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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, November 20th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the November 20th, 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, and Greg Leigh. 
 
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 OCTOBER 16 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 16TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that since the packet was mailed out the consultant has been working on 
scheduling a public presentation of their study.  He explained that what they are working on 
arranging is for the consultant and the project team to appear before both City Councils; 
December 16th in Grand Forks, and December 17th in East Grand Forks, to give the presentation, 
then, most likely using a combination of time both before and after each of the council meetings, 
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they will hold a public open house as well.  He stated that in addition they are also trying to 
schedule a Study Committee meeting in the afternoon on Tuesday as well.   
 
Haugen commented that this is what is going on with the Kennedy study, they are about to wrap 
up the study, and will do those presentation, but, just a reminder the study is not really 
concluding that this is the project, but it is sort of leading in the direction of what the likely 
project should be and then will proceed to the next stage in the process.   
 
Powers asked what time the council meets.  Haugen responded that Grand Forks meets at 5:30 
p.m. and East Grand Forks meets at 5:00 p.m. 
 
Strandell asked if the preferred project discussed in the plan is the same one this board 
recommended at its last meeting.  Haugen responded that he has not seen the draft report so 
cannot say whether it is or not at this time. 
 
Malm asked if the presentations would be televised.  Haugen responded that the reason they 
picked these dates was because of the opportunity to use Television broadcasting in Grand Forks 
and audio internet broadcasting in East Grand Forks.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there really isn’t much to report on the Sorlie project.  He said that they are 
continuing to work on the Purpose and Needs Statement; and are doing some data gathering and 
collection, but there really isn’t anything to share at this point. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF STATUS OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that Transit and Bike sections, on the North Dakota side, have been adopted by 
both the Planning Commission and City Council.  He stated that on the East Grand Forks side 
there was a problem with public notification for the November Planning Commission meeting, 
therefore it will be approved at the December Planning Commission meeting instead, then will 
go to their City Council. 
 
Haugen stated that to-date there has been little to no negative discussion on these two documents, 
and they are proceeding through the approval process well.   
 
Haugen commented that the Street and Highway plan has received preliminary approval from 
both Planning Commissions and City Councils.  He said that there are two things he would like 
to bring to everyone’s attention; the first is that the only hiccup they received at the commission 
and council levels were Mr. Bjerke’s objection to some of the federal requirements we have to 
have in the plan, that aren’t related to the projects or other things as related to the environmental 
analysis we are required to do, so he has been the lone dissenting vote. 
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Haugen stated that the other thing is that at last week’s Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
the NDDOT brought up a new idea for the Merrifield By-pass Concept.  He referred to a slide 
and explained that since the 1960s it has been desire for a way to get around the urban area of 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  He said that for many years the plan was to put in a by-pass 
on the northern end of the area, but then in the mid-1990s the decision was to locate one on the 
southern end of the area instead, and the Merrifield corridor became the preferred route. 
 
Haugen explained that after the 1997 flood, with the redevelopment of the area, we have 
consistently agreed on the concept of the Merrifield location as the additional bridge location.  
He stated that they fought for a lot of other locations, but Merrifield has been the one constant. 
 
Haugen stated that a meeting was held to see if there was a possibility, or desire to make this by-
pass part of the State Highway system, and at that time it was concluded that to make it a four-
lane U.S. Highway 2 facility was out of reach, therefore we focused more on how MNDOT does 
their by-passes where they agreed with the County to have a county highway designated as a by-
pass, such as the one in Crookston where the Polk County Highway system is designated as the 
by-pass for Crookston, so we have been settling on Merrifield as being provided to us by the 
existing county highway system with a couple of key improvements, one improvement being the 
interchange and the other the bridge, which are significant projects. 
 
Haugen reported that at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting last week North Dakota 
introduced the idea of raising the design back to a U.S. Highway design.  He explained that what 
has happened since we last adopted our Long Range plan is the western oil explosion, and they 
are constructing numerous by-passes around communities in the western part of the State.  He 
stated that they are all being built by the NDDOT and will be U.S. Highways, part of the North 
Dakota State Highway System, so their concern is that is if we ever do establish something that it 
ultimately will be dumped back onto their laps as a State Highway System, so they suggested 
that if this by-pass remains as part of our plan, and it isn’t elevated to that level, that they may 
not support the adoption of the plan, so we are trying to work with them to identify what the 
proper language should be in the plan that allows not this major change sort of towards the end 
but to get the plan adopted and then what we are suggesting is to do a study of just this corridor 
and identify really what is required, and what it would entail.  He stated that there is a difference 
of opinion between the County Engineers and the State Engineers as to the design, and there is 
also a difference of State philosophy, up until the western oil boom, NDDOT didn’t have much 
concern with the establishment of a designated route based on a county system, but since then 
things have changed, however on the Minnesota side it is still a tried and true partnership with 
their Counties to have these by-passes based on the County system.   
 
Haugen commented that the elevation of this would, of course, raise the cost estimate, which 
would also raise the issue of it being feasible at any time.  He stated that it is hoped that before 
our December meeting staff will have developed language that will allow NDDOT to let it go for 
now and do a study in the near future to really figure out this concept. 
 
Vetter asked if the Merrifield by-pass and bridge is on the docket before a bridge at 32nd Avenue. 
Haugen responded that that our current plan does have the Merrifield by-pass and bridge before a  
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bridge at 32nd Avenue, and they didn’t see any reason to change that.  Vetter asked what it would 
take to change it.  He said that he thinks that there is more of a need for a bridge at 32nd Avenue 
then at Merrifield, just looking at the direction of growth in Grand Forks, and the traffic pattern 
in East Grand Forks, it would help relieve some of the congestion on both sides.  Haugen 
responded that to make that change we would need to reopen the whole discussion analysis of 
future river crossings.  He explained that when we stated this plan update this board gave 
direction that that wasn’t a thing we wanted to do, and we felt that we decided that those two 
locations were the proper locations and that sequence was still the proper sequence.  He added 
that to open that up would require that we really go back and engage the public and re-educate 
everyone on the choices.  He said that we could do that if we include it as part of the Merrifield 
concept, but it will take more time and money to do it. 
 
Haugen reported that the recommended plan that we are presenting, of course, has absolutely no 
funding and no recommendations as to which project should proceed forward, it is one project in 
a list of many projects that have some level of desire and need to happen, there just isn’t any 
financial wherewithal to include them, so it is kind of a wish list from which people can pick and 
choose which project they want to go after funding for, and secure it with our blessing. 
 
Leigh commented that he agrees with Mr. Vetter on 32nd being a better location, but the 
probability of funding a bridge at 32nd Avenue would be secondary to funding the by-pass, if 
there were ever any funds available for either project.  Vetter stated, however, that the easier one 
should be 32nd since there is already an interchange at I-29, whereas you have to build one at 
Merrifield.   
 
Haugen stated that what we are trying to do is; we have a deadline to adopt this update and that is 
our main focus.  He said that by having the Illustrative Project list we feel that it keeps these 
projects somewhat alive, even if there is no foreseeable funding for them, and that is what we 
will try to do with the issue the NDDOT has raised on Merrifield by trying to come up with 
suitable language that allows us to adopt the plan by saying that we will do a study to come to an 
agreement as to what the concept is for Merrifield.  He stated that if the board wants to include 
some other river crossings as part of that analysis, we can do so.  He reiterated that this will only 
get us to the point where we can get this plan adopted so that we meet all our requirements and 
get our T.I.P. unfrozen, which will allow is to get projects that both Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks need to get included in the T.I.P. into it and federal funds can then flow back into the 
community, and then if we decide we want to have the argument at a later date we can do so.    
 
Haugen commented that there are other alternatives, we could, instead of just looking at the 
Merrifield Concept, look at every one of the projects on the Illustrative Project list and remove 
them all, or we week some out, or keep it as it is, but that would require an analysis of what is 
good and what is bad, what is acceptable and what is not acceptable, but they all were at one 
time, and there is always someone that has a strong interest in the projects that are on the list.   
 
Discussion on possible right-of-way costs, etc., ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that he will keep the board posted on negotiations, but there may need to be an 
interim Executive Policy Board meeting before our regular December meeting. 
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Information only. 
 
MATTER OF LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that this is information for you so that when you hear him talk about local road 
safety, what that all entails, and to give you an idea of the analysis that they will do, but in the 
end what the intent of this plan is to create a list of projects that can be taken from the plan and 
submitted through or programming process to see if they are awarded funds from the Federal 
Safety Program. 
 
Haugen said that we have identified at all times that when this Local Roads Safety Plan is done, 
we will bring it to the MPO and have you amend our Long Range Transportation Plan to make it 
a part of that document so that when those entities take those specific projects out of the plan and 
submit them for funding, we can easily say that it is consistent with our Long Range 
Transportation Plan. 
 
Haugen stated that this does bring additional revenue, but is geared just towards these safety 
projects, and he doesn’t believe that something like an interchange would raise up to a safety 
funded project, but there are a lot of other projects in our Illustrative Project list that might raise.  
He pointed out that we have some turn lanes at intersections, those type of things might be 
potential projects. 
 
Haugen pointed out that December 6 is when the Grand Forks specific workshop will be held at 
the Grand Forks Public Works Building from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., and everyone is welcome to 
participate. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side they have similar documents, but just to the 
county level, and they will be updated a year from now, and they are pushing hard that they 
extend it, as North Dakota did, to the urban city itself. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF 2014 MINNESOTA STATE CONTRACT  
 
Haugen reported that this is the annual contract we enter into with MNDOT in order to receive 
State funds.  He stated that the contract language is the same as it has been the past several years, 
no major differences.  He said that the dollar amount is roughly $12,000 that we are allowed to 
use as match to our federal funds, so we do need to have specific board approval to execute the 
contract. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
APPROPRIATE OFFICIALS TO EXECUTIVE THE 2014 MINNESOTA STATE 
CONTRACT. 
 
Voting Aye:  Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Annual Unified Work Program 2014 
 
Haugen reminded the board that at our regular December meeting we will be finalizing our work 
program for 2014.  He stated that this is an opportunity to include studies that have come up, 
such as the Merrifield By-Pass study, or other such studies that could be done in place of what 
we identified a year ago.  He said that last month he showed the board that we are scheduled to 
do a traffic incident management plan, and also an access management plan for Gateway Drive, 
west of I-29 in North Dakota.  He added that we are also required to do our required ITS plan 
update next year as well, so we have two optional studies that we could swap out if there is 
another study you would be interested in us doing instead, just work with your staff to see if it 
something they want to submit to us through your governing bodies to study.  
 

2. Solicitation For Next T.I.P.  
 
Haugen reported that we are working on the next cycle of T.I.P. programs.  He said that he is 
pretty sure that the North Dakota side has finalized their projects, as they are due in December; 
on the Minnesota side they are due the end of January, so there is still a little time to work on it.  
He stated that the big one is, East Grand Forks, every fourth year, 2018 is the year ???, and 
together with the federal match we are looking at a project right around $750,000.  He said that if 
there are more local funds you want to contribute, that would be great, but that would be about 
the minimum you have to work with.   
 
Haugen said that if you have any ideas for projects work with your staff, and go through the 
approval process, to get them submitted to us. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO ADJOURN THE NOVEMBER 20TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:42 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


