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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, November 19th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Secretary, called the November 19th, 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:  Mike Powers, Gary Malm, Clarence 
Vetter, Warren Strandell, Greg Leigh, and Ken Vein.   
 
Absent were:  Steve Adams and Jeannie Mock. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO 
Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Powers stated that we are going to deviate from the agenda for a moment to go over some 
discussion items. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
 Bronze Award For Bicycle Friendly Communities 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will notice, neither Teri Kouba nor Stephanie Erickson are 
available today, so he will be taking on their agenda items when we get to them, but, as Mr. 
Powers just stated there was an announcement made on an award we received that they were 
both an integral part of, and that is the Bronze Award for the Bicycle Friendly Community; 
Grand Forks/East Grand Forks, or as it is labeled, Greater Grand Forks.   
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Haugen explained that we did receive the Bronze Award this latest go around; but, for those who 
aren’t too familiar with the Bicycle Friendly Application, it is something that recognizes 
communities for the five “E’s” – Engineering, Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, and 
Evaluation and Planning.  He said that these five categories show that a community is making 
strides to make their communities more bike friendly. 
 
Haugen stated that our two communities have been working on this for almost ten years, and 
have submitted two prior applications, both of which received honorable mention; but this time 
we received the Bronze Award.  He added, however, that, as you would expect, there are 
additional levels we can strive for in the future; Silver, Gold, and Platinum.   
 
Haugen commented that, unfortunately neither Teri nor Stephanie could be here today to hear 
this, but we will probably make a similar “kudos” to them next month when they are present.  He 
added that this information was just released yesterday, although we were aware of it last week, 
but were asked to not say anything until a formal announcement was made.   
 
Vein asked if this would be acknowledged at both City Councils as well.  Haugen responded that 
he is sure that the Mayor’s office is working on a presentation for both City Councils, as there 
are a lot of City Staff involved as well, both cities as it was a joint effort between the two 
communities in putting the application together.   
 
Strandell asked if this was announced by our Congressional members.  Haugen responded that it 
wasn’t, adding that this award is given out by an organization called the League Of American 
Bicyclists.   
 
Haugen commented that he wishes we could say that we are the first, and only North Dakota 
community to receive this award, but Fargo-Moorhead also received the Bronze Award this year.  
Powers asked if any community around here received a higher award.  Haugen responded that he 
believes Minneapolis/St. Paul received the Gold Award. 
 
Information only. 
 
  Federal/State Financial Review Of Our Payment Reimbursement Process 
 
Haugen reported that this past month, Peggy and he have been busy responding to our Federal 
and State Agencies from North Dakota, who announced that they wanted to do a financial review 
of how we invoice the State and Feds for payment reimbursement. 
 
Haugen commented that both himself and Peggy have been with the MPO for twenty-plus years 
and this is the first time that they have done a review on how we do things here.  He explained 
that the first week of November they sent us a questionnaire with fifteen questions, however each 
of the questions had several questions within them, and asked that we send them a written 
response to those questions within four working days, so we had to supply that by November 
10th, which we did; then they requested additional information be supplied on Monday, and then 
were here in our offices most of yesterday going over the information we provided.   
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Haugen stated that the great news is, he believes, there wasn’t a whole lot that they were able to 
point out to us that we were doing incorrectly, so we are expecting, just as we see every year 
with our audit process, confirmation that we have a pretty good process for invoicing and billing 
out, and keeping on top of the rules and regulations of what is eligible and what isn’t.  He said, 
again, that we should receive a written report on their findings, and he will make sure this body 
gets a copy of it. 
 
Information only. 
 
 Chairman/Secretary Changes 
 
Haugen said that he just wants to remind this body that at the end of December, Mr. Adams’ 
term as Chairman is up and Mr. Powers will become the Chairman for the next two years.  With 
this change the North Dakota side needs to determine who they want to put in place as the 
Secretary so that when Mr. Powers’ term is up in two years they can assume the Chairman 
position.   
 
Haugen stated that the different Boards, through the years, have treated this election differently; 
sometimes they wait until a new member is seated, and unfortunately we will have a new 
member appointed in January; but other times they have held it in December.  He said that, 
perhaps this time, since the only change in membership is on the East Grand Forks side, and the 
position you are electing, via our by-laws, cannot be from the East Grand Forks side, you may 
want to hold it in December rather than waiting until January. 
 
Consensus was that the election be held at the December meeting. 
 
Information only. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 22 ND, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 22ND, 
2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there has not been much movement on this project since the last MPO 
meeting.  He stated that it is a preventive maintenance project. 
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Haugen commented that on Monday, when attending the Kennedy Bridge meeting, Les Noehre, 
with the NDDOT-Grand Forks District, announced that they did just receive a new cost estimate 
for the preventative maintenance work, but they are still working on it internally, and will share 
it with Minnesota so it is still a little bit up in the air as to whether or not they are going to push 
to get the project done in 2015 instead of 2018.   
 
Malm stated that he crossed the Sorlie the other night, and you can hardly see the bridge when 
you walk over it at night, and it is worse on the Grand Forks side than the East Grand Forks side.  
Strandell added that there are also big dips in the roadway on both ends of the bridge as well.  
Haugen responded that he doesn’t believe they have determined whether or not they are stopping 
right at the bridge itself of if they are going further.  He said that there was some discussion 
about going up to the flood protection system on either side.  Vein asked who would make that 
determination.  Haugen responded that initially both State DOTs will, but they will then have to 
approach both Cities to get your concurrence, plus the MPO will have to program the project in 
the T.I.P.  Powers said, then, that the project stops at the bridge.  Vein commented that a bridge 
includes the approaches to it, it isn’t just the structure itself.   
 
Haugen said that he doesn’t know how much work they have done beyond the bridge structure 
itself, to-date, so he will follow up on that, and maybe in December, when there is more 
information , we can ask them that question, because the way they had it set up, if you recall, 
was that DeMers Avenue on the North Dakota side was also part of the project development 
process that they were using, so from 6th Street all the way up to the bridge was part of the 
project that they were working on, however their main focus was the structure itself and whether 
it required a major rehab or even replaced, so they spent most of their time working on the 
structure itself to determine its health, and then they discovered that some standards had changed 
that allowed what is there to be classified as good, and remain, thus going with the preventive 
maintenance project instead, so they are now going back to look at those other items.  He said 
that they have separated out DeMers Avenue from the bridge, so they are no longer combined in 
the EIS document, so they will have to determine, particularly if they move the bridge project 
from 2018 to 2015, if the DeMers Avenue project on the North Dakota side will stay in 2018, so 
when they develop the new project termini descriptions both City Councils will have to agree 
with them, and the MPO will have to program them. 
 
Information only. 
 
   Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating data concerning the low area on the Minnesota side, and 
explained that it shows what, East Grand Forks in particular, based on MnDOT work, submitted 
to the Corps of Engineers.  He said that the Corps of Engineers recently responded that they did 
receive it, and said that normally they would expect the local agency to re-run the 
hydrogeological model, however, the Corps is updating that model so they have agreed to run 
this scenario in their model, and expect to have those results released December 5th, so, on this 
issue of the Kennedy Bridge we sort of now have a date of when we will know what the impacts 
of this proposed road raise will be, and if they aren’t significant, it will be part of the project. 
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Haugen commented that a meeting was held Monday morning, and a bridge person from 
MnDOT/St. Paul, attended and presented a lot of different concepts and discussed whether or not 
they are capable of being done.   
 
Haugen distributed handouts of the presentation given and went over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen explained that the budget that will be available for the signature features is:  $300,000 
from MnDOT and $200,000 from NDDOT, for a total budget of $500,000.  He added that there 
still might be some things that are above and beyond that, so if they were interested in cost 
sharing, the local entities would have that option.  Vein asked if Mr. Haugen was saying that the 
two States were putting these monies in as the non-federal share of the project.  Haugen 
responded that some of it includes federal funds.  He explained that these monies will be part of 
the normal project cost, just like the concrete for the road deck is part of the cost, up to $500,000 
will be part of the bridge cost, and that $500,000 is geared towards signature items.  He added 
that they also made sure that local maintenance, or the maintenance and operation of these things 
will be 100% locally funded, which is pretty normal for both the North Dakota and Minnesota 
DOT contracts. 
 
Haugen commented that they are still working on the railings.  He stated that the existing railing 
has to be replaced because it is integral to the deck, but they are still working on what kind of 
railing will replace it, but they are insisting that it will be a safety rated railing that meets current 
standards. 
 
Haugen said that on the lighting side, they will be using LED lights that are dark sky compliant 
and will be placed above the flood level.  He referred to lighting examples, and explained that 
the group’s preference is the “Wash” type of lighting placed on both the interior and exterior of 
the truss system. 
 
Vein asked who the group consisted of.  Haugen responded that it consisted of David Murphy, 
Mayor Stauss, and Warren Strandell from East Grand Forks; Mark Walker, Mike Yavarow, and 
Hal Gershman from Grand Forks; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Roger Hille 
Bridge Engineer from MnDOT District #2; and two MnDOT-St. Paul representatives.   
 
Vein stated though, that, ultimately the decision on signature items will be made by the City 
Council on both sides.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He added that they were actually 
encouraged not to worry about budget at this meeting, to just give their preferences, so that they 
can give this information to the consultant they plan on hiring, directions from the community, 
so that they can take the information and advance this part of the project quickly.   
 
Vein asked if most of the issues being discussed concerned aesthetics.  Haugen responded that is 
correct, specifically what is allowable under aesthetics; and then more of the controlling issue 
was maintenance, how easy it will be to maintain.  Vein stated, though, that it isn’t for lighting 
the roadway, but one would be for the cars that are going to it, or for people on the exterior to 
look upon, and he is assuming that a lot of that is from people on the exterior to look at when  
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they are on the bikepaths, the greenway, or even from the downtown looking north, you want to 
be able to see this, right, so the idea was what do you do to enhance it.  Haugen responded that 
that is correct.   
 
Haugen commented that colored lighting is an option, however, it has to be one single color for 
the whole structure at one time.  He explained that this means you can have pink to promote 
breast cancer awareness, then you can have purple to promote Alzheimer’s, but only one of those 
colors at a time, and you have to determine exactly what colors you want available, and what 
days you want those colors used, so it all has to be determined prior to them turning the bridge 
over to the Cities for maintenance. 
 
Haugen stated that a lot of the other discussion was on lighting placed under the bridge for the 
trails system, but the group that met didn’t favor putting lighting under the bridge as there isn’t 
any lighting leading up to the bridge on the greenway.  Vein commented, however, that the 
reason you would put lighting under the bridge would be for safety purposes. 
 
Haugen reported that they closely regulate what they allow in terms of welcome signs.  He said 
that in the end the only change you will see is an update to the Minnesota welcome sign.  
Strandell commented that the MnDOT Historical Preservation representative gave some input as 
to what could and couldn’t be done to the bridge so as to not impact the neighborhoods.   
 
Haugen commented that there had been some discussion as to the possibility of doing a bulb-out 
or outlook on the structure, but that was not allowed.  He added that they are going to allow a 
plaque be attached to the bridge, and a border crossing marker will be placed in the center of the 
roadway for both sides of the river, to include both City’s name and State. 
 
Haugen said that planters are an allowable enhancement, but the group did not want to discuss 
them. 
 
Haugen reported that MnDOT will now take this information and list hose things that were 
agreed to in order to give us an idea as to what the exterior/interior wash combination will look 
like; what the etchings will look like. The costs will be determined with the consultant. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2015 MINNESOTA GRANT AGRE EMENT 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will recall from our work program last month, we do receive 
roughly $11,000 from Minnesota to assist us with our local match.  He stated that this is our 
annual agreement that we need to have authorization from this body to allow the Chairman and 
the Executive Director sign.   
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
CHAIRMAN AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR EXECUTE THE ANNUAL MNDOT STATE 
PLANNING AGREEMENTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015. 
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Voting Aye: Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE ND SIDE FTA #5339 APPLICA TIONS 
 
Haugen reported that we solicited for projects for the North Dakota FTA #5339 program, and 
received one application from the Grand Forks Cities Area Transit, which went through the 
Grand Forks Council process.   
 
Haugen pointed out that their request is to replace all of their aged vehicles on the Fixed Route, 
there are five of them.  He added that they did prioritize them in the order they would like to 
replace them, but there is only $1.7 million in funding available statewide, and the total request 
that CAT has is $1.3 million, so it was important to prioritize these, as we know we won’t get all 
five of them, which were the most important. 
 
Haugen commented that since the list went out; and we did not hear from Dale Bergman 
concerning this, but the 25-foot low-floor bus did have some structural problems and they were 
trying to find someone local who would agree to take on the repair job, but he was going to let us 
know if that occurred, otherwise if it wasn’t we would need to change the priority list to move it 
up to number one, so for now this is the priority as we understand it.   
 
Haugen stated that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee are recommending you 
approve this application as being consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan, and that 
you concur with the priority order. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 
FTA #5339 APPLICATION AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND THAT WE CONCUR WITH THE PRIORITY ORDER, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SCHOOL SAFETY REVIEW REPORT 
 
Haugen distributed copies of a power point slide presentation of the School Safety Review 
Report and explained that originally, included in the packet, was a report that sort of was a 
matrix of all the things that were recommended for each school, and a status of what was done, 
what has not been done, and what is still a viable recommendation.  He said that he asked 
Stephanie to put together a presentation that focused more on what is left to be done at each of 
the schools, but she wasn’t able to fully complete it in time so he won’t be able to give a full 
presentation today. 
 
Haugen commented that back when we started doing the school safety plans back in 2004, with 
Century School, crossings guards were not the norm at the elementary schools, particularly on  
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the North Dakota side, but through our efforts, along with Safe Kids, the school districts, City 
Staff, and the receipt of some awards of Safe Routes to School funds, now all of the elementary 
schools on the North Dakota side have crossing guards in place, which has greatly increased the 
safety at the schools. 
 
Haugen reported that they have also been able to get speed minder signs installed at school sites, 
but Stephanie is still working on identifying where all of them are located.  Leigh asked if there 
were any in East Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that there are two; Polk County helped install 
them, and with the last cycle of awards there will be four more installed as part of the 2016 
projects. 
 
Haugen commented that, as you can see, we spent a lot of time looking at the signage around the 
schools, so a lot of the maps you have include items that address signage.  He said that, basically, 
for the East Grand Forks side, the Public Works Department has gone ahead and replaced these 
signs; but on the Grand Forks side they are looking at specific schools and updating signs, but 
also in 2018 they do have a Safety Grant available to make sign changes around the schools. 
 
Haugen reported that some of these studies started before the 2009 update of the MUTCD, so 
some of the older studies have some signage that is no longer compliant.  Vein said, however, 
that you have a plan to bring all the signage at all schools up to compliance.  Haugen responded 
that they do, but with the caveat that the older ones, prior to 2009, the actual sign itself is 
probably no longer compliant.  Vein asked if there is a certain amount of money that will have to 
be spent in 2018 to get that completed.  Vein asked what they are doing now versus what they 
will be doing in 2018.  Haugen responded that that is something Jane Williams can answer.  Vein 
stated that the reason he asks this is because he received a call from Carma Hanson, and the only 
thing he can think she would be calling about is this.  Haugen responded that he would agree it is 
about this, adding that every time they do a solicitation for TAP projects (formally Safe Routes 
to School) they really want to get speed minder signs at all the schools, and the City Staff has 
always had a different project as a priority, and he believes that two cycles ago they were able to 
work the system so that the City Council prioritized the speed minder signs, that was the number 
one project being submitted to the State for consideration, but it wasn’t funded.  He said that last 
year the speed minder signs were again a project, but it was the last priority, but none of the 
projects on the application were funded last year, so he is guessing that since our TAP 
applications are due January 6, that that might be one of the things Carma is trying to contact you 
about. 
 
Vein asked, if you wait until 2018 will they be part of the larger project and funded through it.  
Williams responded that 2018 is for signs, not for the speed minder signs though.  She added that 
she is currently in the process of preparing a staff report for a presentation to Service Safety, as 
far as the whole city, where they are needed.  Vein asked when she would be presenting that.  
Williams responded that she promised Terry Bjerke that she would have it the first quarter of 
next year so they have it in time for the budget if anyone wanted to budget it for the following 
year.  Vein asked if there was anything in the current budget for 2015.  Williams responded that 
she isn’t aware of anything. 
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Haugen commented that a lot of things that haven’t been completed are things that aren’t eligible 
for the regular transportation programs, so most of the things that were eligible have been funded 
and implemented, or are in the process of being implemented, but at some of the schools there 
are still some things that the funding source is still lacking identification, but they still would 
improve the safety around the schools.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the handout highlights what is considered viable recommendations that 
still need to be implemented.  He added that Stephanie still plans on going to each of the schools 
with the PTAs.  He stated that all of these have been reviewed by staff and by school staff, and 
the last step is to engage the neighborhoods or PTAs to see whether they still want these things 
or not. 
 
Vein asked if Stephanie did all of the designs shown.  Haugen responded that she did not, that 
ATAC did the designs.  He added that in 2004, almost every other year we did two or three 
schools, and ATAC developed a full report with these recommendations, so what Stephanie was 
tasked to do was to review where we are at with the recommendations for each of the schools, 
and determine where we will go with those not done moving forward. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that there are two things to discuss on this item:   
 
1) NDDOT released their high crash locations based on the most recent crash data.  On the 

City side, or the Urban side it is based on three years of crash data and is updated every 
year; on the Rural side it is based on five years of crash data, and so Airport Drive, 
County 5/U.S. #2 Intersection, is in the top ten of all of the rural intersections across the 
State of North Dakota as being identified as a high crash location.  It is one of two in the 
Eastern half of the State that have been identified.  This is just another piece of data that 
is telling us that there is something going on that that location that needs to be looked at 
to see what can be done.   

 
2) With proposed Nitrogen Plant we were tasked to incorporate the potential traffic it would 

generate to the U.S. #2 corridor and how it would impact our study.  KLJ has been 
working with the Northern Plans to come up with a traffic distribution formula.  85% of 
the traffic will be using U.S. #2 to get to the site and 15% will be using North 
Washington Street Interchange.  They are still working on trying to determine whether 
69th is the best route or if 55th is the best route to actually access, or to point most traffic 
to, to get to the plant itself.   

 
Haugen commented that another reason for doing this study is, if you read the report, you will 
notice that the existing traffic is operating at an acceptable level of service, but our projections in 
2040 is that there will be a lot of intersections that won’t be operating at an acceptable level of  
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service.  He said that the Nitrogen Plant itself isn’t a tipping point, it is really just the normal that 
we are projecting for this corridor.  He added that this growth does include a full build-out of the 
Airforce Base UAS development. 
 
Haugen stated that they have asked for comments from the various review people, so by the end 
of the month they should have this wrapped up which will allow us to comfortably go in to the 
future scenarios as to how we should improve traffic on U.S. #2. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO ADJOURN THE NOVEMBER 19TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:55 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Powers, Malm, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


