
street, that alerts motorists that this is where bikes will be traveling, it is more visible.   
 
Grandstrand asked if the sharrows are signed.  Erickson responded that sharrows is something 
new to the plan.  She explained that a sharrow is a lane that is marked with a bike and two arrows 
painted into a driving lane, and it shows where bikes are supposed to be and what direction they 
are supposed to be traveling, which gives both bikers and motorists an idea of where bikes will 
be traveling.  She said that this is really a step up from a bike route. 
 
Malm asked why in the world did somebody decide to go up North Columbia Road, across 
Washington Street, and they way up to the North end of Grand Forks, there is nothing up there.  
Erickson responded that there will be in the future.  She added that you have to remember that 
this is part of the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan, so it is just looking into where growth is 
happening.  Haugen commented that part of this area has been identified as a future park area, 
and so this is a continuation of the English Coulee trail system, and, again he believes the Future 
Land Use Plan still identifies that area as a future park area.  Malm said that there have been 
attempts to develop this property for the last fifty years, and nothing has ever happened, so he 
just thinks there would be a more appropriate place to put it.  Grandstrand said, however, that 
until the area is developed, nothing will be done. 
 
Christensen asked if this plan is supposed to be approved today.  Erickson responded that it is 
just for informational purposes at this time.  
 
MATTER OF IMMEDIATE FEEDBACK FROM LONG RANGE TRANSP ORTATION 
PLAN UPDATE OPEN HOUSE 
 
Haugen reported that last Tuesday they hit both the East Grand Forks City Council Working 
Session, and the Service Safety Committee in Grand Forks, and then also held a Public Open 
House.   
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and stated that it is the basic information that was shared explaining 
where we are in our planning process.  He then highlighted what was discussed at each of the 
meetings.   
 
Haugen commented that for East Grand Forks they focused on a table that highlights MNDOTs 
recent decision on financing their highway system.  He pointed out that it shows that there are  
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zero dollars for the first ten years, except for the Kennedy and Sorlie Bridges, for the MNDOT 
system in East Grand Forks.  He stated, then, that after that ten year period they start 
accumulating revenue for the MNDOT Trunk Highway System.   
 
Haugen pointed out that on the local side, every fourth year East Grand Forks, through the ATP 
process, receives roughly $500,000, and so that is where we need to work with East Grand Forks 
to identify; first what type of preservation projects would be ideal for these, and they are being 
covered by other funds or just starting up to accumulate, and then to start looking at what other 
type of projects you want to try to program, but with these dollar amounts you aren’t talking real 
large projects to begin with for East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen reported that on the North Dakota side they provided this information to you, but just 
with the reduction in funding this is the revenue they show going to the Regional Highway 
System, or NDDOT Highways in our MPO area.  He said that the first column is, if the District 
would do their normal process of reconstruction of roadways after a certain lifespan, included in 
this would be some mill and overlay and rehab type work for the District Highways in the MPO 
area, this is the cost estimate out to 2040, and you can see there is a huge gap.  He stated that 
they then asked them, based on this gap, what if you did the complete opposite and didn’t 
reconstruct anything, but just rehabbed the pavement surfaces, what would that cost expectation 
be, and that is what the lighter green is representing, and that, again, represents that we aren’t 
reconstructing, we are just doing mill and overlays, chip seals, some panel replacements, and 
those types of treatments to extend the pavement that we have out there today, however, as you 
can see, based on the revenue there isn’t enough funding to even do that. 
 
Haugen stated that, as they looked at the data they saw that they have some reconstruction of, 
like say South Washington, 32nd Avenue, where we find the cost is not all that much greater than 
just rehabbing those areas, so we get a better product for similar dollars.  He said, then, that the 
first year, in the short-term, that cost is not that much greater than rehab, and in the mid-term 
both reconstruction and rehab are less, but it gets back out into the long-term, but all these are 
short of the revenue projection we have for the State Highway System, and so, in order to show 
where we might have the revenue to do that, and again we have to preserve first our NHS 
Routes, which mainly are the State Highway Systems, most of the revenue would then be 
coming from the Urban Road Program, and then you can start funding some of these strategies, 
and that is where they are at with the financial planning, they are still working with the staff in 
East Grand Forks to identify every fourth year the project, and on the North Dakota side to make 
sure that they have a good understanding of the minimum, and have also asked the District to 
maybe consider lengthening out their cycles, instead of every ten years doing a mill and overlay, 
consider going fifteen years.   
 
Haugen reported that they have updated these tables a little, but unless we go into the Urban 
Road Program for funding, we can’t even maintain our State Highways with the revenue streams  
we currently have on the North Dakota side.  He added that the costs they are showing here are 
just treating the pavement surface, they aren’t talking about doing any capacity expansions, any  
safety fixes, they are essentially just talking the curb section you see out there today, maintaining 
that pavement surface with these costs, so you see we have a huge imbalance of revenue coming  
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in for even maintaining the system, and that is the struggle we are currently having, but, again, 
they are working with staff to try to come up with some other way to make improvements and 
not just maintain what we have out there. 
 
Christensen said, then, that the problem you’re having here is probably the same problem they 
are having in Bismarck, and Minot, and all those towns.  Haugen responded that probably to a 
lesser extent with the oil producing towns because the State just infused $2.6 billion dollars out 
there.  Christensen said, though, that it probably didn’t get to Bismarck because Bismarck and 
Grand Forks are farther out.  Haugen added that the one exception will be Fargo as they have a 
one-cent sales tax that is dedicated just to streets, so they generate $10 million dollars a year of 
revenue just for that, so that is a significant revenue source that neither we or Bismarck-Mandan 
have.  
 
Grandstrand asked when they would have this discussion, because he asked this question at the 
Service Safety Committee meeting, when are they going to talk about revenue sources and how 
much is going to be needed, how much would we have to increase the sales tax, because right 
now this wasn’t in the budget, and we just said that we are keeping mills the same, everything is 
great, and no one knows about this so how do we deal with this.  Haugen responded that that is 
going to be happening in the next four weeks.  He explained that the first thing we have to do is 
agree to what the bare minimum we can get by with is, and can we finance that under our current 
revenue, and then identify what the next bare minimum is that we might want to solve, and what 
those costs are, and how much that difference is and how can we raise those funds.  He said that, 
obviously, the main use of this information is to be able to, at the next Legislative Session, show 
that there is a huge need for infrastructure, and the State has a huge surplus of monies sitting in 
the bank that they could spread statewide to help alleviate these needs.   
 
Haugen commented, sort of piggy-backing off this information, the State DOT has 
commissioned a state-wide city needs assessment, so for Bismarck-Mandan, Fargo, West Fargo, 
Grand Forks, this type of information will be used to funnel that, but they are looking at the local 
road system, and he believes City staff has shared some of the short falls for even maintaining 
the local road system, this is just to focus in on the federal aid. 
 
Christensen stated that basically, the long and short of this is you feel we should identify a need 
and then get the politicians to get the people to vote for a sales tax, but what he is wondering is 
how much of the state aid, does the state aid try to maintain the state roads first.  Haugen 
responded it does.  Christensen said, then, that is not that germane to the conversation because 
you are just always going to continue to do 32nd Avenue, Washington, and Highway 2, and we 
don’t have any other state roads in Grand Forks do we.  Haugen responded that there is also 
DeMers.  Christensen said, then that we can continue to do that, but his guess is that Washington 
is pretty good for the next twenty years, other than from 32nd on, so it doesn’t really get us  
anyplace, getting funding for the rest of our streets within our city, which is what he thinks Mr. 
Grandstrand is talking about.  Grandstrand commented that he is talking about policy decisions  
like expanding Columbia Road, because it seems like this information hasn’t sunk in yet, that we 
are dealing with future costs that we are putting on our future residents by making present  
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decisions that solve a problem that doesn’t currently exist.  Haugen agreed, adding that we are 
only going out to 2040, and if we do this rehab.  Christensen interrupted and suggested that we 
only go out to 2020, citing that he doesn’t care about 2040, its more about we need to get done 
sooner but it is your interior roads that we have to deal with, so if we are going to do a sales tax 
in Grand Forks, it’s not to fund roads that the State will pay for, it is to fund roads within the 
City of Grand Forks, and he would guess you would try to do the same thing on the east side.   
 
Haugen commented that, so far what you have been presented is the CIP document that city staff 
has presented to you, that has talked about where your currently funding, and your optimum 
funding would be $7 million dollars, and that is the local road system with a few collectors, 
which are the federal aid roads, but we haven’t met that gap here yet, of that discussion to what 
this information is saying on the State Highway System, we still have those Columbia Roads, 
South Washingtons, University Avenues, 17th Avenues, which still haven’t been identified as 
part of the $7 million dollar gap, nor yet really plugged in yet to the gap here.  Christensen said 
that it doesn’t sound to him like the type of information your developing is going to address that 
because you just talked about funding the State Highway System, and the issue of getting money 
back to the Cities, at local levels, so that they can take and do something other than raise their 
general fund taxes, but that is neither here nor there for the MPO. 
 
Leigh asked how Grand Forks pays for their residential streets if you fix them.  Christensen 
responded they do it with special assessments.  Leigh said that they do that as well.   
 
Haugen stated that, part of this plan, what the DOT is encouraging the City to use it for is to go 
to the Legislature to say that, previously this was federal funds going to solve City transportation 
issues, and now those federal funds have to go to solve State transportation issues, why wouldn’t 
the State, with as much money as it has, take money from the Cities to pay for their system, so 
that is the legislative discussion they are encouraging this plan to document.  Christensen 
commented that all it is doing is funding State highways.  Haugen said, however, that if you can 
get more of the State funding into this equation that frees up more for you to do your 17th 
Avenues.  Christensen stated that the issue is, how much is the State share, if they use federal 
money, or State money, can they use it for 17th.  Haugen responded that it depends on how they 
distribute the monies out.  He explained that the last two biennium’s they gave the City roughly 
$2.5 million dollars each biennium to use on the transportation system, they didn’t given you any 
limits as to whether it had to be used on State Highways or the street in front of your house, they 
just said here is $2.5 million during the two years to use on your transportation system, that is 
how they have done it in the past.  Christensen said, then, that now the change is going to be 
because the federal funds aren’t there, we want money now to fund what normally would have 
been federal funds.  Haugen responded to the State system, yes, to invest.  Christensen said that 
he is trying to figure out what you are trying to get done.  Haugen responded that, instead of 
saying that they need to invest hundreds of millions of dollars in the oil producing areas, that 
they need to invest a few hundred million dollars in the non-oil producing areas because the 
federal funds just aren’t there to maintain the systems in those non-oil producing areas.  He said  
that the big investment they have made the last two biennium’s, out west, they need to set aside 
an equivalent amount now for the rest of the State so they can maintain their State system, which 
would free up the federal funds to trickle down to the City level. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Minnesota Funding Shortage  
 
Haugen reported that just today he received information as to how Minnesota is treating these 
shortages.  He said that the legislature there has bonded different programs, and now there is a 
program called “Corridors of Commerce”, whereby there is $300,000,000 available for statewide 
competition.  He said that he did e-mail this information to the East Grand Forks side.   
 
Haugen explained that this is how Minnesota is funding all of their expansion, all of their other 
projects besides just pavement preservation projects.  He stated that the Legislature has created 
these bonds to make these capacity improvements, using a statewide competition for the funds, 
and should East Grand Forks apply for these funds, it will have to go through this body in 
November for approval of its consistency with our planning documents. 
 
Haugen said that this is an example of how Minnesota is sort of handling their funding shortfall, 
by bonding for more money that they then put it into these competitive statewide programs 
instead of using a formula distribution throughout the State.   
 
Leigh asked how much money is being talked about.  Haugen responded that this is the 
$300Million.  Leigh asked if there was a possibility that this could be used for the street at 
Crystal Sugar.  Haugen responded it could.  Leigh asked who actually would make this request.  
Haugen responded that the City would make that request.  Leigh said, then, that the City Council 
should get together and come up with a project or two.  Haugen responded that the one thing that 
you probably haven’t seen, and he just got this information this morning, but when he looked 
into these individual programs, they all contain the same criteria – “turnback agreement”.  Leigh 
asked what exactly that means.  Haugen responded that if you’re doing work on U.S. Business 2, 
a good example would be that MNDOT has stated U.S. Business 2 in the past as a turnback 
candidate, so that would mean that if you were awarded funds you would agree to take over 
maintenance responsibility of that highway, that is what the turnback agreement is implying to 
him right now.  Leigh stated, though, that the entrance to Crystal Sugar would not be on the 
highway, it would be on 10th.  Haugen agreed.  Leigh said, then, that he would think that would 
be a goal to get the traffic off 5th.  Haugen added that it would also possibly get traffic off 220 
North as well.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 18TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:43 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


