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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the July 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, Warren Strandell, Ken Vein, Steve Adams, Jeannie Mock, and Gary Malm.   
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and David Wiosna, GF/EGF MPO Intern. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering, Dave Kuharenko, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 17 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 17TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Mock, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packets is some information from MnDOT concerning the 
Kennedy Bridge.  He explained that there was a meeting held last week with MnDOT, the City 
of East Grand Forks, and MPO Staff to discuss the status of the Kennedy Bridge project.   
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that he included an illustration of the 
proposed typical cross-section for the bridge that they are moving forward with.  He said that at 
the top of the drawing you see the existing cross-section, and on the bottom is the proposed 
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cross-section.  He added that you do need to note that this is still subject to change, however it 
does appear to be the cross-section that is moving forward in the project development process. 
 
Haugen commented that you will notice that a lot of things are not at standard design widths, i.e., 
standard driving lanes are typically 12-feet in width, and the ones shown on the diagram are 
11.5-feet.  He added that the multi-purpose trail would typically be 10-feet wide, and this one is 
8.5-feet.   
 
Haugen explained that because of the truss system, and everything needing to be contained 
within that structure, this is the give and take that needed to be made to accommodate all the 
different modes, and still fit some safety features like shoulders, guardrails, etc., this is the cross-
section that they developed and are moving forward with. 
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT has not asked the MPO to take action on this, but he does 
believe that they seeking action from both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Cities as to 
whether they disagree strongly, or concur with this typical cross-section. 
 
Haugen stated that you will also notice that a median down the middle of the bridge is not being 
proposed, and that, again, is one of the give and takes necessary to accommodate some of the 
other modes.   
 
Haugen reported that they also discussed that construction will now most likely flow into 2018; 
and it is likely that construction will not start until 2017, thus shifting everything forward a year.   
 
Haugen said that during the meeting there was also a lot of discussion on the westbound on-
ramp, and it merges onto U.S. #2, which is something that this body mentioned several times in 
their discussions when MnDOT staff was present at the MPO Executive Policy Board meetings, 
and it was again emphasized at that meeting with East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen commented that you will also note that there are still two public engagement 
opportunities yet to be scheduled with the consultants about this project.  He explained that they 
will most likely cover such things as explaining the typical cross-section, as well as some of the 
amenities that are being designed into the structure which includes the different lighting options, 
discussion about some of the treatments they talk about on the multi-purpose trail, etc. 
 
Haugen added that, as presented to you before, determining how to reconnect or make a better 
connection between the Kennedy Bridge project and our existing trail network is also being 
considered.  He said that on the East Grand Forks side MnDOT is proposing just to run a 
continuation of the 8.6-foot trail down on the north side along the westbound on-ramp to 
conclude at River Road, and then are leaving it up to the local entity to try to determine how and 
when it would connect to the Greenway Trail System, or the rest of the trail system in Grand 
Forks.  He stated that on the North Dakota side there is an existing 5-foot connection on the 
north side that connects to the Greenway, but doesn’t really provide a good connection to the 
railroad trail that extends west about half a block behind Gateway Drive, so it would be a nice 
better connection between the Kennedy Bridge and the rest of the Grand Forks system, besides 
the Greenway Trail, so those are a couple of connections that we will suggest be worked on in 
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either our next work program year or the year after, to try to get those connections completed so 
that when the Bridge opens we will have a better connected facility. 
 
DeMers asked how secure the funding program is for this project.  Haugen responded that he 
will speak first on the Minnesota side.  He said that Minnesota is proposing in the T.I.P. to utilize 
federal funds and proceeds from the bridge bond sale they did about ten years ago.  He stated 
that on the North Dakota side the bulk of the funds is federally proposed, so, because it is 
primarily federally funded on both sides of the river, Congress needs to make sure there is a 
robust federal program, or at least a program similar to our current program, to give it more 
assurability.   
 
DeMers commented that the reason he asked this is because the East Grand Forks City Council 
discussed an concurrence resolution at their last work session, and they had a couple of questions 
about how Grand Forks was going to be dealing with this, and then his own thoughts are what 
are the potential ramifications if they didn’t concur, would funding be in jeopardy.  Haugen 
responded that it would just cause the lead agency, and the consultant to have to work harder 
with the local agencies to get concurrence.  He added that with the construction now no longer 
happening in 2016, or if it does not until late fall, it would allow a little time to resolve all the 
issues that come up, and if that is an issue it would simply mean that the lead agency and the 
consultant will have to work a little harder to get concurrence on the typical cross-section. 
 
DeMers asked if the City of Grand Forks had discussed the typical cross-section issue at their 
City Council meeting.  Vein responded that they had not.  DeMers said that it would be 
interesting to hear what Grand Forks has to say about this.  Vein asked where the City of East 
Grand Forks is at on this issue.  DeMers responded that it was brought to their attention that 
MnDOT would appreciate a Concurrence Resolution from East Grand Forks and Grand Forks as 
for the typical cross-section, as proposed, but they have some reservations.  Vein asked if they 
had a recommendation on what they would like to see different.  Vetter responded that he thinks 
a lot of the concern is because they are removing the median from the center of the bridge, and 
East Grand Forks’ concern is for vehicles coming from the on-ramp, particularly in the winter, 
and the fact that the median is kind of a safety factor for them and has prevented a lot of head-on 
collisions, so if they remove the median on the bridge how is that going to affect the median 
coming off the bridge and going back quite a way, and they haven’t given them any indication of 
what that is going to be.  Vein commented that he personally would say that he would look at the 
lane widths because it seems like trucks get bigger and with the narrower lanes he thinks it could 
be an issue; but they have not had council discussion on this yet.  He added that he certainly 
understands and appreciates, personally where the City of East Grand Forks is at, and he would 
agree that the median does have a safety issue.  DeMers commented that the lanes would be ¾ of 
a foot narrower, without a four-foot median.  Vein agreed, you’re narrower and you don’t have 
the median, so safety would be a concern.    
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there isn’t anything new to report on the Sorlie Bridge project at this time. 
 
Information only. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT  STUDY FINAL 
REPORT 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that he included the motion that was 
forwarded from the Technical Advisory Committee.  He stated that there was a lot of discussion 
at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting about how to proceed with the approval of the 
U.S. #2 Access Management Study final report, and in the end this was the motion that was 
adopted with one dissenting vote.  He pointed out that it grants approval, but also recognizes that 
there is an Airport Authority disagreement with the alternatives for the Airport Drive and County 
5 intersection. 
 
Haugen reported that another part of the motion concerned comments received from the 
NDDOT, which were included in the packet, and are presented in a manner in which you have 
been given an idea of what page in the report the comment was generated from, and what our 
reply is.  He stated that all of these comments have been imbedded in the final report document 
itself, but the Technical Advisory Committee also wanted to have this document stand by itself 
in an appendix as well. 
 
Haugen reiterated that last month the board authorized a potential amendment to the contract if 
the Airport Authority was willing to execute it, but they have declined the offer.  He explained 
that their reason for declining the offer are:  1) they have not budgeted for the cost of doing the 
amendment; and 2) they were a bit concerned that having KLJ review KLJ work was probably 
not something they felt was in their best interest, so the amendment is not being forwarded, and 
therefore we are trying to conclude the U.S. #2 Access Management Study final report, and are 
recommending approval, with the Technical Advisory Committee’s recommendation to approve 
with the notation that the Airport Authority doesn’t agree with any of the alternatives presented 
for the Airport Drive intersection. 
 
Haugen reported that most of the comments received from the NDDOT didn’t substantially 
change the report; however the one thing that was stressed was that in the end, that, again, from 
this planning document nothing is going to be constructed, designed, or determined as there is 
still the NEPA process and a more detailed project design needed, so before anything is done at 
that intersection there will be a lot of opportunity for all parties to be involved in the decision 
process prior to any final design of that intersection. 
 
Vein asked if there is a timeline for when they would anticipate that the improvement would go 
forward.  Haugen responded that when they started this project there was $2,000,000.00 
programmed for turning movement improvements along U.S. #2, and it was described as: “from 
I-29 out to the Grand Forks County line”, but it wasn’t defined as to what exactly those 
improvements would be, so we were hoping that we could come to an agreement so that that 
$2,000,000.00 could be programmed for this intersection.  He added that since the start of our 
study, and perhaps because of the discussion we had, the NDDOT has focused those funds on 
U.S. #18 Intersection out at Larimore.  He said that they are in the final design stage of 
modifying that intersection out there to the Larimore exit and the rest stop on U.S. #2, so right  
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now there is no defined funds out there so it can go through the normal solicitation process that 
we do every fall, and one of the sponsoring agencies would have to submit a request for us to 
consider programming funds for that.  He added that it was identified to the Local Road Safety 
Improvement Program as, within a five year window, as being a high priority intersection for 
safety funds. 
 
Malm asked if the DOT take the money that was on that and put it out at Larimore, is that what 
you’re saying.  Haugen responded that it was programmed as a non-defined specific location 
along the U.S. #2 Corridor, and then it was programmed to that specific intersection at Larimore.  
Malm commented that nobody likes what they did at the Larimore intersection either, so now 
they have a fight out there, they’re not happy with that because they were doing some of the 
same things out there, but it will probably go through. 
 
Malm stated that he has a real problem that the name of this organization is Metropolitan 
Planning Organization, and the City of Grand Forks is going to grow out there, and if we put a 
goofy intersection in there we will end up having to redo it all over again, at a much bigger cost 
than trying to do something for the next fifty years, and the only answer, if we are going to run 
an airport out there is that we need to have an overpass.  He said that he knows there isn’t money 
for that, but if we start doing other things than we just create a barrier and somebody ends up 
saying:  “No, we’ve done it and that’s the end of it and we aren’t  going to put any more money 
into it”.  He added that we have done that with bridges and overpasses over the interstate, and he 
thinks it is about time we say that this is not the way to do it, and Mr. Dame can bring up his 
comments.  He asked if Mr. Dame is ready to put something in their budget to have someone else 
study this next year.  Dame responded that they are trying to get a budget together to be able to 
look forward to doing some additional studying on that intersection from the Airport Authority’s 
standpoint. 
 
Malm asked why we would want to go ahead before the Airport Authority does anything.  He 
said that he reads this resolution and he doesn’t even know what it says.  Vein commented that in 
reading what they have in the update it sounded like at the Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting there were attempts to remove all information regarding the intersection, but that didn’t 
pass, so this seems to be the fallback, and it wasn’t unanimous, but at least this one did pass.  
Malm said that he understands that, but he talked to people who have been at the public hearings 
that said that there is a great deal of people who are very disappointed with this decision on what 
they are doing out there, that that wasn’t going to solve the problem, and we are putting a band-
aide on it.  He added that there is a great number of people that use the airport who are not from 
Grand Forks, not from North Dakota, and you get out there and get in a goofy situation like 
you’re going to do out there, you’re going to drive people across four lanes of traffic when you 
come out of the airport to go east, because you have to cross the two lanes to the west, and then 
you have to cross at least one of them to get into the next driving lane, you’re going to have 
another hang up farther out. 
 
Vetter asked if they can approve this and take the airport intersection out of it.  Haugen 
responded that the short answer would be in doing so you would be jeopardizing the total federal 
investment in the study if you try to remove the work that has been completed.  Malm asked, 
though, if they can’t wait to see if Mr.  
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Dame and his organization are willing to have someone look at this.  He added that nobody 
would hire KLJ, and there isn’t anything wrong with KLJ, but why would you hire the team that 
denied the intersection to relook at it, they don’t have any reason to relook at it except to put 
some money in their pocket.   
 
Haugen commented that the alternative motion then, would maybe be to approve the final 
document subject to an amendment that if the Airport completes a study, the findings of that 
study be amended into the report. 
 
DeMers asked what the desired outcome of an Airport study would be, because he thinks it 
would basically be that an overpass is needed, so why even study it if you know what you want, 
or is it a feasibility option, what is the extra study going to prove.  Vein added that, unless 
someone has some fresh ideas that we aren’t aware of, he would think they probably looked at a 
majority of them.  He added that the only real way to solve the issues at this intersection is with 
an overpass.  DeMers agreed, adding that the big problem is the cost, so it comes down to 
whether another study is going to say it is more feasible than what we currently know.  He said 
that he would think that the money is better spent, not on another study, but on some, for lack of 
a better term, fundraising, because how do you come up with the gap funding.   
 
DeMers commented that he thinks, when you look at creative solutions, he would say this is out 
there, and he would never come up with something where we are at, but obviously the goal of the 
other side would be to provide their own justification for an interchange.  Malm said that that 
may be, but they have no other plans that they see about how to deal with this on a temporary 
basis, and you start talking about taking out traffic lights, and they didn’t make any other 
suggestions, so is there something that could be a temporary fairly good solution.  He added that 
when he listened about the Airport Authority and them saying that this is a dangerous 
intersection, it becomes dangerous when one truck had a terrible accident out there and hit a van 
and killed several people, and the other was a judge that got involved when his daughter or wife 
got hit coming out of there, and we got traffic lights out of that one, is there some temporary 
solution until we can go to the State Legislature and say fund this, it’s important. 
 
Vein stated that another thing he remembers hearing was that lights actually make the 
intersection less safe than it was before the lights were added, but it was more a political issue 
when the judge’s wife or daughter were in an accident.  He asked if we could ever go back to 
something that is at least an improvement of what is there today, and remove the light.  Haugen 
responded that there is an interim solution recommended in the report itself, but it is meant to 
just be an interim as it is doing something, but it isn’t achieving a whole lot, it is making a very 
small marginal improvement at the intersection. 
 
Haugen reported that the traffic signals increase the crash frequency out there.  He added that the 
Local Road Safety Improvement Program identified roadways that, because of just the inherent 
characteristics of the roadway or the intersection, or because of the length of the curve, or the 
radius of the curve, that these are features that are highly indicative that future crashes will be 
occurring in those segments.  So the Local Road Safety Improvement Program identified this 
intersection not because of the fatality that happened there in the past, but because of the 
characteristic of the intersection.  He added that the fatalities really come into play when you 



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

 7 
 

look at the top ten high crash locations across the State of North Dakota, and where this 
intersection comes out in that top ten. 
 
Vein stated that he thinks Mr. Malm had a great suggestion, that we go back to the Legislature in 
the next session, and tell them that this is one of the top ten dangerous intersections in the State, 
and see if we can get some state funds.   
 
Malm commented that if we make it difficult to get to and from the Airport, we will lose a lot of 
businesses that won’t want to come out to the airport, or fly people in, they will just go to Fargo.   
 
Powers asked if we were to vote this down would we lose the whole study or the whole access to 
the airport.   Haugen responded that you would.  He explained that they went through the proper 
processes, engaged the stakeholders, engaged the public, held several public notice meetings, 
however the planning study itself does not say that this is the solution, and that is the only 
solution that will be carried forward, and it identifies a lot of alternatives, it identifies some fatal 
flaws, it identifies other alternatives that are feasible, some are more financially feasible than 
others, so it gives us a range of alternatives to consider, when and if someone wishes to try to 
program funds for improvements at that specific intersection. 
 
Mock asked if these were the only alternatives that would be studied if we approve it.  Haugen 
responded that when they go into the NEPA process, because this was not a PEL (Planning 
Environmental Linkage) study, they would not eliminate alternatives.  He added that they do 
have a fiscal component on it, so as the NDDOT has been identified as a lead sponsor for this 
intersection, if they came to the MPO and asked if we want to program $1,000,000.00 at this 
intersection, we would have to question whether that would give them enough money to consider 
other alternatives than an RCUT, or just something small; if they came to us with 
$10,000,000.00, it could mean they would be a little more expansive in their alternatives, but it 
probably still doesn’t include an interchange.  He said that this is part of the challenge with 
fiscally constrained planning documents, and fiscally constrained T.I.P.s, that we don’t have 
$20,000,000.00 to put in there. 
 
Malm stated that we are in the process of building, out at the Grand Forks Airforce Base, a piece 
of property that is bringing in several major industrial people, and those people don’t drive 
anyplace, they are going to want to fly, and the can’t fly into the airbase so where are they going 
to fly into, Fargo if our airport doesn’t function correctly, so it could have a very serious 
economic effect on Grand Forks.   
 
Haugen reiterated that, again, if you want to take a stronger stance than just recognizing that the 
Airport Authority disagrees, he would recommend you approve subject to amending any 
pertinent findings from the follow up study the Airport might engage in so that it’s approving the 
document, but acknowledging that there is a follow-up study that might be forthcoming and that 
might come up with a better solution.  He added that the whole document would be amended to 
reflect this a year from now when that study is done and concluded.  Vein stated that this would 
only happen if the Airport does their own study.  Haugen agreed, adding that if they do their own 
study he would see it needing to engage similar stakeholders that this current study did; city, 
county, state, MPO, and citizens.   
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Vein commented that, from his point of view, he isn’t sure that, just like the Airport Authority 
not agreeing with the results of this study, the City is able to agree with this outcome either, so 
he thinks it is more than just the Airport Authority, it’s the City and probably the County as well.   
 
Malm asked if the County of Grand Forks contacted Mr. Haugen, and is he meeting with them.  
Haugen responded they had, and he will be meeting with them.  Malm commented that he tried 
to pass a motion against this, but the County Board wanted to hear from Mr. Haugen first.   
 
Vetter asked if this needs to be approved today, or can it be tabled until the County and the City 
of Grand Forks has a chance to look at it and get back to us.  Haugen responded that the short 
answer is that we can table it today, however we have expired contracted service period with 
KLJ, and if any substantial changes are made to the document he is sure that KLJ would be 
happy to request an amendment to the contract for compensation to do that. 
                             
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY STRANDELL,TO TABLE THIS AGENDA ITEM 
UNTIL THE CITY OF GRAND FORKS AND GRAND FORKS COUNTY PERSONNEL 
HAVE HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO LOOK AT THE FINAL U.S. #2 ACCESS 
MANAGEMENT PLAN STUDY DOCUMENT. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Mock, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FINAL DRAFT OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
PROGRAM MANUAL 
 
Viafara reported that this is the second time that you have been sent the Environmental Justice 
Program Manual for consideration; the first was back in February, at which time we received 
comments and criticisms from our federal agencies, which were addressed.  He said, however 
that in October a new round of comments dealing with guidelines and so forth came back again 
for our attention, and therefore, when responding to them the approach taken was mainly through 
the NEPA process rather than planning policy that we were required to use for the type of project 
style that the MPO usually undertakes.  He stated that as a result the MPO staff became aware of 
the need to amend the program in a manner that was able to really address the concerns brought 
by the NDDOT and FHWA, and in order to respond properly the new document was completely 
redrafted and has been sent for consideration to those agencies and they are in agreement with 
the result you are considering today. 
 
Viafara stated that we are bringing this to the MPO Executive Policy Board for your approval, 
confident that those comments brought by these agencies have been addressed properly, and we 
believe that this document will serve the MPO, in terms of guiding environmental programs in 
the future.   
 
Haugen commented that, if you will recall, when we adopted our Long Range Transportation 
Plan in December of 2013, Federal Highway and the NDDOT responded back that they would 
relieve us of our T.I.P. freeze only if we addressed updating our EJ Manual, so this is the follow- 
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up activity that we were required to do in order to maintain an unfrozen T.I.P. document.  He 
said that we believe we are in full compliance with what is required, and staff is seeking approval 
of the document so we can use it in our forward planning/programming efforts, but also to ensure 
that the T.I.P. remains unfrozen. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT OF 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PROGRAM MANUAL, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Mock, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PHASE III-A OF A.T.A.C. COUNT ING PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that this is labeled at Phase III, but if you look at the document you will notice 
that it talks about Phase III-A.  He explained that this is a continuation of our video capture of 
turning movements and counts at intersections in Grand Forks.  He said that it is labeled “A” 
because, how we engage A.T.A.C. is through a Master Agreement, and this would be Addendum 
6 to the Master Agreement.  He stated that the Master Agreement is an agreement between 
A.T.A.C. and the NDDOT, us, and the other two MPOs, and it is going to expire at the end of 
September, so there will be a new Master Agreement in October. 
 
Haugen referred to the Scope-of-Work for Phase III-A and explained that it is what A.T.A.C. 
believes they can get accomplished between now and September 30th.  He pointed out that the 
intersections that they will be working on to get the video detection up to being able to capture 
vehicles up and running, and to establish and include them into our software websites are: 
 
1. 32nd Avenue South and South 24th Street. 
2. 32nd Avenue South and Northbound I-29 Ramps. 
3. 32nd Avenue south and Southbound I-29 Ramps. 
4. Gateway Drive and North 47th Street. 
5. Gateway Drive and Westbound I-29 Ramps. 
6. South Columbia Road and 11th Avenue South. 
7. South Washington Street and 47th Avenue South.  
 
Haugen commented that Phase III-B will be presented to this body towards October, and that 
will finish out the remaining intersections in Grand Forks and will also explore East Grand Forks 
and how we can get the same capabilities with either the existing equipment in East Grand Forks 
or to work with MnDOT to help them identify what improvements they need to make to the 
signals, but this is continuation of our counting program, adding more intersections into the mix. 
 
Haugen reported that he wanted to mention that one of the things that will be added to this is 
train event data.  He stated that right now when a train goes through, or adjacent to some of these 
intersections, and it pre-empts the traffic signal, we can capture that electronic data and help us 
identify the movement of trains in Grand Forks, so that is something that will be added on to 
Phase III-A.   
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MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR 
PHASE III-A OF THE TRAFFIC COUNTING STUDY, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Mock, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF CONTRACT FOR THE I-29 TRAFFIC  OPERATION 
STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that the RFP was approved by this body several months ago.  He stated that we 
did receive four proposals, and the Selection Committee did interview all four firms.  He 
explained that there was a basic grouping of the four into two groups; two were using, right from 
the start, some software tools that we felt were very critical in order to have a successful study 
done, and two were not using those tools. 
 
Haugen stated that in the end the Selection Committee narrowed their selection between the two 
firms using the software tools, and ultimately selected KLJ. 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet was a copy of the original scope-of-work 
proposed by KLJ.  He said that, as indicated in the staff report, negotiations were held, and there 
weren’t any substantial changes made to the work being done, just some clarification on some of 
the steps to be taken.   
 
Haugen referred to the scope-of-work, and went over the changes briefly.  He explained that one 
thing they will be doing for us is, instead of just taking our travel demand model forecast output 
and relying on that, they want to use a couple other scenarios to help everyone understand the 
importance of I-29 traffic and potential future accesses.   
 
Haugen commented that one of the scenarios is, as we have in our Sustainability Livability goals, 
a reduction of trips so one of their scenarios would be, if we achieve our goals in that our model 
would have fewer trips being produced and fewer vehicles of traffic out in the area. 
 
Haugen stated that the second scenario would consist of, as our earlier discussion about how 
secure funding is on the rehab of the Kennedy Bridge, this scenario would look at a 20% 
reduction in funding, primarily federal funding to our area, and what this means to our future 
street network.  He explained that originally it was assuming that that 20% hit would impact both 
local and state systems, but as our current Long Range Transportation Plan identifies and 
emphasizes, most of the hit would trickle down to the local system, so it is important that we 
maintain the hierarchy of the State Highway and Interstate System first, so we would shift, 
actually we have already shifted in the Long Range Plan with the financial constraint that we 
already have, that some of what would normally be deemed local dollars are already shifted to 
maintain the State Highway System, so then this further shift of that 20% to maintain the State 
Highway System it would impact the local system, so this scenario had to be re-written so they 
understood that it isn’t impacting the regional system, but would mostly impact the local system. 
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Haugen commented that the second area, specifically related to alternatives, is that they would be 
doing micro-simulation.  He said that the first scenario that was talked about was the Regional 
Macro area, now we are talking about micro area, looking at specific interchange locations and 
so on.  He stated that it was just a matter of re-wording, and this was something that Federal 
Highway was trying to make sure we emphasized, so that we are looking at our existing system 
first and trying to solve all problems with the existing interchanges, so, for example Task 4.3 
previously talked about focusing on the 47th Avenue location, we had them re-write it to say that 
we are actually looking at 32nd Avenue, but one of the alternatives might be at 47th Avenue, so it 
is just changing the wording so we are focusing or saying that we are looking at not just adding 
to the  system but are looking at alternatives that modify the existing locations. 
 
Haugen stated that the last thing that we are still trying to get clarification on, and for some of 
you this may be new information, it’s a section on 7.2, ultimately we might be recommending 
modification to the accesses to the interstate.  He explained that over a year and a half ago, when 
Grand Forks was first trying to do an interchange justification report or an interchange access 
report, we were told that it was not eligible for MPO funds to assist in it, therefore the City of 
Grand Forks engaged a consultant with entirely local funds, but because of the location of this to 
PEL, where we are linking planning with the early stages of NEPA, all the work we are doing 
that does the traffic operations analyses would be written in Appendices A and B, so that it can 
actually be submitted as the front end of an IAR.   
 
Haugen commented that we are fairly confident that this will be allowed, but we don’t quite yet 
have full concurrence from the State.  He stated that the reason for our confidence that it can be 
allowed is because they are currently allowing it both in the Fargo and Bismarck areas. 
 
Haugen reported that these are the negotiated things we did from what the Selection Committee 
reviewed, so staff is recommending the execution of a contract with KLJ to do the I-29 Traffic 
Operations Study. 
 
Vein said that you said that during the selection process a couple firms used a software package, 
while a couple didn’t.  He asked if KLJ used this package.  Haugen responded that they did.  
Vein asked if they can do the study for the budgeted amount of $175,000.  Haugen responded 
that they can. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE EXECUTION OF A 
CONTRACT WITH KLJ TO PERFORM THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Mock, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUD Y 
 
Haugen reported that last week they had the kick-off meetings for the Glasston Railroad 
Crossing Study.  He stated that Olsson and Associates were in town, and they held several 
private meetings with individual stakeholders, they also had a kick-off meeting with the Steering 
Committee, and a public open house. 
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Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that copies of the basic information that was 
distributed at the public open house was included.  He stated that there are three key things, and 
last week all three were highlighted.  He said that the first thing that we hope to accomplish with 
this is is just educating ourselves and the public of what future train movements might be 
happening in Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen commented that last week not only us, but also some industries that are trying to locate 
in Grand Forks, were learning railroad operations.  He said an example would be, the nitrogen 
plant found out that BNSF will service them only through operations on the Glasston having to 
go through the rail-yard.  He stated that he thinks the plant had hoped that some of their rail 
service could be from the north, but that will not be the case.   
 
Haugen reported that other things we are educating each other on is, again using the nitrogen 
plant as an example, when they get serviced by a train, it is one train servicing them, but for us it 
is counted as two trains because it is blocking the crossing twice, once up and once back, so just 
so we are all aware when we talk about one train versus two trains we understand the 
perspectives that are going on.   
 
Haugen commented that the second purpose of the study is to focus on the Glasston Subdivision 
conflicts at at-grade crossings with increased train traffic, and type of train traffic.  He said that 
we were able to identify in the first effort what mitigation we can do to make the conflicts the 
least painful, and to try to be pro-active and get them implemented prior to the pain being 
experienced. 
 
Haugen stated that the third effort is, if the North Dakota State Mill is able to locate a 
loading/unloading facility over on the Glasston Subdivision, can we eliminate all the train traffic 
on the Mills Spur, south of Gateway Drive, and if so what can we do with the abandoned or 
vacated right-of-way. 
 
Haugen said that, again the information in the packet is just the kick-off information, and we did 
have an open house last Thursday, at which about a dozen people attended.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that, as you will recall, we hired Alliant to do this study.  She said that back in 
May an open house was held and we presented some information that was gathered on the 
quantative part of what is happening on Bygland Road, and we held the meeting to gather some 
of the qualitative part of what is happening on Bygland Road, getting input from the public as to 
what they see is happening on Bygland. 
 
Kouba stated that since that meeting, Alliant has come up with a multitude of alternatives, of 
treatments of possibilities of what could happen along Bygland Road, which will be presented to 
the public on July 23rd at the Senior Center from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Summary of Work Program Activities Schedule For 2015 Update 
 
Haugen reported that in your monthly agenda packet, under Other Business, you will see this 
activity project report that Mr. Viafara is putting together for us.  He stated that each of the listed 
work items are identified, and it gives us a completion date, as well as a progress report.   
 
 2. 2045 East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update Web-Link 
 
Haugen reported that a website is up and running for the 2045 East Grand Forks Land Use Plan 
Update:  www.theforksmpo.org/Pages/EGF2045LUP.html. 
 
 3. 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update Web-Link 
 
Haugen reported that a website is currently being worked on for the 2045 Grand Forks Land Use 
Plan Update.  He stated that when it is up and running the link will be made available. 
 
 4. Congressional Act 
 
Haugen reported that by the end of the month Congress needs to take action.  He stated that it 
looks likely now that they are going to do an extension to the end of the year.  He added that they 
need to find five to eight billion dollars to do the extension, and it looks like most of the monies 
will come from the recapture of fees and more efficient tax collections, so there is not really a 
direct connection between this and transportation, it is sort of budget offsets that aren’t totally 
related to the highway trust funds purpose. 
 
Haugen commented that there are some different bills coming from both chambers, and he will 
try to keep everyone informed the best he can, but right now it seems like the focus is on 
extending it to the end of the year. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 15TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:06 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Mock, Powers, Strandell, Vein, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


