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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, October 22nd, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the October 22nd, 2014 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:02 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Gary Malm, Clarence 
Vetter, Warren Strandell, Greg Leigh, Steve Adams, Ken Vein, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
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 Department and Mike Yavarow, GF City 
Engineering Department. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 17 TH, AND OCTOBER 8TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 
17TH, AND OCTOBER 8TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, 
AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the staff report, a special meeting was held on October 8th, 
2014, and they were informed that the project would be scaled back considerably, and would 
now be more of a maintenance type project. 
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Haugen commented that, as part of the EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) process they 
started, they had to set up a committee of all the different federal, state, and local review 
agencies that would be participating in the EIS process.  He said that a conference call was held 
with that group a week or so after the special meeting, and during that conversation one of the 
things that was mentioned was the possibility of moving the project up now. 
 
Haugen explained that because the project is now basically a maintenance project, that would 
entail painting as well as some minor repairs; there may be a strong possibility that it could be 
moved in 2015 instead of 2018; however, that decision has not been made at this time as they 
still have not received a cost estimate from KLJ as to the cost of this maintenance project will be.   
 
Haugen stated that some of the processes they will have to go through if they decide to move the 
project up to 2015 is to see whether or not there is funding available, not just from North Dakota 
and Minnesota, but from the City of Grand Forks as well as they have to participate in 10% of 
the North Dakota portion of the project cost.   
 
Haugen said that some other processes they still have to go through, and there has been a lot of 
discussion on signature features on the Sorlie, are to determine whether or not the maintenance 
project would be scoped to allow these signature features.  He added that if it is scoped to allow 
for some than we would have to go through a process to determine what it is that would be done. 
 
Haugen commented that the final step would be to bring the finalized project scope to the MPO 
for approval of a T.I.P. amendment to move the project from 2018 to 2015. 
 
Haugen stated that he just wanted to alert this body to the fact that there may be a push to move 
this project into the 2015 construction year.  He added that if they miss 2015 they more than 
likely won’t try to do it in 2016 because the Kennedy Bridge is still programmed to occur at that 
time, so they would most likely move it to 2017.   
 
Haugen reported that another thing that happened was that they have separated the Sorlie Bridge 
project from the DeMers Avenue project on the Grand Forks side.  He explained that they were 
both under the same EIS umbrella; but now, because they have determined that they may want to 
move one up into 2015, they have separated them from that documentation process.   
 
Haugen commented that the DeMers Avenue project will likely be a normal type of 
transportation reconstruction project that North Dakota does year in and year out with their 
standard processes of project development.  He said that they don’t anticipate that having to have 
an EIS component at all, but it does need to be scoped out a bit further to determine what type of 
impacts it may have that would require they go further into the environmental process. 
 
Leigh asked if they would only be closing one half of the bridge at a time.  Haugen responded 
that that is what they mentioned at the meeting, that they felt that they could keep traffic flowing, 
and that is also why they feel that they can move it up into 2015 because they don’t have to 
develop massive traffic detour plans and other traffic strategies. 
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Mock asked if still has an impact or does it drop down to a categorical exclusion.  Haugen 
responded that their focus is to get that categorical exclusion, and maintain everything that is 
now within the confinement of categorical exclusion; so when we talk about signature features, 
anything that might go out beyond that envelope of what is there now, they are trying to stay 
away from because that opens ups the question of whether it is adverse impact, and does it have 
to be mitigated, and does that kick us from a CAT EX process into an EA (Environmental 
Assessment).  He said that they are trying to minimize the options so that they aren’t exploring 
things that would delay the possible 2015 improvement.  Mock, said, then, that we don’t know 
how that impacts pedestrian and bicycles yet.  Haugen responded that that would be correct.  He 
added that in all likelihood if you are talking about expanding the sidewalks, that would kick it 
out of the CAT EX possibility because you would be going outside the existing structures, 
adding to it.   
 
Haugen commented that the two things that were kind of still left in play are whether or not the 
bike/ped accommodations can be enhanced or bettered, and also improving the lighting on the 
structure.  He added that during the conference call there was talk, a little, about the paint color, 
but not much. 
 
Vein asked if the estimates that would be coming forward would give two different costs, one 
with and one without enhanced lighting.  Haugen responded that he would venture to say that the 
first cost estimate we will see will be just the base project, and then we might get something like 
we did on the Kennedy, where the NDDOT gave a budget and stated that it was what they would 
participate toward enhancements, they might give us a number that they would contribute 
towards enhancements.   
 
Haugen reported that later on on the agenda you are going to approve the North Dakota side 
T.I.P., and even though we now know all this information on the Sorlie, the T.I.P. document will 
still show it as a 2018 project, and at about $30,000,000 cost.  Powers asked if an amendment to 
that T.I.P. would move up as well.  Haugen responded that if they decide to do the project in 
2015 it will need to be amended; adding, however, that by that time they will also have identified 
all of the costs involved with the project and whether or not all involved will have the necessary 
funding needed. 
 
Information only. 
 
   Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that a public open house on signature features was held on September 29th.  He 
said that they did present some ideas on what could be done, which he highlighted in the staff 
report.   
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT, as lead agency, is reviewing the suggestions we received at 
the meeting on the 29th to see if there is some elements that they want to push forward.  He stated 
that the committee that was formed to look at signature features has not met since its initial 
meeting, primarily because MnDOT is processing some of those ideas and concepts, but he 
believes they hope to meet soon to get it done. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, October 22nd, 2014 
 

 4 
 

 
Haugen stated that in regard to the low area on the East Grand Forks side, he does have some 
information that he received on Monday regarding what the actual proposed level is to raise that 
area.  He referred to a slide that illustrates the current and proposed levels for that area, and went 
over the information briefly, summarizing that the proposed raise is just shy of one-foot. 
Leigh asked what it equates to, 52-feet, 53-feet, or what.  He asked if this would bring it level 
with the bridge.  Haugen responded that it would be pretty close, adding that the bridge closes at 
831 or 52-feet.   
 
Discussion on flood levels ensued. 
 
Malm asked who would make the decision on these enhanced features.  Haugen responded that it 
is still going through the public process, but the committee that was formed would have some 
input, the public would have some input, and we know there will be some cost constraints, 
particularly on the North Dakota side that they said that they would be willing to participate in, 
and everything above that would have to be funded by the City most likely, so the City would 
have to decide if they want to fund those extra things.  He added that this body will also have a 
say in the event they have to put in a request for a T.I.P. amendment to change the project costs 
that have been programmed in the T.I.P., so there are several people that have different decision 
points along the way. 
 
Vetter stated, though, that ultimately what we do here today will need to be approved by the City 
Council.  Leigh added that the City Council has to come up with some funding for any extras 
over and above what the State is going to pay.  Haugen commented that before that T.I.P. 
Amendment would ever reach this board, each council will have acted on it so we know what 
they are going to do. 
 
Malm asked where they are going to put the flowers.  He said it doesn’t even make sense to put 
flowers on the bridge.  Haugen responded that that was one of the suggestions at the special 
enhancement meeting.  Powers commented that they suggested putting flower pots on the railing 
of the bridge.  He said it really decked it out nice.  Malm stated that he thinks it is a silly 
suggestion, adding that there isn’t anywhere to put flowers, and who will see them unless you put 
them up on the railing.  Powers said that that is what the picture he saw showed, they were 
hanging on the rail.  Leigh commented that this is just one of those added on features like if you 
go through Fosston or all these small towns, and even now East Grand Forks, doing 
beautification type of things, it is nice to look at but he doesn’t know that it is all that necessary.  
Haugen reported that the picture of the bridge with flowers is in the City of Minot, and goes over 
the railroad.  He added that you also need to remember that on the Kennedy Bridge there will be 
a 10-foot space for bikes and pedestrians, so we will have a whole different environment.  Malm 
pointed out that there are pots on the corners in Grand Forks, and nobody wants to maintain 
them.  Haugen stated that it is pointed out in the staff report that this was part of the presentation, 
and when you do these things you are adding some costs, so this will be part, hopefully, of the 
documents that are put underneath your nose when your council member hats are on so you 
know what you are approving and the full cost, both short and over the long term. 
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Haugen reported that right now, basically they are filling in just shy of 320 square feet, so they 
are asking the Corps of Engineers if it will impact the flood protection system or not.  He added 
that there are three decision points:  1) the Corps can say that no they don’t feel it is a significant 
impact, but either City can raise concern that it is an impact and it can’t be mitigated; or 2) 
everyone can agree that it isn’t a significant impact; or 3) everyone can agree it is a significant 
impact.  He said, however, that he would assume that if the Corps of Engineers says it is a 
significant impact it would be hard for either City to ignore their determination.  Vein 
commented that that would be of this design though.  Haugen responded it would.  Vein stated 
that there could be other designs that could have less impact.  Haugen responded that there could, 
but this is the design MnDOT is proposing. 
 
Leigh asked how leveling that roadway off have an impact on the flood protection.  Vein 
responded that that roadway is designed for water overflow; at a certain elevation water will 
overflow so the higher we raise it the more it will force water to go under the bridge, and of 
course that will raise the elevation upstream somewhat so the only way to do it is if you do raise 
that, you would need to offset the amount of water that is flowing over that is being held back by 
putting a culvert or something underneath it so you still have the same amount of water to flow 
through and not have an impact, that would be the only way.   
 
Vein commented that ideally, he doesn’t know if they will ever be able to get there.  He added 
that, ideally it would be nice that during every major flood event to be able to figure out a way to 
keep this route open, he just doesn’t know how to do that.   
 
Leigh stated that what he is getting at is that if you raise it up, you will still bank the sides of it 
and block the flow to keep it open, so how could this possibly, it has never gotten wet yet, have 
that effect on it.  Vein responded that what you’re looking at is, reality versus basically the 
design, the design shows it would go over but even in other floods we have extended sandbags 
on the side to keep it open so it does exactly what you’re talking about. 
 
Haugen reported that MnDOT has said that if the Corps of Engineers, and everyone else agrees 
that this raise is not a significant impact to the flood protection system, it will be done as part of 
the Kennedy project, so it is already rolled into the project, the only thing that would prevent it 
from happening would be the decision that there is too much of an impact and it can’t be 
mitigated. 
 
Haugen commented that if you want to have people develop and propose different designs, that 
is a different avenue, but this is the one that has been submitted to the Corps of Engineers for 
their analysis.   
 
Vein asked when they expect to hear back from the Corps of Engineers.  Haugen responded that 
it was submitted Monday, so they should hear back in 30-days. 
 
Information only. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF MPO SELF-CERTIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that, annually, right before we do the T.I.P. document we have to certify to our 
State and Federal partners that we are fulfilling the requirements of all of these federal codes and 
regulations.  He stated that we put together a write up that explains how we believe we are doing 
those things, and the MPO staff and the Technical Advisory Committee are recommending that 
this body approve the MPO Self-Certification document as submitted. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2014 SELF-
CERTIFICATION DOCUMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF 2015-2018 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T .I.P. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation, and reported that the actual T.I.P. document is 67 pages 
long, however he won’t go through all of them, but he would like to highlight that two tables 
show the total dollar amount that will be spent if all of the projects are constructed as estimated.  
He stated that we will have close to $100,000,000 invested over the next four years.  He added 
that, with the exception of the two bridge projects, which total, roughly now in this document 
half of that $98,000,000, that leaves roughly $50,000,000 invested in the Grand Forks Side of 
our MPO area.  He pointed out that some of those costs, the dollar values are transit operations, 
but the bulk of them are roadway improvements.   
 
Haugen commented that if you are more interested in knowing more about the projects and how 
they changed from our current T.I.P.; on the transit side Grand Forks is anticipating that they will 
put in a request for three additional fixed-route bus replacements.  He said that that request will 
be before this body next month for approval.  He added that, not next month, but another funding 
source, they are looking for two demand response vehicles replacements and to continue funding 
the Mobility Manager position. 
 
Haugen stated that the City of Grand Forks did submit TAP projects for consideration, none were 
awarded funds however.  He said that two Safety projects were submitted, one was additional 
modifications to the left turn lanes on the 34th and 24th Street intersections with 32nd Avenue; and 
the City-wide implementation of upgrading their school signs for the new MUTCD and the 
School Safety Study we did with A.T.A.C., so both of those projects were funded, one in 2017 
and one in 2018. 
 
Vein said that he knows there has been some discussion about having something that reads 
traffic speeds that go by schools, is that what this is.  Williams responded that she doesn’t 
believe that that is part of this, this is strictly just for signing.  Vein stated that he just didn’t 
know if there was any potential to have something like that incorporated.  Haugen pointed out 
that speed minders have been requested under the TAP funding.  Williams added that they have  
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been requesting speed minders for years.  Powers asked if they are very effective.  Haugen 
responded that it is his understanding that Polk County used some of their own local dollars to 
put them in.  Strandell said that they used local dollars, adding that it was split between the Cities 
and the County.  Haugen commented that they are actually eligible under both TAP and HSIP for 
funding. 
 
Haugen reported that they had some projects that initially, in our Draft T.I.P., were described as 
being slid a year.  He said, however, that since the Draft T.I.P. was done to now, as we are in the 
final, these two projects are back in their original years, but he believes that you were told to 
expect that they will actually slip to the years we had them originally, but they have to go 
through the internal process in Bismarck for that to happen. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the project on I-29, the year did slip to next year, but the cost estimate 
has not yet been agreed on as it has doubled. 
 
Haugen commented that on our Urban Roads Program, Columbia Road was originally going to 
happen in 2014 but was moved to 2016.  He said, however, that the federal portion was not 
adjusted to reflect the inflation caused by that move, but they have now done that, so this portion 
of Columbia Road, which is basically from 11th Avenue to 14th Avenue.   
 
Haugen reported that they also pushed back, from 40th Avenue to 47th Avenue, from 2017 to 
2018, but again they didn’t adjust the federal dollar amount to reflect inflation, so another change 
will be needed. 
 
Haugen stated that the new projects include the 42nd Street Project, from Gateway to University 
Avenue is funded in the T.I.P., and was a request from the City; and also a minor preventive 
maintenance type project on Highway 81 north of Gateway Drive is also funded in the T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that beyond 2018, in 2019 the NDDOT thought that with the bridge projects,  
particularly the Sorlie Bridge, it being done in 2018, they would focus on just a minor treatment 
of U.S. Business 2 from Gateway Drive to DeMers because they thought that it would see more 
traffic and would need some work; and now with what is going on with the Sorlie this project 
might stick, but they also might think of some other more regionally significant projects such as 
the Washington Underpass Reconstruction. 
 
Haugen reported that we did advertise that a public hearing would take place at today’s meeting.   
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
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MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Haugen stated that in the advertisement we did state that people could provide written comments 
up until 11:00 a.m. this morning, however none were received.  He added that this T.I.P. 
document could be characterized as something that we have to adopt today, but we are already 
being informed that it will be modified in the future to address some of the things that still 
haven’t gone through the Bismarck Headquarters’ processes, so knowing that both the MPO 
Staff and the Technical Advisory Committee are recommending that this body approve the 2015-
2018 North Dakota Side T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT FINAL FY2015-
2018 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Vein asked, regarding the issues with the potential 47th Avenue Overpass, or the 42nd Street 
Underpass, is that a part of this process.  Haugen responded that it isn’t.  He pointed out that you 
will notice that in the T.I.P. document there are things that are called “Illustrative Projects”, and 
right now the only Illustrative Project that we are showing, and are continuing to show, is the 
42nd Street Underpass.  He explained that they put this project in as an Illustrative Project two 
years or so ago because at that time our information was that because the City was doing the 
environmental documentation it needed to show up in the T.I.P. document in order for the feds to 
sign the environmental document, so we placed it here in the Illustrative Projects list.  He added 
that just now that environmental document is ready for the federal signatures, but we have now 
been told that it can’t be an Illustrative Project, it has to be a programmed project.  He explained 
that the difference between the two is that illustrative means it has no funding behind it, it is a 
hoped for project; but a programmed project means that these are the funds we are committing to 
do this project in this year, and since this project doesn’t have committed funds, it is not in the 
programmed part of the T.I.P. and the feds won’t sign the environmental document, but until 
there is funding committed it can’t be a programmed project. And the 47th Avenue Overpass has 
the same problem, it can’t be shown in the document until we have committed funding for it, but 
it could be shown as an Illustrative Project.  Vein said that that is what he was wondering, 
because it has been a priority and the council has been back and forth between it and the 42nd 
Street Underpass project, maybe both could be shown as illustrative projects.   
 
Haugen commented that part of our discussion, he was asking whether the 42nd Street Underpass 
project should be shown as an Illustrative Project anymore, because it isn’t achieving the reason 
it was put in in the first place, but the response was that it is there, why not keep it there.  He said 
his response was, well there is a whole list of projects that people want done, that need funding, 
so which other projects should be in there, or should everything be in there, and that is the kind 
of discussion we need to have, if we add to our Illustrative Project list, what projects should be 
included, how many, one or two, or all.  
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Vein stated that the only reason he is thinking of those two projects is because he knows they 
will actually go to the State Government, to the Legislature, potentially and having them identify 
these projects for state funding, so that is the purpose he is looking for, so that we might keep 
them listed here in this category.  Haugen said that the question we would ask is whether it is a 
significant change to the document, if it is a significant change to add it then we would have to 
go through a public process to add it, if it isn’t then we wouldn’t have to go through that public 
process.  Malm asked who determines that.  Haugen responded that this body would have a 
determining vote on it, but ultimately the federal government would determine whether it is a 
significant change or not, but he doesn’t think they would really go against our decision, but they 
may. 
 
Vein said, then, that the issue now is whether to leave the 42nd Street project in the Illustrative 
Project list or not, as there isn’t any funding available right now for it.  Haugen responded that 
the only action we can take, and he is thinking this because the S.T.I.P. is based off of what our 
T.I.P. states, so we might affect your public process to have another project added to the 
Illustrative Project list, so we can leave it in an approve it as it is knowing that in a month or two 
they are going to come back at us with all those other changes and decide if we want to roll it in 
or not.  He added that we could also ask both cities if we are going to start listing Illustrative 
Projects, what other projects would you like to see included.   
 
Haugen summarized that that would be the thought he has today, to approve the document as 
submitted, and then have us go back and seek from both cities what projects, if we are going to 
open up the Illustrative List, they would like to see included.  Vetter commented that the benefit 
of including project in the Illustrative Project list is that it puts those projects in front of 
everyone’s eyes so if funding does become available it is right there.  Haugen said, however, that 
we would have to maintain a pretty tight list otherwise we are going completely away from the 
purpose.  Vein said that he doesn’t envision any other additional projects that they would 
include, it is just that the project he mentioned are just such large projects that they know they 
need to get help with them from somewhere. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF MINNESOTA FUNCTIONAL RECLASSI FICATION 
 
Haugen reported that this is the result of working with the City of East Grand Forks, MnDOT, 
and Polk County Engineering on our reaction to the proposed MnDOT Reclassification of 
highways and roadway in the East Grand Forks area. 
 
Haugen referred to a map illustrating the current Functional Classification, and explained that 
MnDOT proposed a lot of changes to what is currently in place.  He added that in working 
through the processes, there are several proposed changes that we feel are agreeable, make sense, 
and others that we don’t agree with.  He went over the proposed changes briefly. 
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Haugen stated that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend approval.  He 
added that this is a preliminary approval, and he will submit it to MnDOT, they will do their 
review of it, we will discuss their decision, and if an agreement cannot be reached with them it 
will go to an arbitrator type system made up of representatives from the MPOs, the RDC, the 
Counties, the Cities, etc., and what is decided there will be accepted by both sides, then it will 
come back to this body for final approval sometime this spring. 
 
Strandell asked if these reduced classifications would have an impact or effect on funding.  
Haugen responded that they currently would not have an impact, but reading between the lines 
there is a reason why the feds wanted the urban properties to demark major collectors verses 
minor collectors.  He added that on the rural system, if you’re not a major collector or above 
you’re not eligible for federal funding, so minor collectors on the rural system are not eligible for 
federal aid.  He said that somewhere down the road people are suggesting, or extrapolating that 
on the urban side minor collectors won’t be eligible, but that is just talk, it may or may not 
happen, but for now we have to come up with some kind of minor collector system, we would 
have a hard time saying there aren’t any. 
 
Vein asked for clarification between minor verses major collectors, is that something that both 
Minnesota and North Dakota use now.  Haugen responded that it is the federal guideline, each 
State can adopt it wholeheartedly and use it, or each State can pick and choose what they want to 
use.  He said that MnDOT is adopting it and using it wholeheartedly, and North Dakota is not 
seeing a need to rush into it yet. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE MINNESOTA 
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION REVISIONS, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF ADOPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE 
MANUAL 
 
Kouba reported that, just a brief go-over of everything, back when we were doing our Long 
Range Transportation Plan, the feds had a caveat to approval of the document that we needed to 
review our environmental justice areas.  She said that we went through the process and made 
sure that we understood what the federal guidelines were by going through training, and we did 
some methodology changes to ensure that when we looked at minorities and low income areas 
that we were looking at the same geographic areas.  She added that they went from a 
combination of census blocks to census block groups, which is in the current document, and now 
we are strictly looking at block groups. 
 
Kouba commented that we are looking at each category individually, so we are looking at high 
minority areas for projects, and then we will also look at where the low income areas are.  She 
stated that this is a bit of a change due to the methodology changes, but the areas that we were 
always looking at are still included, just with some additional areas being  
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included as well, especially along Washington Street and in the near South-side area, otherwise 
it is still primarily the UND area, just expanded a little beyond to encompass more of the UND 
area. 
 
Kouba stated that they will also be looking at the Long Range Transportation projects and 
comparing them to the new environmental justice areas.  She explained that some of the projects 
are touching the edges of the minority or low income areas, but most are staying within the right-
of-way so they aren’t adding capacity much, especially in those particular areas, so they don’t 
foresee any environmental justice issues.  She referred to a map and explained that this this new 
map they over-layed both focus areas for environmental justice, and you can see there is some 
overlap, the blue-hatched areas are minorities, and the red-hatched is low income areas. 
 
Kouba said that they are looking for approval of the document itself, and will end up going back 
to the Long Range Transportation Projects. 
 
Vein asked if there is a potential, then, to either change, modify, or stop a project from 
happening because of one of these.  Kouba responded that there is a possibility, but it just 
depends on what the project is, and that is what they are looking at.  She explained that when you 
start adding capacities, and things of that nature, on road projects that is when there is a 
possibility of say, noise impacts, in neighborhoods that are low income or minority.  Haugen 
added that this is pretty similar to the bridge discussion, where we can’t really go outside the 
historic structure and add to it or degrade from it; in environmental justice it is a little softer, and 
the chances of having an adverse negative impact to a population is likely to be able to be 
mitigated easier than a historic structure is, so there is a possibility it could stop the project, but it 
is pretty rare in our part of the woods. 
 
Vetter asked if East Grand Forks doesn’t have any minority populations, or low income 
populations.  Kouba responded that they don’t using the thresholds we have to use.  She 
explained that, basically, for minorities they went three times the area, so there weren’t any 
significant areas in East Grand Forks, and the low income they did 50% of it, there was 50% of 
that census block group area, then it was considered low income.  Powers said, then, what you’re 
saying is that East Grand Forks does have it, just not densely populated areas.   
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL UPDATE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2015-2016 UNIFIED PLANNIN G WORK 
PROGRAM 
 
Haugen pointed out that the full document is included in the packet.  He stated that in that 
document it lists all of the activities we will be doing, and describes them fully.  He said, 
however, that he is just going to focus on the funding streams and how each line item, or budget 
for specific activities have been done. 
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Haugen reported that there is a difference in the funding between the FY2015 and FY2016.  He 
referred to the FY2015 table and pointed out that our basic funding we get is shown in the first 
line item, and can be summarized as our annual appropriation of federal funds.  He explained 
that with our federal funds there is always a local match required, so this would be our total, 
which represents in this 2015 program 50% of the total budget.   
 
Haugen commented that, as you will notice with the footnotes, the $513,000 contains roughly 
$465,000 from the North Dakota portion of the federal funds as they flow through, and $47,000 
from the Minnesota portion.  He explained that those federal funds are actually further broken 
down between Federal Highway and Federal Transit, roughly ¾ Highway and ¼ Transit dollars, 
but they are all combined together under consolidated planning. 
 
Haugen pointed out that we have some projects that we are carrying over from this year that we 
have to show that we were financially able to maintain, the big one is the U.S. #2 Access Study, 
so carrying forward those costs associated with it, with the dollar amounts, is shown as well. 
 
Haugen reported that, as previously discussed, Fargo/Moorhead released $300,000 to the Grand 
Forks/East Grand Forks MPO specifically, which is shown.  He stated that we do have, in 2015, 
a continuation of our State funding that we received for the last 20+ years, roughly this same 
dollar amount of $11,000.  He said that for the first time we are seeking North Dakota DOT 
funding, and, again, if you recall, they said they would entertain providing a 10% match for a 
project that is specific to a State Highway, and we identified a project where $19,000 would be 
10% of the project, so this budget is reflecting that. 
 
Haugen commented that the State and Local dollars, we use the State dollars, the $30,000 if we 
get all this funding, we use it to lessen the local dollar match that would be required, so, 
assuming we budget 100% of all the revenue that is available to us, it is a $1.269 million dollar 
work program for next year. 
 
Haugen stated that the funding allocation is further refined down here; 80% is basically the 
federal funds, and 17.6% is made up by the two cities.   
 
Haugen pointed out that in 2016, without the carry-over of projects, and without the additional 
one-time FM/COG funding, you can see our total budget is about half the amount of the 2015 
budget, at $644,000.  He said that we aren’t showing an increase in federal funds, and we were 
told to maintain status quo even though there is a likelihood that there will be an increase.  He 
added that this would be more representative of our annual budgets in the past. 
 
Haugen reported that they did go to each city and county and asked if there were any projects 
they wanted us to do.  He pointed out that they are shown in the individual line items under the 
Corridor Planning, Land Use, and Special Studies headings.  He went over the projects listed, 
and gave a brief overview of each. 
 
Vetter said, going back to 2015; local match to Minnesota State is $2,750, other local match is 
$223,250; and in 2016 local match to Minnesota State is $2,750 again, and other local match is  
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$108,750, so his question is how do we break that up between Polk County, Grand Forks 
County, Grand Forks City, and East Grand Forks City.  Haugen responded that the two counties 
do not participate in the financial obligation of the MPO, so the local monies are split 50/50 
between the two cities.  Vetter stated that we need to have a discussion on the fairness of this 
split.  Vein asked if this has been done historically.  Haugen responded that it is been done this 
way since 1999.  He explained that prior to 1999 it was done differently, it was done so that each 
individual FTA pot of money from the state was matched by that City and that State; and federal 
highway funding dollars were matched by that City and State, so because the bulk of our dollars 
come from North Dakota, Grand Forks was financing close to 90% of the local match required 
for the MPO, and while he doesn’t know the exact numbers, they were quite high because the 
dollar values were still pretty high back then, ratio-wise between North Dakota and Minnesota.  
He added that we are one of three MPOs in North Dakota, and one of six in Minnesota. So the 
brass-tacks reason it changed in 1999 is because after the flood we were trying to take that 
opportunity and ultimately did accomplish identifying two additional locations for river 
crossings. But through that process it was pointed out that if one side had 50% of the vote, they 
should participate in 50% of the local costs, that was the agreement that was reached and it has 
been that way ever since.  He commented that beside the brass tacks, when you look at the 
metropolitan area, one community with a river running through it, you look at our peak hour 
traffic crossing the three bridges, it is roughly 50/50 in the direction of flow, and if you look at 
employment crossing between both rivers, again the percent of employment that crosses over 
from Minnesota to North Dakota is about 50% of the EGF workforce, and even though it is a 
small percent of the total employers that employ people in Grand Forks it is increasing, those 
going to work from NorthDakota has doubled in the last ten years that commute over to the 
Minnesota side. Sso there are other benefits to the 50/50 split than just the brass tacks of votes. 
 
Leigh stated that it just seems to him that there are far more studies, and far more activities that 
the MPO deals with on the North Dakota side than the Minnesota side, so it doesn’t really seem 
fair to him that East Grand Forks is paying 50% when probably 60% or even 70% of the MPOs 
time is spent on North Dakota issues.   
 
Vetter suggested that when we look at the annual work program, the Bygland Road Study, the 
Land Use Plan, any particular program that we can specify goes to East Grand Forks or goes to 
Grand Forks, he thinks that that City should be picking up the cost of the local share, then all the 
other areas like administration, finances, etc., the stuff that is considered overhead, he would 
propose be split on the percentage of population.  Haugen responded that most of the MPOs 
funding formulas use the decennial census data, so if they use 2010, and that ratio is carried 
through each year, or do you want to suggest an estimated population so it would change slightly 
every year.   
 
Vein asked how it would work out based on population.  Haugen responded that roughly Grand 
Forks would be at 55,000 and East Grand Forks would be at 9,000, using round numbers.  Vetter 
added that based on those figures, the split would be 86/14. 
 
Haugen commented that, if he understands correctly, he couldn’t just go off of roughly $115,000 
and split that between each City.  He explained that the traffic count program is going to be  
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expanding over into East Grand Forks next year, so part of that cost is on both sides of the river; 
corridor preservation is on both sides of the river so then we would just be using, and this 
example, he believes, the 10% cost of the Bygland Road Study would be borne By East Grand 
Forks, and this $6,000 would be borne by Grand Forks.  He added that the T.I.P. element, again, 
is that both sides of the river have to do that as part of a base project, so that would assume 50/50 
Land Use Plan, and we always viewed that as part of our requirement to have a Long Range 
Transportation Plan, so next year we are reacting to updated Land Use Plans, so we always 
shared in that cost 50/50.  He said that he doesn’t know if you want to make those outside the 
MPO, or since each City is doing it the same year that each City shares 100% of their costs.  
Vetter responded that under his proposal those that cross borders then it would be split 14% for 
the East Grand Forks side and 86% for the Grand Forks side.  He added that it could be split 
using the street mileage, or some other way; but 50/50 just isn’t fair.   
 
Haugen commented that because of the additional $300,000 from FM/COG, it skewed our 
budget, but if you look at 2015 there are really just two studies that are above and beyond our 
core mission, those are the Washington/Gateway Drive Study, and again that is trying to capture 
NDDOT funds in part; and then the Point Bridge Study.   
 
Haugen stated, then, that if he understands what Mr. Vetter is proposing is that half of the 
$17,000 local share for the Washington/Gateway Drive Study would be covered by Grand Forks 
only, and the $14,000 local share for the Point Bridge Study would be covered by East Grand 
Forks only, and then all the rest of the costs are our core mission, and would be shared 50/50.  
Vetter responded that he is correct on the individual respective project local share but he thinks 
the core mission costs should be split by population, miles of roads, or something like that.  Vein 
commented that he can understand what Mr. Vetter is saying, and when you get into the 
individual projects and having each City pay their share that makes sense to him, but then when 
it comes to funding the MPO there are some things that are generic for both sides, and then there 
are some that are maybe more City specific, so he thinks the purely population is probably not 
exactly accurate, but there may be something, you know just to have an MPO there is some 
overhead that is specific to that and then there would be some percentage that would might be 
specific to each City.  He asked what other ways besides population, how many miles, planning, 
does the MPO staff operate under.  Haugen referred to the budget sheet and explained that these 
are the categories that MPO staff charges their time off to, so we have to do these administrative 
type things, and there isn’t really a difference between whether it is North Dakota or Minnesota, 
we have to please both equally.  He said that that then gets into the planning and implementation, 
and again, when we do the Long Range Transportation Plan, that is joint; and then it gets down 
to the individual studies.  He added that in the past, particularly for East Grand Forks, we have 
never gone to an outside consultant to do the Land Use Plan, so those costs have always been 
done by staff only, but in this budget it is increased because the City of East Grand Forks has 
decided to go with a consultant’s services.  He commented that, obviously we have to do all 
these things as an MPO. 
 
Mock asked how the other MPOs bill their local share.  Haugen responded that the three he is 
most familiar with have a core mission based off population, this is what FM/COG does; and 
then the individual studies would be charged just to the side of the river that it is specific to.   
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Leigh asked for clarification on the Land Use Plan, and the fact that the City of East Grand Forks 
is going to have an outside consultant do their update.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  
Leigh asked who authorized that.  Haugen responded that it came through your Community 
Development staff.  Leigh said that it hasn’t come through their City Council for approval.  
Haugen responded that it did go to their City Council as updating your Land Use Plan, but he 
doesn’t know if it included language that said you would be seeking an outside consultant or not, 
but that is the discussion they had with the Community Development Director. 
 
Vetter said, then, that he heard that FM/COG uses a population split.  Haugen responded that that 
is correct.  He explained that they have four main cities; West Fargo, Fargo, Moorhead, and 
Dilworth.  He said that they have their funding arranged so that it does population, but it also has 
a stipulation so that Fargo doesn’t have over 50% of the cost charged to them.  He added that 
they also have their board membership so that Fargo doesn’t have over 50% of the votes as well.  
He stated that Bismarck/Mandan includes Burleigh/Morton counties, Lincoln, Bismarck, and 
Mandan.  He said that they are housed in the City of Bismarck, and most of their costs are borne 
by the City of Bismarck, so when they go to do these outside studies, then they look for those 
areas outside the City of Bismarck to provide the match.  He stated that their policy board 
consists of five members, one person from each of those five entities, but they do have a 
weighted voting system so the City of Bismarck has the majority of the votes.   
 
Haugen commented that if this body would like MPO Staff to explore and present more options 
to you, the action is sort of preliminary, based on the fact that we haven’t determined yet if North 
Dakota will come up with their share, so besides this issue there are some other revenue streams 
that we aren’t 100% sure of yet, so we will have to visit this likely in the near future.    
 
After further discussion it was suggested by Vein that other options, outside what we currently 
have, be explored and brought back for discussion.   
 
Leigh commented that in terms of voting, he doesn’t see why East Grand Forks members need 
the opportunity to vote on something that only Grand Forks members need to decide on, and 
vice-versa.  Vein added, though, that something like the land use plan, or the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, something that affects both sides, would need to be voted on by both sides.  
Haugen stated that he would venture to say that if you are starting to set up the votes where one 
side is not voting on a study that is happening on the other side, we will be cited for not fulfilling 
its obligation as an MPO, looking at the metropolitan area as a whole, and not acting as a board 
overseeing the needs and transportation opportunities in the metropolitan area, so that is a 
caution he would through across. 
 
Adams asked how crucial it is to approve this item today.  Haugen responded that the due date 
for approving it is today.   
 
Haugen reported that the dollars shown are dollars that we budget, we don’t bill out these dollar 
amounts.  He cited the example that our last completed year, 2013, he believes that we budgeted, 
if we went with the 50/50 fully, somewhere around $75,000 from each City, but we only billed 
about $50,000 from each City, which has actually been a fairly constant dollar amount that we 
have billed each City.   
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MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE 2015-2016 UNIFIED 
PLANNING WORK PROGRAM SUBJECT TO PARTNER AGENCY REVIEW, POSSIBLE 
ALTERNATIVE VOTING STRUCTURE OPTIONS, AND THE AVAILABILITY OF 
LOCAL FINANCING. 
 
Leigh asked when the discussion on possible alternative funding and voting structure options 
would occur.  Haugen responded that he will be out of town most of next week in St. Paul 
meeting with other Minnesota MPO staff, and will find out how they split up their budgets, and 
will reaffirm what he knows about the FM/COG and Bismarck/Mandan budget splits, so he will 
have information on the North Dakota, Minnesota and Wisconsin MPOs to share with you at our 
next meeting in November. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPCOMING AMENDMENTS TO THE LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that originally when they put this into play they were telling this body that we 
were going to try to process some amendments to our planning documents at the end of the year.  
He stated that the Environmental Justice update is a required amendment that we have to do, and 
essentially involves swapping out the current map in our Street and Highway element and putting 
in the two new maps, as well as looking at all of the projects to see if there is an environmental 
impact on them or not, so that is a pretty straight forward amendment.   
 
Haugen said that we also gave you an update a while back about integrating the safety into our 
Long Range Transportation Plan.  He explained that the hiccup we have on that right now is that 
the NDDOT is trying to determine if they want to somewhat follow the Minnesota model of 
reserving some of those safety dollars for things from the proactive list.  He said that Minnesota 
says that 70% of their funds go towards that, and 30% goes to high crash location type things, so 
before we can start allocating money to projects or reserve it North Dakota has to make a 
decision, and that hasn’t happened yet, so we won’t have anything for November to process on 
this item.   
 
Haugen commented that on the transit side there have been some significant changes to the 
financial plan, so we are still trying to figure out all of the dollars and cents, and where they 
belong in the transit tables, so he doesn’t see us acting on this item in November either. 
 
Haugen stated that we are going to ask North Dakota, as the lead agency, if, on the 
Environmental Justice, even if we have the documentation, we just don’t process that 
amendment now, as we would be starting another amendment process on those other items next 
month, if we could still batch them in one amendment.  He said that if we are able to accomplish 
this, if you are on the Planning Commission, you will know shortly because they will be the first 
entity we will need to ask for further consideration to preliminarily approve an amendment. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 22ND, 
2014, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:26 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Vein, Mock, Adams, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


