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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the July 16th, 2014 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:05 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Steve Adams, Greg Leigh, Mike Powers, 
Gary Malm, Warren Strandell, Clarence Vetter, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Ken Vein 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 23RD, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 23RD, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Adams, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that this is our monthly bridge report.  He stated that there is really nothing to 
report on the Sorlie Bridge, there has been no new information shared other than the discussion 
you have heard in the past of how things seem to be moving in the rehab direction rather than the 
complete replacement direction. 
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Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that they have made the decision on the Kennedy Bridge project that they are 
going to do a rehab project and are proceeding with the project development portion of the 
project.   
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it states that the cost estimate for this 
project is $16,000,000 for the bridge work; $2,000,000 for work on the approaches, however, 
because they have not gone into the formal project development and historic preservation 
mitigation they can’t really tell us exactly what the work will be on the approaches, but they are 
budgeting $2,000,000 for it.  He added that you will also see that they will be replacing Pier 6, 
and incorporating bike/ped facilities inside the truss, as well as some other modifications. 
 
Haugen stated that they are also using a basic 10% increase for the construction engineering 
costs as well.   
 
Leigh asked if they are going to leave the median in the road.  Haugen responded that they have 
not made those types of decisions yet.  He explained that those types of decisions are part of the 
project development, and they still have to go through the historic preservation process as well 
before any decisions such as that are made.   
 
Leigh commented that it seems like even though the East Grand Forks City Council, the Grand 
Forks City Council, and this board all wanted the bike/ped facility on the outside of the bridge 
structure, it was a lost effort because we can pass all the resolutions we want, but in the end it 
seems that they can do whatever they want, so even if we really want that barrier in there, they 
can just decide on their own not to put it in there, right.  Haugen responded that that it is a 
cooperative process.   
 
Haugen reported that the people who are now more directly working on project development will 
be your local engineers and a consulting engineer. So you need to keep directing your local 
engineers to represent your council views as they go through the project development stage, keep 
the pressure on that way.  He added that they will still be getting updates, and the MPO will still 
be getting opportunities to comment on what is being programmed, at least one more time 
because we will have to do a 2016 T.I.P., and this cost estimate will be refined after the project 
development process has been completed, so you will still have the opportunity to agree to 
program the dollar amount or not to program it, but now it is in the project development stage 
and it is really in the engineers hands through that process and the historic mitigation process 
because there are things that the Historic Preservation group may decide is very important to 
remain that may not allow do things that the rest of the community wants. 
 
Haugen stated that one other thing he would like to add is that since the decision to rehab the 
bridge has been made there has been some staff discussion between cities and the DOTs in terms 
of possibly adding some amenities to the bridge such as decorative lighting, signature signage, 
etc. 
 
Mock reported present.   
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Adams suspended the agenda to welcome Jeannie Mock, the new Grand Forks City Council 
representative to the MPO Executive Policy Board.  He asked that everyone please introduce 
themselves and state which entity they are representing. 
 
Haugen reiterated that there has been some discussion taking place about taking the opportunity, 
while working on the bridge, to do some signature add-ons, or enhancements or amenities to it to 
make it more of a signature bridge for our community.  He said that this is being somewhat led 
by the engineering staffs of both communities.  He added that one thing that Mr. Vein indicated 
to him this morning, in addition to his not being able to attend today’s meeting, was that he did 
want to stress the importance of working with the Minnesota side in particular in getting that 
little dip in the road on U.S. #2 raised as part of this project if possible, and if not to do it as a 
separate project as near as possible to this project. 
 
Leigh asked which dip he was referring to.  Haugen responded that it is the one between the 
bridge over River Road and the actual Kennedy Bridge, the low spot that we have to protect 
during a flood event over 52 feet.  
 
Haugen stated that the initial response from MnDOT to this request was that it would not be 
done as part of the Kennedy Bridge project because it is “off-site”, if you will.  He said that in 
the past MnDOT did try to get some special State funds to raise that road, so we are asking if 
those opportunities are available to do it now.   
 
Malm commented that he finds it very interesting that they won’t spend money on bike passage 
over the bridge, but they will spend money on enhancements.  He asked who looks at the lights 
on the bridge, signage on the bridge.  Leigh added that the lights they put on the Sorlie don’t 
even work.  Malm said that his point is that you would be spending money on something that 
nobody even asked for in the first place.  He asked how we stop them from doing it.  Haugen 
responded that most of those things will be identified as “betterment” projects, which means 
100% local costs.  He said that how you stop it would be to not agree to fund it locally.  Leigh 
asked, though, why we aren’t being consulted in the whole thing in the first place, why are they 
having these big conversations and then they have to come to us to ask us to fund, we should be 
asked first if we want to spend any money on these things, and is there any money to spend on 
them. 
 
Powers stated that, again, we have been telling them what we want for a year now, and they 
don’t seem to listen to our recommendations.  Leigh agreed, and added that it would make more 
sense to fix the dip in the road before spending money on enhancements so we don’t have to 
build a dike all the time.   Malm said that, to be honest, sometimes he wonders why we sit here, 
we told them what we think is right.    
 
Haugen said that, now that you have heard that your staff, your consulting staff , are having 
conversations it is time to communicate with them that you feel strongly that you want the dip 
fixed instead of spending a lot of time talking about amenities.  Adams asked if the consulting 
staff would be coming before this body soon, can we ask them to come to a meeting.  Haugen 
responded that there is a standing offer for MnDOT and NDDOT to come here and talk about 
these two bridge projects.  Adams suggested that we should invite them back.   
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MOVED BY MALM TO INVITE THE  ENGINEERS TO OUR NEXT MEETING. 
 
Vetter asked if Mr. Malm was talking about the engineers or the DOTs.  Malm responded that he 
is talking about anybody that can override us.  Leigh stated that he would like to talk to whoever 
is in charge of coming up with all these extra ideas, because if they are going to come to us and 
ask us to fund these things, he would like to have them come and get our input.  Malm asked 
who it is that we should talk to about this.  Haugen responded that it is your engineering staff, 
primarily, on both sides of the river, your local engineering staff.  Malm asked if they talk to 
each other.  Adams responded that at some point they do.  Leigh asked who the engineers are on 
this project.  Haugen responded that on the Kennedy Bridge, which is still a MnDOT led project;   
Roger Hille is the District Bridge Engineer, and Joe McKinnon is the District Project Engineer, 
so those are the two names that are the lead MnDOT staff on the Kennedy Bridge project.  Leigh 
asked if they are the ones that are coming up with the ideas for the extra amenities.  Haugen 
responded that that would most likely be the local engineering staff on both sides of the river.  
He said that he is sure they are getting some push from a council member or two.  Leigh asked 
who it would be on the Minnesota side.  Haugen responded that it would be your consulting 
engineer.  Leigh said, then, that it would be WSN.  Haugen agreed, adding that they are being 
included in part of the discussion.  Leigh said that he just wants to know who he needs to 
contact, and it appears that would be Greg Boppre.  Haugen added that he isn’t sure how often, 
or how many discussions they had, but there is that discussion going on that now that they have 
decided to rehab the bridge instead of replacing it, what is the opportunity for those other 
enhancements/amenities to be done, which is quite common. 
 
Adams asked if Mr. Haugen would invite DOT engineers involved to come to our next meeting.  
Haugen responded he would.  He added that by then they will probably have the RFP out for the 
next stage, to get the consultant on board to actually do the project development, so we should 
know what the actual scope of work they are asking the consultant to do is, so there should be 
some news.   
 
NO SECOND WAS MADE TO THE MOTION. 
 
Williams asked, for clarification purposes so she is sure she is taking the right message back, but 
you want that dip in the road fixed more than we want amenities done.  Leigh responded that that 
would be his vote, but he is only one person.  Powers stated that he agrees with Mr. Leigh, 
adding that the aesthetic things are minor, we need to deal with safety issues first.  Williams said 
that she agrees compared to what we dealing with here.  She said that we need lighting, but if the 
lighting is sufficient that we have then we don’t need to add more.  Powers asked if the lighting 
has ever been a safety issue or are there any other issues the way it is now.  Williams responded 
that she has never looked at it because the lighting on the bridge is taken care of by the DOTs, 
the approach of the bridge is the City’s responsibility, and they have never had a problem there,  
but she has never assessed the bridge lighting.  Leigh commented that he has been across it many 
times at night and he feels the lighting is just fine.  He added that on the Sorlie more than half the 
lights don’t work, but the Kennedy seems fine.   
 
Haugen commented that there will be upgrades to the lighting because when they do add the 
bike/ped accommodation they will have to change the lighting to work with that type of traffic, 
which is different than vehicle traffic.  He said that the enhanced lighting would, perhaps involve 
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outlining the truss structures, or outlining underneath the flood lamps, that is the type of 
decorative lighting or enhancements they might be discussing; or instead of using your standard 
street light they might do something like the vintage ones used in the downtown, which would be 
an upgrade and would cost more, those would be the type of amenities that might be added in, or 
betterments.  He added that some of them they will cost share with, some of them are eligible for 
those other special federal programs, and some of them are just 100% local cost. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2014 ANNUAL E LEMENT IN 
THE 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that originally they had two requests, one from each side of the river, to amend 
the T.I.P. for 2014, however the East Grand Forks request has been tabled and is no longer being 
pursued so we will focus just on the Grand Forks request. 
 
Haugen explained that in 2017 we had programmed some federal funds for two projects that 
added turn lanes at two intersections, 32nd Avenue and 38th Street and 17th Avenue and Columbia 
Road.  He said that as part of the development of those turn lane projects it became clear that 
something should be done sooner than 2017 on these intersections, and also the monies that were 
originally programmed aren’t enough to do them, so it was worked out that in 2017 the federal 
funds will be consolidated into one project, and that is the Columbia Road/17th Avenue 
intersection turn lanes; and in 2014 the City of Grand Forks will spend 100% local funds to do 
improvements at 34th Street/32nd Avenue intersection. 
 
Haugen referred to the table in the packet, and pointed out that they did strike out in 2017 the 
references to the project on 32nd Avenue and 38th Street and instead increase the cost estimate for 
federal dollars on the 17th Avenue and Columbia Road project; and in 2014 we moved the 34th 
Street/32nd Avenue Intersection project and show 100% local funding. 
 
Haugen reported that we held a public meeting at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
last Wednesday, and they had no one present for discussion, and no written comments were 
received by noon that day.  He said that the Technical Advisory Committee and staff recommend 
approval. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO THE FY2014 ANNUAL ELEMENT IN THE 2014-2017 T.I.P., 
SUBJECT TO EXCLUSION OF THE EAST GRAND FORKS REQUEST.   
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Adams, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P. FOR FY2015 -2018 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of a power point presentation was 
included.  He said that he would be using that today rather than trying to go through the actual 
T.I.P. document itself.  He added that we would normally be doing this in April, but for various 
reasons North Dakota was delayed in coming up with the new Draft for 2015-2018. 
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Haugen commented that, again, just to highlight what our responsibilities are, we need to make 
sure that the projects are consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He referred to the 
power point presentation and went over the components of that plan, adding that we also need to 
prioritize those projects within the funding available. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Haugen referred to a map of the MPO Study Area and pointed out that the area in grey is our 
Urbanized Federal Aid area.  He said that we have different funding sources for this area, 
however our full study area extends out beyond both Cities, so any project of any significance 
within the entire area should be included in our T.I.P. document. 
 
Haugen reported that the T.I.P. process is really almost a 12-month process, typically started in 
the fall.  He said that once we complete a T.I.P. we start soliciting for projects for the next T.I.P. 
cycle.  
 
Haugen explained that what we do today is subject to change, and perhaps major change down 
the road.  He said that it is no secret that the Highway Trust Fund, at the federal level, is in a 
crisis.  He stated that the short term solution that appears to be working its way through Congress 
is to extend the current bill out to the end of May, and leave the long term solution to the new 
Congress.  He said that we are assuming that, basically the status quo will be carried out to 2018 
with the document your about to entertain. 
 
Haugen commented that there are some issues that he will get into, particularly about the year of 
expenditure, as far as costs, so keep that in mind.  He added that he will talk about our current 
projects, and also projects that are new: 
 
Transit 
 
Haugen stated that every year we have the regular operations that go on, but then for each new 
year there are opportunities for transit to go after capital funds, primarily, and the #5339 Capital 
Program and the #5310 Senior/Elderly Program are the two federal transit programs that are 
annually available to transit for funding.  He explained that, focusing on the North Dakota side, 
Cities Area Transit are looking at replacing some coaches that are on the fixed route, also some 
demand response vehicle replacements, and, for around the fifth year they are asking for 
continue funding of the Mobility Manager position. 
 
Haugen commented that these are anticipated requests, and this is the one exception where we 
are approving something in the draft that has not formally been presented to the City Council, 
but they will be presented shortly.  He explained that the reason for that is that North Dakota 
formally hasn’t opened the window for solicitation of funds from these programs.   
 
Transportation Alternatives Program 
 
Haugen reported that back in December we submitted four projects to the Transportation 
Alternatives Program, however none of them were funded.   
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New V Current Regional Projects 
 
Haugen commented that there are some projects that are being slipped years in our current 
program, both on the State Highway and Local Highway Systems.   
 
Haugen pointed out that I-29 has some projects programmed for this year that are being slipped 
to 2015.  He added that costs, as you can see, have increased considerably on these projects, 
which is one reason why they are being moved. 
 
Haugen stated that because of North Dakota’s “Mega Bridge Projects” DeMers Avenue is 
slipping from 2016 to 2017, again 2017 is a year when we hope there isn’t a project on the 
Kennedy Bridge, or on the Sorlie Bridge, so instead of having DeMers Avenue also under 
construction in 2016 it made sense to move it to 2017. 
 
Haugen said that, as previously noted, the cost for the Kennedy Bridge project scope of work 
changed, and the cost of the project decreased. 
 
Haugen reported that something new that occurred this week is that there is also work that was 
schedule to happen in 2014 on the North Washington Interchange of I-29, that has also been 
slipped one year to 2015.  He explained that part of the reason for this is that the cost of the 
project increased significantly as well. 
 
Haugen commented that on the local side, this is where we get back to the year of expenditure 
issue, for many years we have known that they slipped Phase 2 of the Columbia Road project, 
between 11th and 14th Avenues, from 2014 to 2016.  He explained that when they made that 
delay of two years they didn’t adjust the cost to reflect inflation for those two years, so we have 
been asking them to, instead of funding it at $4.0 million to fund it at $4.8 million.  He said that 
they are now funding at that $4.8 million, but as they correct this problem they created another 
problem, in that we had programmed Columbia Road south of 40th Avenue and 47th Avenue, and 
in 2017 they are now moving it to 2018, but again they did not make the adjustment for inflation, 
so we are asking them now between the draft and the final to make that $120,000 in federal 
participation in the project. 
 
New T.I.P. Year 2018 Projects 
 
Haugen stated that 2018 is the new year in the T.I.P. document.  He said that the City of Grand 
Forks requested funds to reconstruct 42nd Street between Gateway Drive and University Avenue, 
and that is being programmed.  He added that the NDDOT also wanted to do a sort of minor 
rehab project on North Washington between Gateway Drive and the I-29 Interchange, and that is 
also being funded.   
 
Regional Projects One Year Beyond 2018 
 
Haugen reported that beyond 2018 North Dakota wants to know what is out there on the 
Regional System, and because of the work in 2018 on the Sorlie Bridge, North Dakota is looking 
at doing some work on the rest of U.S. Business 2 to bring it up to a better performance 
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pavement wise.  He stated, however, that we aren’t formally approving this project, nor this 
request at this time. 
 
Summary 
 
Haugen said then, that in summary, we do have some transit vehicle replacements and continue 
to fund the Mobility Manager position; we received no funding for our TAP projects; several 
projects have slipped a year and there were some cost increases; but we did get full funding of 
our two 2018 Project Requests. 
 
Haugen stated that with all those changes in the current 2015, 2016, and 2017 T.I.P. years, plus 
the new projects in 2018, both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending 
approval of the Draft North Dakota Side T.I.P., as contained in your packet with the one addition 
of the 2015 Project on I-29/North Washington Interchange. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT NORTH 
DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P. FOR FY2015-2018, SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE 2015 I-
29/NORTH WASHINGTON INTERCHANGE PROJECT.   
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Adams, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Leigh asked, going back one step, if we were to go back to when we approved the changes to the 
2014-2017 T.I.P., what if we wouldn’t have approved that, doesn’t this body make the 
recommendations to the City Council.  Haugen responded that the MPO Executive Policy Board 
does not make recommendations to the City Council.  He explained that we receive the projects 
from the City Councils, and then we determine whether or not they are consistent with our Long 
Range Transportation Plan, and whether the priorities given to us are also our priorities.  He said 
that, as in the past, this board has changed the City Council’s priorities, and that has created all 
sorts of discussion afterwards, but this board does have the ability to decide what its priorities are 
and program those priorities.   
 
Haugen commented that, going back to the Kennedy Bridge discussion, you as a board can; let’s 
say that next year they say this is our final project which is now programmed at $20,000,000.00 
because they are doing all sorts of neon lights, and even though both City Councils have said that 
they want this, you as a board can say no, that that isn’t where the money should go, and then 
there will be discussions, and ultimately you will have the ability to either program it in the  
T.I.P. or not.  Leigh said, then, that this body can kill anything that the City Council wants to do 
because we control the use of the dollars coming in.  Haugen agreed, adding that the T.I.P. is 
incorporated into the S.T.I.P. without modifications, so what you approve is what goes into the 
S.T.I.P.  He said that way back when we had a big presentation he talked about those powers, 
and maybe we can do that again, but the way it was described is that we have sort of mutual veto 
power over each other, so you, as a board can tell the State that you don’t want a particular 
project done on the Kennedy Bridge, and then the State can say that they don’t want to do 
projects in your MPO.  He added that they can prioritize funds elsewhere and not submit projects 
to us for us to consider, and that is the cooperative process we have to enjoy and work through, 
and if there is a strong difference of opinion, you make that known and put as strong a foot 
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forward as we can and have discussions.  He stated that the City Council’s resolution and the 
MPO’s resolution on inside the truss/outside the truss really forced that study team to go into 
more depth as to whether that outside the truss option was even possible or not.  He said that if 
you had not made those motions they quickly would have dismissed that and only looked at 
inside the truss activities.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SCHOOL SAFETY STUDIES 
 
Erickson referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request) and went over it briefly. 
 
Erickson reported that in the past the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks area has seen an increase in 
safety concerns around the schools so the MPO contacted ATAC to have them conduct a study at 
all the schools to determine what improvements they suggest that we should do for the schools, 
and the main objectives they came up with were:  
 
 1. To evaluate pedestrian safety and traffic circulation at each school. 
 2. Ensure that the latest recommended guidelines and manuals are followed. 
 3. To recommend short, medium, and long term improvement measures. 
 4. Minimize conflicts and streamline traffic to enhance safety and improve 

operations. 
 
Erickson stated that she is currently having the different stakeholders look at the studies that 
have been done between 2004 and 2012, to determine what has been done and what is still 
needed. 
 
Erickson said that they are also looking at the safe-routes-to-school maps and getting them 
updated since school boundaries have been changed. 
 
Erickson referred to the power point and explained that the next couple of slides are examples of 
some of the suggestions ATAC came up with for the different schools, such as safety education, 
which has been completed as Safe Kids conducts school-wide assemblies and safety education at 
most schools, increased enforcement, cross-walks, how pick-up and drop-off is conducted at the 
school, etc. 
 
Leigh said, then, that this particular study, East Grand Forks isn’t in here, but as he recalls was it 
last year or the year before that we had that view.  Haugen responded that that study will be  
reviewed again.  Leigh asked if this was just a continuation of that study.  Haugen responded that 
it is a review of what was done to see if things have been completed, if not why not, and should 
it still be pursued in the future, so instead of going after a whole new school, and creating a 
whole new study, our decision was to go back and look at all the studies we had done and update 
them to see what has been done and what still should be done.  Leigh asked, then, if this is a 
work in progress.  Haugen responded it is. 
 
Erickson referred to an illustration of the old school map, and the new school map, and explained 
that they are still in the process of updating the new Safe Routes To School maps, and as of 
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today they have added more of the boundaries, and they are up for review.  Haugen said, then, 
that every elementary and middle school in both communities will have updated maps. 
 
Leigh asked if they were meeting with the school administrators.  Erickson responded that she is 
in contact with them, and added that they are hoping to have these all updated before school 
starts in the fall.   
 
Leigh said that the last time he was told that there was no funding available for improvements.  
Haugen responded that there is funding available.  Leigh said, though, that it is for Safe Routes 
To School projects, but things like the parking and such, you give the school a recommendation, 
but basically the funding is in their hands.  Haugen responded that that is true for some of these, 
but some are eligible for the federal and state transportation funds, but some of them are truly 
just on-site off the street network are local funding issues.   
 
Leigh asked what would, in these studies, be locally funded.  Haugen responded that signage, 
parking lot expansions, new parking lots, those would be on-site that are off the street network so 
those would be 100% local projects. 
 
Leigh asked what type of school upgrades would be eligible for funding.   Haugen responded 
that some of signage that is on the streets would be eligible.  Leigh said though, is that physically 
on the school grounds, would it be like safe to school day signage or such.  Haugen responded it 
would.  He added that they worked with each individual school principal, and the district 
administration, and the PTOs when we first came up with these recommendations of what to do, 
so as we review them we will follow that same process; first it is an internal staff review, then we 
engage the schools for the next stage, then once school starts we will go out to get the 
neighborhood/parents/school engaged to see if they are in agreement with what is being 
proposed, and update them on what has been done and what is left to be done. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE REVIEW 
 
Kouba reported that, basically they have had an Environmental Justice Manual previously, and 
the reason we are revisiting it this time around is because our federal partners asked us to, mostly 
to reflect some of the changes that have happened for environmental justice.   
 
Kouba stated that the major change is that there will basically be different maps; one will be a 
minority map and one will be a low income map and projects will be related in those areas and 
reviewed. 
 
Kouba said that so far they have gone to a Fundamentals of Environmental Justice course, and 
have gathered up the data, and now have an idea of where the populations are now.  She stated 
that they are currently in the process of writing up the draft document, and once it has gone 
through the process of looking at human services coordination group, as well as some public 
meetings, we will then bring the final document to the Technical Advisory Committee and the 
MPO Executive Policy Board. 
 
Kouba stated that once the process has been completed then we will review our Long Range 
Transportation Projects against the document. 
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Leigh asked if the reason for this whole process is to determine where buses run to provide low 
income people alternative transportation, what is the purpose of this.  Kouba responded that the 
purpose is mostly because whenever we are reviewing a project, any kind of project, whether it is 
a transit project or a road construction project, or anything else we want to make sure that they 
aren’t adversely affecting those populations.  She stated that in the past, nationwide, projects 
such as a freeway have completely eliminated a neighborhood, and it was all low income 
housing.  She said that she has not seen this happen here, but that isn’t to say that it hasn’t.  She 
added that they are just making sure that anywhere federal funds are used that this doesn’t 
happen. 
 
Kouba commented that the basic changes we have done for the current manual are; previously 
they were looking at using both census blocks and census block groups, but we have now gone to 
just using census blocks for our geographic analysis.  She said that, once again this is just for the 
MPO areas, we are not doing an analysis for individual projects, that is up to the project manager 
or engineers to do. 
 
Kouba reported that for the minority changes, the changes for the minority populations they are 
using 5-Year American Community Survey block group data from 2008 to 2012.  She said that 
they used three times the total average percent for concentration purposes.  She stated that this 
isn’t really different, but because they are using a block group instead of a block that is where the 
populations are located has changed. 
 
Kouba referred to a map and pointed out where the block groups are shown and stated that there 
are several more concentrated areas, a few in East Grand Forks and several in Grand Forks.  She 
stated that it shows that they are mostly concentrated in Grand Forks with the block group usage. 
 
Haugen explained that the map on the right is the old one using blocks, but because it was a 
much smaller geography, the three-times concentration shows up a lot more; when they went to 
larger geography block groups only a few areas showed up, none in East Grand Forks.   
 
Kouba said that, once again, in the new manual coming up we will have used the 5-Year 
American Community Survey block group from 2008 to 2012, previously it was 2006 to 2010.  
She added that how we define the, how we calculated it was using the census in this current one, 
in the new one coming up the new manual uses the census definition of poverty and a ratio of, 
that households income, whether it is a five person household or a two person household, and  
used that net ratio to define what low income is so that when, and in our maps we used different, 
in the current manual we use three times the total average population, this time we considered 
50% as significant, mostly because when we figured the three times the population it ended up to 
be over 80% and just seeing that it just doesn’t make sense, we felt that it was missing a lot of 
people so we went to the 50%. 
 
Kouba reported that the three times ended up being just the university area.  She said that when 
they used 50% in this timeframe, in this current-new manual, yes the university area is but there 
is also the near southside that has been highlighted, as well as some of the apartment areas along 
South Washington.   
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Kouba pointed out that, as you can see, in the previous map on the left that is in the current 
manual there are a few of those areas that are highlighted, but they didn’t meet the requirements 
that were set forth today, so once again we are going to go for public comment period with 
public and human services, Technical Advisory Committee approval, and finish up with doing 
our review with our Long Range Transportation Plan projects.  
 
Haugen commented that a general rule of thumb in the past was that you could use a 
concentration, and we used three times, or 50%, but on the minority we never really came close 
to 50% of an area having minority population, so that is where the three times rule was.  He 
added that on the low income population, in the past we didn’t have over 50% except for where 
we had the three times, but now we do have these block groups that are over 50%, but are short 
of three times, but since they are over 50% that is sort of the Federal rule of thumb that that 
means that they should be highlighted, so that is the reason why we dropped down for the 
income to that 50% threshold. 
 
Haugen stated that for our planning purposes we will look at our projects that are in the Long 
Range Transportation Plan and assess them if they are going through any of these 
neighborhoods, and also if there is an impact and whether it is an adverse or positive impact, but 
when each of the individual projects, then, go through the project development phase, they will 
have to do a similar assessment, and that assessment will probably have to go down to tighter 
geography if they can so they may not be able to use the block group.  He said that for their 
planning purposes it is okay, for project specific they probably might need to go back to blocks 
or other census geographies, but that isn’t your concern, but just to explain that when you sit in 
your seat and you see a project, and you see a project identifying different area for low income 
than what we have identified, this is just giving you a heads up that it might happen. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. State Funding For MPO Planning Letter 
 
Haugen reported that a while back the three MPOs in North Dakota sent a letter to the State that 
essentially highlighted that the State of Minnesota provides a match to our federal funds and we 
were wondering if the State of North Dakota would consider doing the same.  He stated that the 
response they got back from North Dakota was essentially, no they can’t provide direct match, 
State law doesn’t allow that.   
 
Haugen said that the three MPO Directors did meet with Grant Levi, NDDOT Director, last 
week, and during the course of their discussion he asked that we submit specific projects in our 
MPO area that he would consider providing the match for, so the subtle difference is that he just 
can’t give a blanket match to any and all activities the MPO does, but he will consider a specific 
match for a specific project, so by the end of July he has asked for those to be in so he is working 
on a list of projects to be submitted, and obviously he is focusing on the State Highway system.  
He explained that we could then ask for the State to provide the match for them, and therefore 
reducing what the local match has been in the past, so it is a no from a specific point of view, but 
then it is a little yes if they think there is an opportunity they will explore it.  Adams commented, 
then, that it is a definite possible maybe.  Vetter said that they want to do it one item at a time.  
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Haugen responded that that is correct, and added that that is how the Minnesota match started 
out. 
 
Vetter stated that he would suggest that copies of these letters, with a cover letter, be sent to your 
State Legislators in order for them to consider changing the State Law.  Haugen responded that it 
the Director asked we be more discreet , so let’s try this legislative session this way . 
 
 2. Infusion Of Funds 
  
Haugen reported that he would like to give you a heads up on another opportunity for infusion of 
funds to us.  He said that, some of you might recall, a few years ago Bismarck/Mandan could not 
use all of its federal funds for planning, and we were given $400,000 of their funds, and 
Fargo/Moorehead may be in a similar position, so he hopes in September to have before this 
body a budget amendment to bring in a couple hundred thousand of their funds into our work 
program to do work in 2015.  He said that, again, it is billed as a one-time only situation.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 16TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:58 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Adams, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


