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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, April 16th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the April 16th, 2014 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:02 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, Doug Christensen, and Greg Leigh.   
 
Absent:  Tyrone Grandstrand 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Kyle Economy, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  David Kuharenko, GF City Engineering Department. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 19 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 19TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that MNDOT is in the process of doing the final edits on the Draft Kennedy 
Bridge Study Report.  He said that Roger Hille, MNDOT, indicated that when that report does 
come back out, he would like to present it to the Executive Policy Board again, and work with 
you, again, on the bike/ped accommodation – external versus internal.  He stated that, apparently 
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there is some information in this Draft Report that has not been made available to us previously, 
so he is asking to be able to discuss that information at your May meeting.   
Haugen added that if they get the report out on their website in time, you will have a couple of 
weeks to review that documentation prior to the presentation. 
 
Strandell asked when Mr. Hille is retiring.  Haugen responded that he isn’t sure of the exact date.  
Strandell said that it is his understanding that it will be sometime this summer, so we will end up 
with a new engineer on this project.  Haugen agreed, adding that it might be a few months before 
they get that in place.  
 
Christensen reported present. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, if you noticed, last week there were crews working on the Sorlie Bridge.  
He explained that they were doing one more inspection of the bridge just to make sure that as 
they move forward with the EIS that they have the latest and greatest condition of the bridge 
documented.  He stated that other than this there isn’t much to report on the Sorlie Bridge at this 
time. 
 
Haugen commented that the Purpose and Needs Statement has still not yet been released to the 
public, and there haven’t been any meetings held since the last time an update was presented to 
this board.  He added that there will be some T.I.P. items when we get to the Draft 2015-2018 
T.I.P. agenda item to discuss, but that is all at this time. 
 
Leigh asked, on the Kennedy Bridge, are they going to try to convince us not to do the 
cantilevered bike/ped facility, is that what the word on the street is.  Haugen responded that he 
has no basis to answer this other than to guess that that is what they are going to do.   
 
Strandell commented that he sees that there is a website listed for the Sorlie Bridge project, is 
there one available for the Kennedy as well.  Haugen responded that there is, and he will e-mail 
that to everyone.  He said, however, that it only has the public notices for the two meetings that 
have been held, but no other information had been placed on the site the last time he checked it. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT MINNESOTA SIDE 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 

Haugen reported that they did advertise that today was the day for the public hearing on the Draft 
Minnesota Side 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC 
HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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There was no one present for discussion. 
 
Adams closed the public hearing. 
 
Haugen commented that they also advertised that written comments be submitted by noon 
yesterday, and no such comments were received. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a full draft T.I.P. document was included, 
however he would like to focus on a couple of items.   
 
Haugen stated that we are approving just the Minnesota side at this time.  He explained that the 
NDDOT was not yet prepared to release their Draft T.I.P. at this time.   
 
Haugen referred to the project tables, and stated that, for the most part as you learn through the 
Long Range Transportation Plan, that Minnesota, and MNDOT in particular, has no dollars set 
aside for investment in and around the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks MPO area, and our 
document shows that so for 2015 we show only the transit projects being programmed.  He said 
in 2016 he would like to point out that on the Kennedy Bridge Project Minnesota has changed 
their funding sources for their half of the structure.  He added that in our current T.I.P. document, 
and in MNDOT’s current S.T.I.P. document it shows federal participation, but now it is showing 
that they have changed their funding source to their Chapter 152 Bridge Bonding Bill, so on their 
side of the river there will be no federal participation. 
 
Malm asked how this change would affect local funding.  Haugen responded that it really 
doesn’t.  He explained that it allows for them to relax a bit, from their perspective, on some of 
federal requirements, but the State of Minnesota Legislature probably gives them as much or 
more requirements than the feds would anyway, and the North Dakota side still has federal funds 
so as a total project it is still governed by federal and state law. 
 
Haugen referred to Page 18, and said that, as you will recall we approved a Transportation 
Alternative Program application a few months ago, the Northwest ATP has awarded the 
requested $28,000 to do some safe route to school education in East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen reported that in 2017 we once again have our standard transit projects shown, but at our 
TAC meeting last Wednesday, MNDOT pointed out that in the remark section for the Sorlie 
Bridge project it indicates that NDDOT is trying to fund their half of the project cost in 2017 
while MNDOT is funding theirs in 2018, and MNDOT is questioning if this should be included 
in our draft Minnesota side T.I.P. document.  Our reply was that because it is our T.I.P. and not 
their S.T.I.P. that for a project we need to show where the total funding will come from, so 
MNDOT may not show the NDDOT funding source in their S.T.I.P. document even though, 
because this is our local document, we will show it as we need to show where 100% of the 
funding for a project is coming from. 
 
Haugen commented that in 2018 we do show the Minnesota half of the Sorlie Bridge project.  He 
pointed out that they are funding 100% of their half through their Bridge Bonding as well, so 
from their perspective, again, they have no federal investment on the Sorlie Bridge in this 
document. 
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Haugen explained that 2018 is the last year that Bridge Bonds will be available in Minnesota, so, 
depending on how projects are bid and eat up the funding, again, this might be subject to change 
but right now they are showing 100% of their half being funded through the bonding bill. 
 
Haugen stated that the last project is the East Grand Forks every fourth year project that came 
from you, after it went through the City Council, and that is converting 10th Street, just east of 5th 
Avenue N.E., from gravel to an urban concrete section. 
 
Haugen commented that because of the bridge projects there is a very significant dollar amount 
involved here, which is atypical for the Minnesota side, but we have over $15,000,000 being 
invested over a four year period when typically we would have probably a tenth of that over a 
four year period. 
 
Haugen said that both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending approval 
of the Draft Minnesota Side 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE 2015-2018 T.I.P., AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
Malm said that, we keep referring all the time to the Bridge Bonding Bill, but it sounded like it 
would run out of money so will there be money available in the bonding bill, it is actually written 
into the bonding bill.  Haugen responded that the legislature, several sessions ago, issued $10 
billion in bonds for State bridges in response to the I-35 W collapse, and it was to last until 2018.  
He said that as they are managing that $10 billion dollars, 2018 was the last year monies would 
be available, and they have been getting some good project bids lately, which is why the 
Kennedy Bridge was converted from federal funds to the bonding bill.  He said that one thing 
they have said about 2018 is that, unless they continue to have really good bid prices, this dollar 
amount you see as their half is fairly constrained for the bridge to come in as a complete 
reconstruction at a $29 million dollar cost estimate, so they are really saying that they only have 
$14.5 million dollars available for that bridge project, so the EIS process might conclude that a 
replacement is necessary, but if Minnesota doesn’t have the funds to do it it won’t be replaced as 
soon as 2018. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR U.S.#2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

Haugen reported that this is in the MPO’s Annual Work Program to be completed in 2014.  He 
explained that this is a request from the NDDOT-Grand Forks District office.  He pointed out the 
location of the study area, and stated that we have been asked to work with the land owners and 
the different jurisdictions; the county, township, City and the District to develop an Access 
Management Plan for this corridor.   
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Haugen said that as development is beginning to occur along this corridor, there are currently up 
to three different access spacing regulations in play, so the end result of this study is to try to 
come up with a uniform spacing along this section of Highway #2. 
 
Haugen reported that the RFP has gone through the different agencies for review and comment.  
He said that last week the Technical Advisory Committee, along with MPO staff, recommend 
approval of the RFP so that we can get it out and consultants hired by the end of May to get the 
study completed by the end of this year. 
 
Christensen asked, out of curiosity, what are we doing out there by the Airport.  Haugen 
responded that the intersection at the Airport entrance is one the NDDOT wanted us to include in 
this study because it is a signalized intersection that has some crash history.  Christensen asked if 
there were a lot of crashes at that location.  Haugen responded there were several.  Leigh added 
that that is the location of the crash between as semi and a van in which two children were killed.  
Malm iterated that there are quite a few out there.  Christensen responded that he doesn’t care 
about the crashes, he is trying to figure out what we are doing out there, we are a little bit out of 
our lane here, so what is going on.  Haugen responded that we are looking at this stretch of U.S. 
Highway #2, and identifying existing access points, and determining whether or not they should 
remain as is or if they should be modified, and as development gets spread, typically east to west, 
identifying what access points NDDOT wants on their U.S. Highway #2.  Malm asked if they 
have the final say in this.  Haugen responded that they do. 
 
Christensen asked if this area is within the City’s two-mile jurisdiction.  Haugen referred to a 
map of the area and pointed out where the City’s two-mile jurisdiction ends, but added that it is 
within the MPO study area, which is why we are going out to the full extent of that area. 
 
Christensen asked how much has been budgeted for this study.  Haugen responded that it is in 
the 2014 budget, with a budget not to exceed $55,000.   
 
Christensen asked, out of curiosity, what is there to study, you know where your section lines 
are.  Haugen responded that it is the access points between the section lines, and, again there are 
three different jurisdictions involved, and the City, NDDOT and the County all have different 
spacing guidelines so we are trying to come up with a cohesive spacing agreement that, as 
existing development expands, should their access be modified , should they remain open, and as 
new business comes in there would be an agreed to identification of what accesses will be 
allowed on U.S. Highway #2 along this stretch.  Leigh asked if they will make a determination of 
at what point they need a service road.  Haugen responded they would.  He added that there is a 
frontage road that exists for a portion. 
 
Haugen referred to a photo showing where Wal-Mart is located, and pointed out that the Wivoda 
Carpet building itself is an impediment to the north as a normal access point, and that at the half-
mile line we have full access, and it is fairly open with not much infliction, so what they are 
trying to identify is how to create a uniform access plan. 
 
Christensen asked, out of curiosity, and this is a rhetorical question, he can drive out there in his 
vehicle and take a picture of everything, so why do you think you’re going to change the access  
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of Wivoda Carpet, as you just told us, what do I do, he means does he say, rather than study how 
do I solve the problem, how do I fix the problem.  Haugen asked, if this is a rhetorical question, 
do you want me to answer the question.  Christensen responded that, of course he does, he 
means, you have $55,000 to do the obvious, which is drive up and down, and you see how you 
get on or off the stupid highway, and you’re going to get a hundred pictures, and you’re going to 
have it go on the shelf, and he is just curious, what is the purpose of all the study, if you do this 
then do we get federal funds, can we get the money, do you have to have the study first to get the 
money, apparently.  Haugen responded that that would be correct, you basically need to do the 
planning first.  Christensen said that if he were doing this deal he would be saying, okay, there is 
no further expansion at the corner for the carpet business, and no one does anything because after 
that we are going to take it, we will take it as a governmental entity so we will have a decent 
investment in Highway #2, so we don’t need a study, we need a conclusion.  
 
Malm commented that there is a very simple solution, you build two frontage roads.  Christensen 
agreed, adding that we don’t need the study, we can just take the $55,000 and put it toward 
building the road.  He said that this is just like the Kennedy Bridge project, you have gone in a 
complete circle and now there isn’t any money for the damn thing. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE 
U.S. HIGHWAY #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: Christensen. 
 
MATTER OF FY2015 NORTH DAKOTA STATE AID PROJECT APP LICATION 
 
Haugen reported that this is a Cities Area Transit request for North Dakota State Aid funds.  He 
explained that this is an unusual application as in most cases applications have some financial 
request attached, the NDDOT does not ask for that information.  He said that the reason for this 
is because the NDDOT distributes out State Aid based on a formula that is in the Century Code. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a total of $10,000,000 available throughout the State of North 
Dakota, and it is distributed in three different ways, and there is a base amount established for all 
33 transit operators in North Dakota, and then it is divided by county population, and then, it is 
divided by the number of elderly and disabled ridership on the individual services, and the end 
result is essentially that Cities Area Transit in the Grand Forks County allocation received 99.5% 
of the funds allocated to Grand Forks County, and that is roughly around $350,000, so, again, it 
is a bit unusual that we have an application that does not have any financial information behind 
it, it just basically details what the operation is, how many rides they have last year, how many 
vehicles they have and their ages.   
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2015 NORTH 
DAKOTA STATE AID PROJECT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF FY2015 NORTH DAKOTA FTA 5310 PROJECT APPL ICATION 
 
Haugen reported that this is again for Cities Area Transit.  He said that it is for the FTA 5310 
Program, which is for the elderly and disabled program.   
 
Haugen stated that they do advertise that not just the Cities Area Transit, but all of our Human 
Service Agencies that provide transportation can apply for these funds, however, as in the past, 
we only received an application from Cities Area Transit. 
 
Haugen commented that Cities Area Transit is looking for about $112,000 to be split between 
two replacement vehicles for their demand response service, and to continue their Mobility 
Manager position. 
 
Haugen stated that these projects did come through the City Council for our review, and they are 
a continuation of their existing services, and no other applications were received, so both the 
Technical Advisory Committee and MPO Staff are recommending approval in the priority order 
provided to us. 
 
Powers asked for more information on the Mobility Manager position.  Haugen responded that it 
is a position that was created four years ago to manage the ridership on the more costly demand 
response services, and also to manage the one-click one-call service.  He added that in addition 
to managing the demand response services, the Mobility Manager is also training individuals so 
that they can ride the fixed route system, so they hold training workshops in different human 
service agencies operations.  
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA 
TRANSIT FY2015 STATE AID APPLICATION IN THE PRIORITY ORDER SUBMITTED. 
 
Malm asked, it says only the City applied, who else would have been eligible and did we request 
from other entities.  Haugen responded that we did notify other Human Service organizations of 
the program including Social Services, NDAC, Options, Community Action Agency, Red River 
Community Action, Developmental Homes, etc.  Malm asked if any of these agencies have ever 
applied. Haugen responded they have not.  He explained that the limiting factor for many of 
these organizations are the matching funds. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL FREIGHT RAIL ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this was study was the result of a request from Economic Development 
Corporation, along with the City of Grand Forks, to assist in identifying what sites along the 
existing rail tracks could be good candidates for development of spurs. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a four step process in getting to the point where you are 
providing sites for development, and we are basically fulfilling the first two with this study. 
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He added that at the conclusion of this study someone will be able to put together the marketing 
to go out and promote those sites, and then work toward getting them developed. 
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and gave a brief overview of the results of the study.  He mentioned that 
we did identify one site in East Grand Forks that has potential but is very challenged by the 
general business climate in Minnesota.  For Grand Forks, there are two general areas with sites.  
The differences between the two is that for one, which is on the Amtrak route, an automatic 
$1.2M switch is required so the initial site development costs start at this point.  The other site 
along N. 42nd St, does not require this so the initial site development costs start at zero.  
However, the N. 42nd St sites will impact existing traffic corridors, i.e. Gateway and University, 
etc., that while you do not have the site development costs you do have potential higher public 
investments at the railroad crossings,  which are off site and traditionally not part of the site 
development costs. 
 
Powers asked with all the discussion lately about railroad car shortages, does that impact this at 
all.  He asked why we would consider staging areas and expanding track for businesses when we 
really can’t take care of what we have now.  Haugen responded that there is a lot of increased 
need for freight rail, and BNSF is scrambling to try to satisfy that need.  Powers asked if they 
would have a pretty good impact on this, are they a player.  Haugen responded that they were on 
the committee and participated in this study. 
 
Christensen commented that the reason they did this is because they had so many calls about that 
fertilizer company, and that company will be needing a bunch of rail, and the other reason they 
did this is because they had a trucking company that needed rail and they ended up buying 
someplace else because of whatever rail they could get there, and the powers that be seem to 
believe that they need this so they can convince people where we have rail access.  He said that 
the issue is going to become, when someone buys that ground, they are going to want rail, and 
someone is going to pay for it and it will be whether or not whatever council exists at that point 
in time choses to sell the bonds to pay for it for 120 jobs, that is what this is all about. 
 
Christensen said that as far as BNSF is concerned, he knows nothing other than he knows where 
the lines are that leave Grand Forks and get to Williston, as do you, and they aren’t going to put 
any more lines out there for a while, so you will have another study going on the shelf because 
you have to have serious, serious money to build one of those hundred car train dumps. 
 
Powers commented that he understands all that, but, again, with all the discussion on railroad car 
shortages, does that impact this.  Christensen responded that the answer is no.  He explained that 
what happens is, before anyone can build a fertilizer plant they are going to have to make sure it 
is part of the deal so they have a way to get the fertilizer put on rail cars and to market.  Powers 
asked if he was referring to the plant north of town.  Christensen responded he was.   
 
Christensen stated that there are all kinds of intermodal in this country right now, it’s just not 
here yet.  He said that you see a lot of those trains elsewhere.   
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Haugen agreed that this doesn’t impact the study, but it does impacts whether any site can be 
developed because they will invest a couple million dollars to ensure that they will have the 
traffic coming in and out of there.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MPO COMMUTER PROFILE 
 
Haugen commented that Kyle Economy, Grand Forks/East Grand Forks MPO Intern, will be 
taking us through this item.  However he would first like to explain that as we have been  
identifying changes in our traffic pattern.  While we do have a count program now that is going 
to be established to help us be more on a month to month, if not day to day or week to week 
ability to look at our traffic trends instead of every three years or so. Haugen stated that he asked 
Kyle to see if any of the census data could give us an insight as to what might be causing some 
of our traffic changes, and he has a presentation that will give us some interesting data. 
 
Economy referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and gave a brief overview. 
 
Haugen reiterated that the reason they asked Kyle to go deeper into this was because the 
commute by car versus population discrepancy, we grew by 3,500 people yet the commute by 
car only grew by 50 or so between 2000 and 2012. 
 
Christensen asked how they got their data, how did you get the numbers for that data.  Economy 
responded that he got it off the US Census Bureau website, the US Census Bureau surveys they 
send out.  Christensen asked if this was something they would send out, and he would fill in how 
he gets to work.  Haugen responded that that would be correct.  Christensen said that obviously 
the data doesn’t compute because you have all those people in the south end, which is his ward, 
and there is all kinds of traffic out there.   
 
Christensen asked why we have so much, of all the traffic that goes through downtown Grand 
Forks into East Grand Forks, where is that traffic coming from, is it coming from the north end 
of East Grand Forks.  He added that he doesn’t see anyone using the Point Bridge, there isn’t a 
whole backlog of traffic on the Point Bridge.  Haugen responded that most of the traffic crossing 
the Sorlie Bridge, about half of it is destined to and coming from East Grand Forks’ downtown, 
not past 4th Street.  Christensen asked what they are doing there, are they going to the used 
clothing shop, or what is going on down there that gets them over there.  Haugen responded that 
the restaurants, theater and Cabela’s are the three big draws.  He added that the traffic is coming 
from Grand Forks and is stopping at those establishments. 
 
Leigh commented that there are a lot of people who live in East Grand Forks but work in Grand 
Forks, and there are people that come from Thief River, Warren, Alvarado, that come into to 
town to work.  Christensen stated that he isn’t trying to knock East Grand Forks, but he is 
wondering why they are going that way because if they are going to go to the strip mall it is easy 
to drop down Columbia Road.  Vetter responded that it is because they are usually stopping by 
Cabela’s first and then crossing into Grand Forks. 
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Christensen referred to the map, and pointed out that you have all that green down there, so those 
people are going someplace, they are going to Cabela’s or the movie theater or whatever, and 
they are working in Grand Forks, but those people aren’t taking bikes, and there is no bus traffic 
to speak of out there, so obviously you have a big disconnect as to how those 3,500 people are 
moving around.  Haugen agreed, and said that Kyle is looking at each of those census tracts  
individually to see how those shifts are being done, and that is how we found out that right here 
is where we have the largest drop, geographically, of that 3,500.  He said that 900 less people 
here are saying they are commuting by car although there are more people here than there were 
in 2000, and more of them are the employment age, so it is just a matter of determining that this 
age group, that is predominantly collage age, don’t use a car as much as compared to the rest of 
our community. 
 
Christensen said, however, that if you ask Kyle how he and his buddies get around, it’s by car, so 
that is the conclusion, but whatever, it defies the obvious.  He stated that if your data is taking the 
2000 census and you’re looking at something that is 2005, you have no way of asking the 
question in 2005 that you are relying on in 2000.  He added that the answers that were given in 
2000 on the data that he is using don’t have that much significance in 2005, and he isn’t a 
statistician, he doesn’t do what he does, but it is obvious that something else is going on.  To go 
to that conclusion, that the college kids are taking buses, it is pretty easy, you have bus traffic out 
there, count the college kids and see how many get on and off the bus. 
 
Haugen commented, again, the 2012 data is saying there is less people using the bus to get to 
work here, less people using cars to get to work than there were in 2000, but there are more 
people there.  He added that because it is a college area there is less discretionary funds, things 
are costlier, so there is less discretionary funds available. 
 
Adams asked, then, if they are going to do further analysis of this and report back.  Haugen 
responded that they will.   
 
Christensen commented that it has a lot of impact on car travel because there are a lot of people 
on their side, with the guy you have there is going to just say we need more biking on the north 
end of Grand Forks; and, again it’s not hard to just have cameras set up and see how many 
people actually travel.  He said you can do it at your crossroads, where your stop lights are.  
Haugen agreed. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. Office Space Changes  
 
Haugen reported that he just wants to inform the Executive Policy Board of the office change.  
He explained that our lease agreement with Grand Forks City Hall is going to be modified.  He 
stated that they asked us to - they are merging their Planning Department with their Urban 
Development Department and they want to bring the Urban Development staff, who are 
currently off-site, into Grand Forks City Hall - so they have asked us to release some of our 
space in Grand Forks City Hall so that they can have their Urban people come in.  He said that 
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we also lease space here in East Grand Forks so by July 1st most of the MPO staff will be 
working out of East Grand Forks, but we will maintain one working station over in Grand Forks 
City Hall.   
  
Haugen commented that he has been told that this is about a two-year time period of transition in 
the Grand Forks City Hall as they will be going through a study of how it can be reconfigured for 
better use of space, so in two years, if that is accomplished, they are saying that they will have 
space available for us again, but currently in order to make this merger happen sooner they have 
asked us, and we have the space, so we agreed temporarily to have most of the MPO staff here in 
East Grand Forks beginning July 1st.  He stated that our phone numbers will roll over to East 
Grand Forks, and our PO Box in Grand Forks and all that other stuff will remain the same. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 16TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:05 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 


