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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, April 15th, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the April 15th, 2015 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:00 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Marc 
DeMers, Jeannie Mock, Warren Strandell, Ken Vein, and Steve Adams.   
 
Absent was:  Gary Malm. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow and David Kuharenko, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 18 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 18TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, included in the packet, and pointed out that it states that per 
discussion with the Technical Advisory Committee regarding the advancement, or the progress 
of the “Dip Fix”, on the North Dakota side there will be a strong effort to try to get the temporary 
fix done this season, between the City of Grand Forks and NDDOT; and on the Minnesota side 
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there will be an effort to try to get it done this year, but they are really looking towards a more 
permanent type fix than doing a temporary one this year and then having to come back a few 
years later to do a permanent fix, so while we are trying to coordinate this so that we aren’t 
having one State do it one year and the other State doing it the next year, there is still a chance 
that that might occur just because of the resources and the manpower necessary to get it done, 
from each State’s perspective.    
 
Haugen reiterated, then, that it is pretty fair to state that on the North Dakota side there will be 
something done this season; and on the Minnesota side there is a chance something will be done 
as well.   
 
Vein stated, then, that the idea on the North Dakota side is that we are going to do the 
reconstruction of DeMers Avenue at a later time, so we are just going to do something temporary 
now and then more permanent later along with the reconstruction, is that right.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.  Yavarow added that it will be strictly reviewed by the State, it 
cannot be handled as part of the project, and it cannot happen during the project, so it has to be 
either before or after the bridge project, and if it is done it will be done internally. 
 
Haugen reported that the only other news he has on the Sorlie is that the bid letting date has 
slipped another month, and will now take place in June.  He stated that it was originally 
programmed to occur in April, then moved to May, and finally it has been moved to June.  
Yavarow commented that it has now slipped backwards to May 22nd, as of yesterday.   
 
Information only. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, included in the packet is the full scope of work they have with SRF 
Consulting Group to do the project development on the Kennedy Bridge.  He referred to the staff 
report, and pointed out that he did highlight three things that have been of key interest to this 
body:  1) Bike/Ped Facility – it is scoped so that they do put in the multi-use or shared bike/ped 
facility inside the truss, preferably on the north side of the roadway; 2) Visual quality signature 
features item – included in this scope you will notice that they do have meetings included in that 
scope with the locals to finalize what the lighting and other visual quality items will be on the 
Kennedy Bridge; and 3) Approach grade changes so that the dip on the Minnesota side, between 
the Kennedy bridge approach and the River Road/4th Street Bridge, is addressed.  He added that 
you will also notice that they also include language that states that if it causes the main project to 
slip they will pull out of doing the dip with this project.   
 
Haugen commented that there was also discussion at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
that right now we have this project programmed for 2016, and there was some discussion that 
because of, primarily Minnesota, fiscal year beginning July 1st, that in our next T.I.P. document 
you will see that the Minnesota funding is shifting to 2017, but it is likely that the project will be 
done during the 2016-2017 construction seasons. 
 
Information only. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO FY2015 ANNUAL 
ELEMENT OF THE T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this is a project that is being added to the T.I.P. on the Minnesota side, in 
East Grand Forks.  He explained that they are using transit dollars to correct some ADA issues 
that resulted from when East Grand Forks installed a sidewalk using TAP funds, or enhancement 
dollars, over on 5th Avenue N.E.  He said that as they went through the driveways they did not 
make that transition ADA compliant, and MNDOT is requiring they correct the problem. 
 
Haugen said that, if you recall, we have used these transit dollars in East Grand Forks to put 
sidewalks along Central Avenue, or 220 North, on the east side.  He added that the monies here 
are left over from that project so all of the agencies have reviewed and bought in to using these 
transit dollars to put towards this ADA fix on the sidewalks on 5th Avenue N.E. 
 
Haugen commented that a public meeting was held at the Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting last week, and no comments were received, therefore both the Technical Advisory 
Committee and MPO Staff re recommending the board approve this amendment. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE FY2015 ANNUAL 
ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
 
Kouba reminded the board that copies of the Draft Pavement Management Report were 
distributed at their last meeting.  She stated that comments were received from the Technical 
Advisory Committee, and were included in this final document.  She added that they presented 
the new inclusions to the Technical Advisory Committee, and at their meeting last week they 
approved a motion to accept the Final Pavement Management Report with North Dakota wanting 
some additional text.  She said, however, that the staff recommendation is still to approve the 
document with some additional text that the NDDOT had requested, as well.  She explained that 
the main difference between the two is we are looking, NDDOT is looking, is definitely looking 
for an approval of the document so we are using it, and with the acceptance she believes it is just 
more of a, the Technical Advisory Committee is looking at it as more of just an additional tool 
that they are going to be using for what their departments use in choosing different projects. 
 
Vein commented that as he was looking at this he actually looked at it a little bit differently than 
do you approve or accept, he was thinking of receive and file, only because he is a registered 
engineer, and he doesn’t feel comfortable approving something that comes from somebody else 
without my stamp of registration or whatever being on it so he much prefers the idea of either 
accepting it, or the receive and file. 
 
Haugen reported that in discussions with the NDDOT staff, it is their view that doing anything 
other than approving it, or adopting it, jeopardizes the use of CPG dollars, or federal planning  
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dollars.  Vein asked if he was saying that adopting it is an alternative.  Haugen responded that it 
is.  Vein said that he can go with adopting it, he just doesn’t like the word “approve”.  Haugen 
continued that it is NDDOT’s concern that we somehow need to better endorse the document.   
 
Haugen commented that NDDOT required us to show how we use the report.  He referred to a 
slide illustrating how it has been used in the past, and explained that we do have a performance 
measure on pavement condition, and we do report this as shown on the slide.  He pointed out that 
in our programming, all of our programs have a questionnaire, and one of the scoring questions 
we ask is:  “Did you utilize the Pavement Management” so we are able to satisfy the NDDOT’s 
requirement on how we use it.  He added, however that their concern is that by not using the 
words “approve” or “adopt” it jeopardizes the use of federal funds to pay for this work, and in 
the future, and perhaps we didn’t report this to you before, but this might be the last time we can 
use consolidated planning grant funds to do this work.  He explained that the Bismarck MPO 
was trying to do similar work in their area this spring, and at the last minute Federal Highway 
told them that it wasn’t a consolidated planning grant eligible item.  He said that the work we are 
doing with Federal Highway is transferring some of our MPO Planning Funds and receiving 
State Planning Funds, as the State Planning Funds can do it if the MPO Planning Funds can’t, so 
it is a touchy issue as to the eligibility and the use of the term “adopt” or “approve” is soft. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE ADOPTING THE FINAL 
PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT REPORT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF MINNESOTA SIDE DRAFT FY2016-2 019 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this is our annual draft approval of the next T.I.P. document.  He added that 
we had hoped that we would be doing a T.I.P. document that covered both sides of the river, but 
this one is only available for the Minnesota side as North Dakota is still unsure of the federal 
funds available or what the Legislature might do as far as transportation funding, so they aren’t 
comfortable proceeding with their T.I.P. at this time. 
 
Haugen stated that staff is recommending approval of the Minnesota Side Draft FY2016-2019 
T.I.P. 
 
Haugen referred to the document, and went over it briefly.  He pointed out that something new, 
that wasn’t included in our current T.I.P., regarding the Kennedy Bridge project is that in 2018 
the State is using federal funds to pay back the State funds they are using in 2016, so that is a 
new item as previously it was 100% State funded, now it is 100% State funded for advance 
construction, and then a payback in 2018.  He added that 2018 is East Grand Forks’ typical year 
for City Sub-Target funds, and they have tentatively identified paving 10th Street just east of 5th 
Avenue where it is currently graveled, making it a concrete section, otherwise the rest of the 
T.I.P. is the standard transit operations and transit capital projects going on. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, April 15th, 2015 
 

 5 
 

Haugen commented that the Technical Advisory Committee did hold a public hearing at their 
meeting last week, and no comments were received, therefore both the Technical Advisory 
Committee and MPO Staff are recommending the board adopt this draft document. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2016-
2019 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT RFP FOR I-29 TRAFFIC OP ERATIONS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that in our work program we have identified that we would be doing a Traffic 
Operations Study on I-29.  He said that the project boundaries are, to the north the North 
Washington Interchange, and to the south the Merrifield Overpass.  He stated that the Scope-of-
Work is to look at the three existing interchanges to see what issues can be resolved there, and 
there alone, or if we need to have a combination of additional overpasses or interchanges to work 
with the existing ones that are in place. 
 
Haugen commented that, sort of new in this Scope-of-Work, and it is a strengthened product of 
the MAP-21 legislation, and the Federal Highway’s Every Day Counts Initiative, and that is 
approaching this from a Linking the Planning and Environmental together, or PEL.  He stated 
that they are trying to create a more seamless transition and eliminate the need for duplicating 
this effort and to expedite the process for the development of future transportation facilities. 
 
Haugen explained that PEL, or Planning and Environmental Linkage, and for us this is our first 
RFP that is taking this approach, although it has been used by the other two MPOs in North 
Dakota.  He stated that on the plus side they are trying to get this done seamlessly, and further 
strengthening the initiatives that are being carried forward at the end of the study into project 
development, but on the downside a lot more eyes will be reviewing the work, and so we have 
been forewarned that our typical process of having just a few set of eyes look and comment on 
the development process will change and we will now have a lot more involvement by different 
divisions, different agencies in the front end of the project.   
 
Vein asked if this will slow the process up, with more eyes looking at it.  Haugen responded that 
that was the warning that we were given, that it may be slowed down.  He added that our original 
work program had this product being done at the end of the year, but this RFP scope of service 
puts the final project out to June of next year, so we have extended the timeline to accommodate 
this change. 
 
Haugen reported that both the Technical Advisory Committee, and the MPO Staff are 
recommending approval of the Scope-of-Work. 
 
Vetter commented that when he was reading through this, he did see some highlights to a 
possible bridge on Merrifield Road.  He said, though, that he didn’t see any talk about a possible 
bridge at 32nd Avenue, and he is wondering if he missed it in there.  Haugen responded that he  
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thinks you actually only saw a reference to an interchange at Merrifield road, perhaps.  He added 
that there was no intent to have either bridge involved in the I-29 Traffic Operation Study.  
Vetter asked if either one or both of those bridges wouldn’t impact the study, and future traffic 
patterns.  Haugen responded that they would, but the question is whether we should use both 
scenarios as part of the study analysis, and they didn’t feel it would be appropriate, but you can 
include it if you wish.  He explained that you could have three additional scenarios; in his mind 
you would have each bridge individually looked at as one and two, and then the third would be 
combining both bridges.  He added that to do this we might have to expand the Scope-of-Work 
and budget to do this, up to 20% increase in cost could occur.  Vetter asked what the current 
budget is.  Haugen responded that it is $175,000 for the consultant, $190,000 with staff hours.  
Vein asked if there was funding available if the cost would increase up to 20%.  Haugen 
responded that in 2016, towards the end of the project we would have funds available to cover 
the additional cost. 
 
Haugen suggested that as an alternative, we could put the RFP out, and then work with our State, 
because we are partnering with North Dakota on this, and they are agreeing to pay 10% of the 
total project cost, so we can work with them to see if they will also increase their funding source, 
and then when we do select a consultant we can do an amendment to the contract to add to the 
scope. 
 
Discussion on doing this now or waiting ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that the next agenda item is to sign a contract with the NDDOT for them to 
pay up to $19,000, based on our current estimate.  He said that he would have to go back and 
negotiate with them if you want to maintain them at 10% of the cost, or we can just say that we 
will absorb the difference above $19,000.   
 
Vein asked if it would delay things if we were to table this for now and enter into negotiations 
and bring it back to our next meeting, then we would have more accurate numbers.  Haugen 
responded that he doesn’t know if this a rush that we have to approve the RFP today.  He said 
that we would in essence just shift everything back a month on the schedule.  He added that he 
knows there are some consultants that are reserving a bit of their time and energy this year 
towards this project, that would be the only concern he would express, but that isn’t something 
we need to put much consideration into, so, perhaps the best thing might be to table this and let 
us decide whether we will include the bridges, as well as to find out if we can get additional 
match from NDDOT. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE TABLING THE APPROVAL 
OF THE RFP FOR THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY TO THE MAY 20TH MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD MEETING. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL TO EXECUTE THE NDDOT CONTRACT FO R THE I-29 
STUDY 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE TABLING THE APPROVAL 
TO EXECUTE THE NDDOT CONTRACT FOR THE I-29 STUDY TO THE MAY 20TH MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD MEETING. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it identifies that next Tuesday evening, 
April 21st, at the Howard Johnson we will be hosting our third public input meeting beginning at 
6:30 p.m. 
 
Haugen commented that also included in the staff report was the executive summary from the 
draft report.  He pointed out that he did highlight where you can access the full report on the 
MPO website as well. 
 
Haugen stated that he would like to spend a little time today talking about individual 
intersections, which we have done before, but we really haven’t given much effort to the access 
management philosophy that is being presented, and that is the main purpose of this study. 
 
Haugen commented that currently we have a lot of primary access, secondary and tertiary access 
along the corridor.  He said that we know that there is evolving pressure along the corridor as 
well, some that are moving towards and some that are still kind of pies in the sky. 
 
Haugen referred to slides illustrating access alternatives and stated that they have looked at, and 
he has presented some of these alternatives before; different and innovative types of alternatives 
along the corridor, but this is what is being recommended.   
 
Presentation on access alternatives ensued.   
 
Haugen summarized that for the first stretch we have the interchange area in a separate project, 
and for the area up to 55th the access points are already defined, but from that point along the rest 
of the corridor is what we are developing a concept where we have spacing for full movements 
every half mile along the corridor so as it develops the plan is that the only place where there 
will be full turning movement access is every half mile or at the section lines and then the half 
section line. 
 
Haugen commented that they are also identifying that, as warranted, traffic signals could be 
spaced every half mile, and there will be no quarter line access until development pressures 
cause it, and at that point, or in addition to that then most of the access to properties would be 
then off of either frontage roads or backage roads, depending on the development that is being 
proposed and how they desire to work that out.  He added that there are some areas where it has 
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already been established that there will be frontage roads, while others have the option of either 
frontage or backage roads. 
 
Vein asked if we can promote backage versus frontage roads because it seems to him to make the 
most sense as you grow in the future and not have the frontage roads.  He added, though, that he 
likes signals every half mile, or do you see a potential for signals every quarter mile along the 
stretch.  Haugen responded that they don’t see that, and they are actually suggesting that at the 
quarter line it’s three-quarter only access.   
 
Vein said that if the developers know this when we do the platting, they can plat around this type 
of requirement.  Haugen responded that that is the whole intent of developing this access plan, so 
that everybody, the city, the county, the State, are all in agreement and developers and property 
owners know that this is how they are supposed to proceed when proposing developments along 
this corridor. 
 
Haugen referred to the area between 55th and 69th, where right now there is a lot of development 
occurring and where there is development being proposed to occur, and said that it is part of the 
City of Grand Forks’ Strategic Growth area as well.  He said that, again, every half mile, when 
warranted, traffic signals will be put in, but at the quarter line we want the three-quarter access.   
 
Haugen stated that a new concept, which is illustrated by this graphic of the functional area of 
the three-quarter access, shows that we are also trying to eliminate or prohibit driveways, right-
ins and right-outs, and so depending on the speed you want to maintain as it urbanizes, you have 
different areas that have been identified as being the functional areas of the intersection that we 
are creating, so, again, we are suggesting that if you don’t have any additional accesses, but we 
know and we see on other corridors that right-ins and right-outs get put in for reasons, we really 
wanted to highlight the protection of the functional area of the intersections that we are planning 
on having and relying on, whether they are signalized or just three-quarter.  He said that this is 
the one thing that we haven’t spent a lot of time on before, that he did want to highlight today. 
 
Haugen reported that he presented this to the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee last light, 
and one of the key concerns he took out of it was responsibility of implementation.  He said that 
the Steering Committee they are working with will be meeting next Tuesday as well, and that is 
one of the agenda items they will be working on, to help resolve this issue and to help identify 
the implementation responsibilities. 
 
Mock asked, when you talk about implementation, is there a point at which the Planning and 
Zoning Commission get involved as well so that they are aware of possible changes to the Land 
Development Code.  Haugen responded that they have had some discussion with Mr. Gengler on 
this.  He stated that, currently in the Land Development Code the City has their access 
management based on levels, but within each of the levels they do talk about following the code, 
or if a study is done they rely on the study, and so we are trying to figure out the mechanics of 
how that study is incorporated so that it is followed, whether that as an amendment to the code 
type of document, or if it is more of an approval or adoption of the study, and this will be part of 
the discussion next Tuesday.  
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MATTER OF EAST GRAND FORKS’ LAND USE PLAN UPDATE CO NSULTANT 
SELECTION 
 
Kouba reported that back in February we approved the RFP to do the East Grand Forks Land 
Use Plan Update.  She said that the RFP was put it out and we received three proposals.   
 
Kouba stated that interviews were conducted, and the Selection Committee felt that SRF 
Consulting Group put forth the best proposal.  She said that they then opened their cost proposal 
and it was under the $95,000 budgeted for the project, therefore, staff is recommending the board 
approve the contract with SRF.   
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE WE ACCEPT THE 
PROPOSAL FROM SRF CONSULTING GROUP OF $94,988.00, AND EXECUTE A 
CONTRACT WITH THEM TO DO THE EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
UPDATE. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. TIGER GRANT APPLICATION 
 
Haugen reported that the feds are accepting the next rounds of TIGER Grants.  He explained that 
these are national competitive grants to do either transit or highway, or a combination multi-
modal investments.   
 
Haugen stated that for our area the total project cost needs to be $12,500,000 or more, and the 
minimum the feds want to invest is $10,000,000 out of the TIGER Funds.  He said that he knows 
that on the Grand Forks side there are a couple of projects they are considering submitting, but 
he isn’t aware of any on the East Grand Forks yet, nor if either County has any they would like 
to submit. 
 
Haugen commented that one thing all applications need to have is a letter from the MPO 
indicating that if awarded funds, the project will be amended into the Long Range Transportation 
Plan and the T.I.P. document. 
 
Haugen said that the timeline is very tight; pre-applications need to be in the first week of May, 
the MPO needs to identify, during the month of May, it’s letters of support, and the final 
application is due the end of May or first of June.   
 
DeMers asked when the work needs to be completed.  Haugen responded that the physical work 
has until 2019 to expend the funds, funds have to be obligated by 2017, so there is time to work 
the project, but only 5% of what is submitted are awarded monies, and most of those rewards are 
not for the amount requested, usually less. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 15TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:45 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


