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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, December 17th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the December 17th, 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, Mike Powers, Gary 
Malm, Clarence Vetter, Greg Leigh, Jeannie Mock, Ken Vein, and Warren Strandell.   
 
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 Engineering; Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering; and David 
Kuharenko, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 Bronze Award For Bicycle Friendly Communities 
 
Haugen reported that copies of the staff report were included in the packet.  He added that Kim 
Greendahl, Greenway Specialist, is also here today to show us a couple of things concerning this 
item. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is the award that was announced at last month’s meeting, and Kim, 
Stephanie, and Teri, along with a whole list of others, worked hard during a several month 
process to prepare this application. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that included, from the application itself, is a list 
of all those involved in this process, including Kim, Stephanie, Teri, and a couple of our board 
members as well.   
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Erickson asked that Greenhdahl show the plaque that states that the Cities of Grand Forks and 
East Grand Forks are Bike Friendly Cities.  She added that there is also a road sign, however 
they did not bring it today.   
 
Erickson explained that this was a very long process, and many people were involved.  She 
referred to a slide illustrating the report card they received from the American Bicycle 
Association, who are the ones that gave us the award for the Bronze Level.  She stated that it just 
highlights some things that tell what makes a bicycle friendly community, such as public 
education outreach, which they rated us as being excellent, and the score to the left of that shows 
what needs to be done to get to the Silver Level, so there is already some points we are working 
on to reach the next level. 
 
Erickson continued going over the report card, pointing out that they are really happy to see that 
we have such an active Bicycle Advisory Committee, which is the Greenway Trail User’s Group.   
 
Erickson referred to an info graphic slide, and pointed out that it shows the different levels we 
can strive for, and how to achieve each.   
 
Erickson reported that we also had an article on this achievement posted in the Grand Forks 
Herald.  She added that this has been kind of a bike kind of year in that we got sharrows along 
University Avenue, and before they went down we took some counts to see where the bicycle 
traffic and vehicle traffic is, and within the last couple of years have seen an increase, and will do 
another count in the spring so we can compare spring/spring and fall/fall counts, but even 
looking through the last couple of years we are seeing it double and even triple at some of those 
intersections, so it is very encouraging. 
 
Erickson commented that she found it interesting that even though the bicycle numbers are going 
up, traffic is staying in the same kind of ballpark, as is the speed of the vehicles, so everything 
around the bicycle traffic is staying the same, we are just seeing an increase of people 
commuting around the University.   
 
Vein asked if these were average daily counts, are they just done over a period of time.  Erickson 
responded that they are 12 hour counts done in one day.  Vein asked if they were just one day in 
that month, and were they done manually.  Erickson responded that they were done manually, 
staff just sat on a corner and counted. 
 
Greendahl reported that this was the third time that we applied for this designation; receiving 
honorable mention in 2005 and 2006, which is pretty basic, so to get Bronze was really quite a 
feat for us.  She added that the meeting process itself is so important because it brought together 
a very eclectic group of people and gave them the opportunity to see outside their boxes and 
share what other people are doing with bicycling.  She said that she thought that she was very 
involved in the biking community, but she learned a lot through these meetings, and there is a lot 
of good things going on out there, which reaffirms what we have been doing, but also pushes us 
to the next level to see if we can achieve more.   
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Greendahl stated that she really appreciates the support that the MPO brings to bicycling in both 
communities.  She added that we will be seeing some more biking celebrations coming up when 
the weather gets nicer. 
 
Erickson reported that there are some upcoming things that were discussed at a meeting earlier 
today.  She explained that they are working on a commercial announcing our status of being 
bicycle friendly, done in conjunction with the Cities Area Transit; Cities Area Transit has a new 
t-shirt available that has both a bus and a bike on it; they hope to have a bus wrap this spring that 
will be traveling around town announcing that we are a bicycle friendly community; and they 
talked to the Downtown Association about whether or not they would be interested in maybe 
getting a bicycle shaped rack, or a rack with a plaque to have downtown announcing this as well.   
Haugen asked if he was correct that there will actually be two street signs, announcing as you 
enter into each city.  Erickson responded that that is correct.  
 
  Appreciation Of Greg Leigh 
 
Adams reported that Greg Leigh has been on the MPO Executive Policy Board since 2008.  He 
read a letter of appreciation, and presented Mr. Leigh with a plaque for his years of service to 
both communities.   
 
 Election Of Secretary – Grand Forks Candidate 
 
Haugen explained that per the MPO By-Laws, Mike Powers will assume the chair position in 
January, however we do need to elect a Secretary from the Grand Forks side. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO NOMINATE KEN VEIN AS 
SECRETARY OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: Vein. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 19 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 19TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF HOLIDAY BONUS HOURS 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE HOLIDAY BONUS HOURS. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF 2015-2016 NDDOT PLANNING AGREEMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is something that we approve every other year.  He explained that this 
is the agreement we sign with NDDOT in order to access our federal consolidated planning 
grants.  He pointed out that essentially the agreement has not changed for several years, thus staff 
is requesting the board to grant approval to authorize the Chairman and Executive Director to 
execute the NDDOT State Planning Agreement. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
CHAIRMAN AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE THE NDDOT STATE 
PLANNING AGREEMETNS FOR FISCAL YEARS 2015-2016. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF 2015 RENTAL/SERVICE AGREEMENT  WITH THE 
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS 
 
Haugen reported that the City of East Grand Forks has decided that they would like to convert all 
of those entities renting space in City Hall to their lease agreement.  He stated that our current 
lease agreement with the City of East Grand Forks was based on a template from Grand Forks 
City Hall’s lease agreement, so in the packet they did give us a termination notice and have 
provided us, and we have negotiated with staff, the new lease agreement. 
 
Haugen referred to the agreement and pointed out that there isn’t any change in the space we 
occupy, but it does update our service charges.  He explained that when we were leasing here 
previously we were also performing City Staff functions for East Grand Forks so we weren’t 
being charged for phones, network, etc., but now that we are here for up to at least two years, and 
are no longer performing those City Staff functions, we are taking what we were being charged 
in Grand Forks and now are paying East Grand Forks for those services.   
 
Haugen stated that this is a two year lease agreement, with the rent for 2015 being essentially 
$10.81 a square foot and the rent for 2016 will increase to $12.25 a square foot.  He explained 
that there is a slight decrease in cost for 2015 from our current 2014 cost due to our having 
furnished the office furniture for our additional office space, and the City of East Grand Forks 
purchasing it back from us. 
 
Haugen reported that ultimately the City of East Grand Forks is doing this in order to have a 
common lease agreement with all those entities renting space from City Hall. 
 
Malm asked if the MPO phone number changed.  Haugen responded it did not.  He stated that 
they rolled our Grand Forks numbers over into our East Grand Forks lines.  He explained that we 
are trying to maintain that this is a temporary space arrangement, so we purposely had them roll 
over the phone lines so that people don’t have to start to remember a new number only to have to 
relearn our old number or a new number when things shake out two years from now. 
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Powers referred to the staff report and pointed out that it states:  “Annual rent will be $10,529 for 
2015 and $11,931 for 2016.  (FYI Grand Forks office space will be about $2,850 for wo15 and 
$2,950 for 2016)”, what is that for.  Haugen responded that we still have a little cubicle in that 
space we used to share with Grand Forks Planning, but that we now share with Grand Forks 
Planning and Community Development, an area about 8 x 12, that is what we are paying rent on 
and we still have one phone that we will be paying for as well. 
 
Malm asked what the purpose is of having two locations.  Haugen responded that it keeps us in 
touch with the Grand Forks staff, and also has better access to some of their internal 
directors/drives, which makes it easier for us to function.  He added that it also keeps a presence 
in both City Halls. 
 
Vein referred to the rental rates, and asked how the 2016 rate was negotiated.  Haugen reiterated 
that the 2015 rate is slightly lower than our 2014 rate due to the fact that we furnished the 
additional office space, so in 2015 they lowered the rate to compensate for that furniture; and 
then in 2016 they use the Consumer Price Index to determine the increase, so in 2016 they are 
utilizing the current CPI based on what would have been our normal 2015 increase. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE NEW EAST 
GRAND FORKS OFFICE SPACE RENTAL LEASE FOR 2015 AND 2016. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that when the staff report was written it was hoped that the Corps of Engineers 
would have some analysis on the proposed road raise, whether or not it would have significant 
impact, as they initially thought they would have that information by December 5th.  He said, 
however, that as the Corps started working with this they discovered that, when updating the 
hydraulic model, as they got into it that the work that MnDOT did in East Grand Forks in about 
2000, where they did modify U.S. #2, that was not included in the model, and when MnDOT 
also had a planning study done last year, they had a sub-consultant, Houston Engineering out of 
Fargo run some modeling scenarios, whereby Houston discovered that U.S. #2 was actually a 
different profile than what was in the Corps model, so in short the Corps needs to have MnDOT 
release the work that Houston did to them so that they can have the proper profile in the model 
they are updating then they can run the proposed road profile raise that MnDOT has provided. 
 
Vein asked how long this will take.  Haugen responded that they are basically just waiting for 
MnDOT to release the model, and that actually should have happened yesterday or today.  Malm 
asked how much this cost.  Haugen responded that because the Corps of Engineering is updating 
the model, they are sort of using this as a test of the model, so as far as he knows it isn’t costing  
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any of the local agencies any funds to have this tested.  Powers commented that this was done in 
2000 and the Corps of Engineers is just updating it now.  Haugen responded that that would be 
correct.  Mock stated, then, that we have to wait for Houston’s information to be release, then we 
have to wait for the Corps to redo their model.  Haugen responded that that is correct, but it is a 
fairly small road raise profile that MnDOT has proposed, and then, as discussed at a meeting 
yesterday on the Sorlie Bridge, at which MnDOT staff was present, we were all kind of 
commenting on the Corps of Engineers.  He said that one other thing he will share is that it is 
interesting that they are so worried about a 100th of a foot raise in our flood profile, yet if the 
diversion project in Fargo gets built it will be a 1.1 foot raise in our flood profile, which is 
considerably more of an impact than our little 100th of a foot raise.  Vein asked if this was 
documented, the 1.1 foot raise.  Haugen responded that it must be because that was the figure 
everyone was citing.  Vein asked if that is what they were saying.  Haugen responded that the 
Corps wasn’t saying that, but Brad Bail, WSN was saying that.  Vein commented that that is a 
significant impact to us.  Mock asked if this was part of the law-suit that is going on with the 
Corps.  Haugen responded that the only law-suit he is aware of are for the south diversion, and 
then Mr. Strandell has been involved in the past with a group of counties, and the MPO Board, at 
one time signed a resolution back when the diversion was first looked at, and at that time they 
were considering a 1 and a ½ foot raise.  
 
Vein commented that with the retention they have upstream there, he isn’t sure, but he thinks, 
just for him personally, he was never against Fargo doing flood control, but he felt they needed 
to mitigate any negative effect it would have to any of our communities, so he would like to see 
if there are any mitigation efforts that are going to take place because that decreases the value of 
what we have invested.  Haugen suggested that maybe Mr. Yavarow might know if the 1.1 foot 
figure is an assumption or not.  Yavarow responded that he has never heard that figure given.  
Vein agreed that he has not heard it either, and that is why he is concerned.  (Haugen follow-up 
and found that the 1.1 was an early impact that has since been mitigated down to basically no 
change) 
 
Haugen said that ultimately, this is what is going on with the Kennedy.  He added that it got a 
little overly complicated because not everyone had the most up-to-date information, and 
information was not being shared, but we now have a good understanding of what is needed for 
the Corps to be able to do their analysis of the proposed road raise.  Vein commented that he 
thinks it is good that they are going through this process because he would like to hear the results 
of what the impact might be, and what was previously done, and what we might be doing here, 
and how to compare that to the Fargo project, so we can have at least that data, and have 
awareness of what we can do and address that.   
 
Haugen stated that if anyone is interested he can share the report Houston Engineering did for 
MnDOT on the Kennedy Planning Study last summer.  Vein said, however, that we will get 
accurate updated information now, so for himself personally, he would like to see the new 
information when it is ready, and then they can have a chance to address it. 
 
Haugen said that as far as signature features, there isn’t much new to report on that, he hasn’t 
seen any follow-up from the MnDOT Headquarters staff person with more refinement of the 
concepts. 
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   Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there is a lot of new information to share on the Sorlie Bridge project, 
particularly from yesterday’s meeting.  He said that, basically, both States have agreed on a 
preventative maintenance project, and have priced it out since our last meeting; with the new 
estimate being just shy of $5,000,000.  He added that since it is a preventative maintenance, or a 
repaint project, they also are trying to move it up from 2018 into 2015, and they are also, if you 
recall, on the Kennedy Bridge, the environmental process and also making sure they don’t get 
into more hefty reviews by outside agencies, the Sorlie Bridge process now is really trying to 
limit itself to just a categorical exclusion, NEPA process and are trying hard to make sure that 
there is no need to go to outside agencies to get additional review and permits with it, so 
essentially that means they are looking at just the bridge structure itself, and they aren’t 
contemplating doing any approach work or any work outside the bridge structure now. 
 
Leigh asked, when they do the work on the bridge are they going to sandblast it.  Haugen 
responded that they most likely will.  Leigh asked if they would be taking the lights down when 
they do that.  Haugen responded they would.  Leigh asked if they would be putting new lights 
back up.  Haugen responded that that was part of the meeting yesterday.  He said that he did 
share with the board the invitation to that meeting.  He added that there was a signature features 
meeting on the Sorlie Bridge yesterday, the format of it was very similar to that of the Kennedy 
bridge, in-fact they mirrored that agenda. 
 
Haugen commented that, because the Sorlie is just a preventative maintenance project, there are 
some things that would be done on the Kennedy that just wouldn’t be done on the Sorlie.  He 
explained that because they are doing a complete deck replacement, and are tearing out concrete 
and replacing it, there are some options available on that bridge; but since we are only painting 
the Sorlie they won’t be doing any of those demolitions and reconstructions so lighting is 
something that is possible.  Leigh stated that what he is thinking is that the lights on there now 
don’t work half the time, so he is wondering if they take them down, will they put them back up 
or replace them.  Haugen responded that the short answer is that they would replace them.  He 
added that North Dakota did state that in addition to the $5,000,000, per their policy they will 
provide $100,000 for enhancements and signature features.  He added that MnDOT has not given 
a firm answer as to what they might provide, however, yesterday they said they also have a 
similar policy and in all likelihood it will be a similar amount to what North Dakota is providing, 
so, again, there are lights that are necessary for the safety of the traveling public, etc., that will be 
part of, hopefully, the $5,000,000; so the lights that are there that that don’t work will be 
removed and a new set put in  their place. 
 
Mock asked if they had looked at solar light options at all, and the cost differences, if they are 
out all the time maybe spending more on solar options would make sense.  Haugen responded 
that he hasn’t heard anything about solar options.  Powers asked what is out there now.  Haugen 
responded that there are two electrical feeds, one from each side of the river, each going about 
half way across the bridge, and the lights that are out there now were probably the best available 
ten years ago, but lights have progressed significantly, with LED and such, so neither  
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maintenance staffs have been at all thrilled with the lights installed ten years ago.  Powers said 
that the reason he asks is because the City of East Grand Forks is in the process of going with 
LED lighting, and the ones they put up on Bygland Road have made a significant difference.  He 
said that he went downtown and told Scott Graveseth that they are right on the ball.  Haugen 
responded that what they are scoping out will be LED for both bridges.  He added that that 
lighting discussion is very similar to what was presented for the Kennedy bridge. 
 
Haugen went over those things that can and can’t be done with enhancements on the Sorlie 
versus the Kennedy. 
 
Malm asked how much they are going to be able to spend on this.  Haugen responded that the 
budget is roughly $200,000, although MnDOT has not given a firm amount but did say it would 
be in the same neighborhood as what North Dakota is providing. 
 
Haugen said that, just like on the Kennedy North Dakota has said that for the aesthetics, for their 
$200,000 will need a match just like they do with the Regional Secondary System, whereby 
Grand Forks has to provide 10% of the North Dakota cost share; so on the Sorlie that will be the 
same, Grand Forks will have to provide 10% of the North Dakota cost share.  He added, 
however, that for East Grand Forks, for both bridges, there is no local cost requirement unless 
the things you want to do are outside the $200,000 budget, or on the Kennedy the $500,000 
budget, then if both Cities agree they want to invest more on it you will have to agree on how 
you’re going to cost share those increased costs, specifically if East Grand Forks will have 
financial stake in the improvements. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that on the Sorlie we now have a cost estimate of roughly $5,000,000.00, 
Grand Forks has to commit $250,000 in local match, and they have to say that it is available in 
2015; the enhancements or signature features, there is $200,000 being looked at as the budget; 
KLJ is the consultant North Dakota hired on the Sorlie, and KLJ is taking the lead and looking at 
these alternatives, but essentially the decisions need to be made by the end of January so that 
North Dakota and Minnesota bid date of April 10th can be met and the project done in 2015; so 
he expects, possibly in January, a formal amendment to the T.I.P. document, or certainly in 
February.   
 
Williams said that she would like to comment on the question about solar lighting.  She stated 
that they have looked at solar a couple of different times, and although they have finally gotten 
past the angle of the sun and all that, what happens, or what we are still fighting with around here 
is the extreme cold.  She explained that the batteries that actually store the energy get so cold that 
the chemical reaction can’t occur, so then we are going out and changing batteries.  She stated 
that they do have them in our traffic signals, but we have a warmer plate for them so we actually 
keep them warm during the winter time, so that is the problem they are still struggling with on 
solar lighting.  She added that this coming year they will be doing LED lighting in the 
downtown. 
 
Haugen reported that the basic reason the Sorlie Bridge is staying within the truss system is 
because if they do any work on the approach that gets the Corps of Engineers involved, and they  
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are fearful of delay.  He added that they are also fearful that if they keep it in 2018, that there 
might be some spillback from the Kennedy project as it is scheduled for 2016 and there might be 
some delays that cause it to spill into 2017 and even 2018, and they don’t what to have two 
bridges impacted back to back.   
 
Powers asked, the foot of the Sorlie on the East Grand Forks Side, where the floodwall starts, is 
that…  Haugen responded that it is back 100 or 150 feet from the end of the truss system.  He 
stated that River Street is in-between the end of the bridge and the floodwall in East Grand 
Forks. 
 
Vein commented that he thinks there are dips on both sides of the bridge.  Strandell responded 
that there are dips on both sides.  Vein said that that is why originally he was hoping to have that 
all inclusive of the project so we can do the whole thing, but with the changes that are happening 
they still need to be done but will, he is assuming, need to be done locally versus through the 
DOT.  Powers said that he thought it was said that the Corps is involved.  Haugen responded that 
if they do the approaches, the reason North Dakota and MnDOT aren’t doing the approaches is 
because they are trying to get this project done in 2015, and they are trying to get it bid in April, 
and by January they need to have everything tied up so that they get approval to put the bids out 
in February, so if they do anything on the approach work they know that they will have to 
account for how it might change the floodway, the flood profile, but if they are just repainting 
the bridge they don’t have to account for that.  Vein said, though, that if they want to fix it it will 
have to be done at the local level.  Haugen responded that if you want to do it quickly, yes, but if 
you want to fix the approaches, don’t agree to the 2015 timeframe, and allow the additional time 
to work out the permits, if you feel the approaches are that important. 
 
Vein reported that his thought is that the approaches were just a natural settlement, they didn’t 
always dip that much, and all we are trying to do is to bring them back to their original condition, 
that was his perception; so then you would get a nice smooth ride as you come from the street, 
over the bridge, and back down, that is a normal design of any bridge.  He stated that he 
understands why they don’t want to do it now, because of the clearances they had to go through 
to use federal funds on a federal project, but his question is if they don’t do it, because they are 
going to redo their portion of DeMers as you continue to go west, but at that time wouldn’t we 
fix the profile of it so that it matches the bridge profile, and they would be doing that either at the 
local level, or there would be state and local funds, but it would be a separate project. 
 
Haugen commented that when you work on the approaches he would assume you would have to 
get permission from the Corps of Engineers, and detail how it does or doesn’t impact the flood 
profile, whether it is federal funds or local funds, so on the North Dakota side the DeMers 
Avenue project was also scheduled in 2018, as sort of a natural tie-in to a major bridge project in 
2018, but now that the 2018 timeframe is no longer part of the Sorlie project, they aren’t going to 
do the DeMers Avenue in 2018.  Vein asked when it is scheduled then.  Haugen responded that 
he believes it is scheduled for 2019 now, so the approaches on the North Dakota side could be 
fixed in 2019 as part of the overall DeMers Avenue project, but it wouldn’t be in conjunction 
with the Minnesota side, although he would imagine that they could work out an agreement with  
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MnDOT that if they are doing DeMers Avenue on the North Dakota side the project limits could 
extend to the Minnesota side as well.  Vein commented that that would only make sense because 
the road will be shut down to fix both sides at the same time. 
 
Haugen stated that they will certainly start having conversations with North Dakota and MnDOT 
about accommodating their request to bring this up to 2015, that when we look at the 2019 
project that MnDOT be involved in that short stretch to fix the approach.  He said that they have 
$29,000,000.00 between the two of them in 2018 monies to reserve some for 2019 for Minnesota 
to fix their side. 
 
Haugen commented that he knows that on the North Dakota side they obviously need the City of 
Grand Forks to commit some local funds, and to say they are available in 2015; but on the 
Minnesota side it isn’t as clear as to how they are approaching the City of East Grand Forks with 
a timeline for the changes.  He added that they will be before the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to move the project from 2019 to 2015 in the T.I.P., and to approve the changes to the Scope-of-
Work. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURE  UPDATE 
 
Erickson reported that staff is looking for approval of the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks ITS 
Regional Architecture Update.  She explained that they have been working with A.T.A.C. to 
update the architecture, and added that we worked with them in 2005 and 2008 as well.  She 
stated that they have been addressing any new technologies that have come to the area and 
updating them; and have been updating projects by making changes to existing projects as well 
as adding some new projects. 
 
Erickson stated that both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending 
approval. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE GRAND FORKS-
EAST GRAND FORKS REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURE UPDATE. 
 
Leigh asked what the cost is to update this and where do the funds come from.  Haugen 
responded that it is a requirement that the MPO have a Regional ITS Architecture Plan in place.  
He added that this is our third update, and it is funded through our normal Consolidated Planning 
Grant program, at a cost of about $15,000.00 to have A.T.A.C. do it.   
 
Haugen reported that this was in our 2014 Work Program to do, and now we are asking for 
approval.  He added that this is a rather technical document, with a lot of spaghetti diagrams of 
how things operate, and we are just trying to keep it simple, but it is something that we have to 
do so we are seeking approval at this time. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF EAST GRAND FORKS FUNCTIONAL RECLASSIFICAT ION 
 
Haugen reported that a couple of months ago, he believes in October, East Grand Forks and this 
board approved a map illustrating some changes to what MnDOT originally proposed for the 
new classification in East Grand Forks.  He stated that MnDOT did reply with comments, and 
counter-proposed so last night, East Grand Forks City Council approved a recommendation to 
counter-propose to their counter-proposal. 
 
Haugen commented that there are a couple of things that are in disagreement, which makes a 
counter-proposal necessary.  He referred to a map illustrating the areas of contention and went 
over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that 220 North and Bygland Road have both been Principal Arterials for a long 
time, but initially MnDOT proposed that they be downgraded to Minor Arterials.  He said, 
however, that in working with the District Staff, East Grand Forks City Council, and the 
Technical Advisory Committee, our first counter proposal back to MnDOT was to maintain them 
as Principal Arterials.   
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT commented back that they are essentially trying to avoid what they 
term “Stub” Principal Arterials, which means that if their State highway or roadway is not a 
Principal Arterial beyond urban limits then they are trying to, via a statewide initiative, make 
sure there aren’t any of these “Stubs”.   
 
Haugen reported that when this whole process started twelve months ago, this issue of Principal 
Arterials was discussed at a joint meeting with the MPOs and MnDOT staff; and at that time the 
agreement was that they wouldn’t touch Principal Arterials, that we would only focus on these 
new classifications, which basically for us are the Minor and Major Collectors.  He stated that a 
second meeting was then held, at which Federal Highway really encouraged MnDOT to look at 
the whole Functional Classification System in totality instead of just tweaking a couple of areas, 
and that is when the Principal Arterials came back into play.   
 
Haugen stated that when we proposed our Stub Principal Arterials it was, again, with their 
blessing, and with strong encouragement from the District Office to include them.  He said, 
however, that as MnDOT was getting the responses back, statewide, they discovered there was  
inconsistency amongst the State and the District of how they were treating these Stub Principal 
Arterials, so at a meeting with just MnDOT staff they made the decision that they would not 
allow “Stubs”.  He added that this has had an impact on other MPOs, not just us; Mankato, 
Rochester, etc., have had similar things done to them, where Functional Classified State 
Highways are now being downgraded to Minor Arterials.   
 
Haugen commented that he thinks all of us would agree that, certainly on 220 North, it changes a 
function when it enters East Grand Forks; it goes from a rural two-lane design into essentially a 
four-lane, controlled access, curb and gutter environment; however MnDOT is trying to maintain 
that it doesn’t change, and for consistent state-wide sake they want it to be a Minor Arterial.  He  
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added that there is a lesser of an argument on Bygland Road, it doesn’t change too much in 
appearance from when it gets past the schools, but in any event we are trying to maintain them as 
Principal Arterials. 
 
Haugen reported that there are two other areas that we disagreed on; Rhinehart Drive in East 
Grand Forks is one.  He referred to the staff report and pointed out that it states that MnDOT 
referenced some very low daily traffic volumes, and we aren’t sure where they got those 
volumes, because when we look at their maps Rhinehart Drive is above the criteria necessary to 
be classified as a Major Collector, so we are trying to hold our stance that it is a Minor Collector. 
 
Haugen stated that the other disagreement was on 5th Avenue N.W., particularly north of U.S. #2.  
He explained that MnDOT was saying that it doesn’t meet the criteria for a Minor Collector; they 
want it to be local, but last night East Grand Forks City Council approved a resolution that 
suggested it maintain at least a Minor Collector status, adding that at some time a full 
intersection there may happen, and with most funding programs if you aren’t functionally 
classified you’re simply not eligible for the funds, so it makes it a lot harder to get funding if 
you’re not functionally classified. 
 
Haugen summarized that these are the three areas that we are basically counter-proposing to 
MnDOT to see if they will agree with us, otherwise we are in agreement elsewhere.  He added 
that if MnDOT doesn’t agree, they will give us one more chance to acquiesce to their desires, or 
we will go into an arbitrary committee process where there is a three person panel formed, 
MnDOT gives their argument, we give our argument, and that body will make a decision and 
both of us agree to that decision. 
 
Haugen stated that staff is seeking approval from the Executive Policy Board to present this 
counter-proposal back to MnDOT. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE MINNESOTA 
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION REVISIONS, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PRESENTATION 
 
Haugen requested that this item be tabled at this time. 
 
MATTER OF MPO POLICY BOARD COMPOSITION 
 
Haugen reported that a couple of months ago this body requested staff report on the composition 
of the MPO Policy Board.  He said that you also said that you were looking for information on 
how local funds are allocated around the area as well, however at this time staff is only prepared 
to talk about the composition of the board, but should have the additional allocation information 
next month. 
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Haugen stated that originally we talked, as staff, that we could easily get you Minnesota and 
North Dakota information, but because of the local match issue we decided, as staff, to also 
include South Dakota.  He explained that the reason for that is because the State of Minnesota 
does provide a lot of State funding for local match, so including just Minnesota wouldn’t give 
you a flavor on how other local MPOs are provided with local match, thus the reason we 
included the two in South Dakota. 
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen said that the first bit of data comes from a national perspective; from a study that was 
done on all the Bi-State MPOs.  He added that the report was done prior to the results of the 
2010 Census.  He stated that since 2010 there hasn’t been much change to the basic issues, but 
the majority of the Bi-States were created a long time ago.  He said that we were created with the 
1980 Census. 
 
Haugen reported that they categorized these as three basic types:  1) the Senate version whereby 
everyone is equal, there is equal membership regardless of population; 2) Population; and 3) all 
jurisdictions in the area all have representation, whether it is population based or it is just 
equality based, but everyone has representation. 
 
Haugen stated that another thing we will discuss when we talk about local match is whether they 
are a stand-alone; part of a COG; or if they are hosted inside a City or County. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is all from a National perspective, but, again we looked at our 
Regional ones as well; and for Grand Forks/East Grand Forks it is an equal membership, four 
from each side of the river. 
 
Haugen gave a brief history on how the make-up of the GF/EGF MPO came about.  He 
explained that the very first Metropolitan-wide Transportation Plan was completed by North 
Dakota and Minnesota DOTs in 1969.  He stated that in 1969 they were anticipating that we 
would grow into this Metropolitan Planning Organization level, so they started to identify what 
type of membership, or creation would be done in that 1969 document.  He said that the number 
eight, with equal representatives was identified then, the only difference from our current 
membership is that in 1969 they talked about it being two people from both County Boards, 
whereas we now have one person from both County Boards, and one from each Planning 
Commission; so in 1980 when we established the MPO, as it was being formed the initial By-
Laws, drafted by the Grand Forks Planning Department, identified that it would be a seven 
member board, with two people from the Grand Forks City Council, one person from the East 
Grand Forks City Council, but the East Grand Forks Mayor protested and got equal 
representation for both sides. 
 
Haugen commented that, as a basic summary, and he does have slides that detail each of the 
other MPOs composition; but the basic summary shows that of our three State areas, most share 
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the same type of composition we have, where there is equal representation, however the sizes of 
the boards are different.  He briefly went over each of the MPOs’ compositions. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Solicitation For Recreational Trails 
 
Haugen reported that this is for the North Dakota side only.  He explained that Recreation Trails 
is a program that is similar to the Transportation Enhancement program.  He said that, although it 
is geared for more recreation transportation, it is also eligible for motorized traffic, the ATVs, the 
four wheelers, etc., as well. 
 
Haugen stated that North Dakota is currently soliciting those projects.  He said that the actual 
regulatory requirement has always been that they be vetted through the MPOs.  He added that 
Grand Forks has received some funds in the past from this program, and this is another one of 
the things the North Dakota and Federal Highways are cleaning up and catching up on, so in 
January, if there are any applications, and he believes there is, at least some work is being done 
on the North Dakota side to have an application, it will have to come before this body in January. 
 
 2. Solicitation For Minnesota Side T.I.P. Programs 
 
Haugen reported that in February we have a deadline for the Minnesota federally funded 
projects.  He said that, as you will recall, in East Grand Forks the main funding source is what 
the A.T.P. calls the City Sub-Target program, which is shared and rotated every four years, and 
East Grand Forks already has a project identified in 2018, so unless they are changing that 
project, he doesn’t think there will be any projects solicited at this time. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE DECEMBER 17TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:05 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, Leigh, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


