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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, September 16th, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the September 16th, 2015 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:01 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Marc DeMers, Ken Vein, 
Clarence Vetter, and Gary Malm.   
 
Absent were:  Jeannie Mock, Steve Adams, and Warren Strandell. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, David Kuharenko, and Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 19 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 19TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Malm, Powers, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report included in the packet, and pointed out that it indicates that 
MnDOT and NDDOT representatives presented an update on the status of the Kennedy Bridge 
project at the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee meeting last evening, including some 
concepts that they displayed, which he did forward to this body yesterday afternoon for your 
review.   
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Haugen stated that he was unable to attend the meeting, so he isn’t sure what transpired, and he 
would ask Mr. Vein, or one of the Grand Forks staff members present if they might be able to 
share any new information from that meeting. 
 
Haugen referred to slides illustrating some of the proposed concepts, and explained that this is a 
working draft of what kinds of lighting effects could be used to light up the outside of the truss 
system, as well as to light up the interior for the roadway, adding that they can obviously change 
the color of the lighting with this technology as well.   
 
Haugen commented that another thing he is sure was discussed was the cross-section.  He 
referred to an illustration of the proposed cross-section, and pointed out that it does not include a 
median, but it does include a multi-use path on one side with a rail.  He added that it does not 
have the vehicle lane striping or the shoulder striping, but it gives you an idea of the cross-
section. 
 
Vein asked if Mr. Haugen had an illustration of all of the cross-sections.  Haugen responded he 
did, and put up a slide illustrating three cross-sections.  He pointed out that the top cross-section 
is what is currently on the bridge.  Vein stated that you basically have 28-feet from curb-to-curb 
each direction, with a shy-way on each side, so does that mean there are 12-foot wide driving 
lanes with a 2-foot shy-way on each side.  Haugen responded that he could look in the Kennedy 
Bridge report to see if that information is included.   
 
Powers asked if they have done anything with the lighting yet.  Vein responded that he thinks the 
lighting of the trusses has been finalized, and he understood that the Engineering Department and 
the DOTs have all come to some type of agreement on maintenance.   
 
DeMers asked if there was a difference between the plan with and without the portal lighting.  
He said that it seemed like there was a model that had basic horizontal portal lighting and some 
that had just vertical truss lighting.  Vein responded that it sounds like they only have the ones 
from the outside that are pointing down.  DeMers commented that he would imagine that if we 
wanted the portal lighting, it would be an extra cost.  Vein said that they didn’t say that, but they 
said that they wanted to make sure that the lighting didn’t shine in drivers eyes and wouldn’t be a 
distraction to them.   
 
Haugen referred to the Planning Study Report, and pointed out it states that currently there are 
two 12-foot lanes, then there is a 3-foot shy-way on the outside and a 1-foot on the inside.  
DeMers added that this would be due to there being a median in the center.  Vein said, then, that 
there would be 3-feet of shy-way.  He referred to the new proposed cross-section, and pointed 
out that it shows 11.6, 11.6 and a 4-foot shy-way on the outside.   
 
Vein stated that the question they raised last night, and he thinks we might have talked about it as 
well, is the concern they have about going from a 12-foot lane to an 11.6-foot lane, which is a 
narrower lane; and then they are getting rid of the center median, which for him is a safety issue 
on the bridge.  He added that they are also adding a bicycle/pedestrian path which doesn’t meet 
the required 10-foot width either.  He said that this means we are going, from a driving 
perspective, from safer 12-foot lanes with a median and shy-way, to no median and on-going 
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traffic on less than a 12-foot lane, and then a bikepath that is 1 ½ foot narrower than we would 
typically see for a bikepath.   
 
Vein commented that he tries to be very respectful because the project is obviously proceeding to 
this phase; but as we look at that cross-section, and identify the concerns with it, and we note that 
we started out with what he thought was the potential for two total bridge replacements at one 
time, the Sorlie and the Kennedy, and now we are down to just two rehabilitation projects, he 
wonders if there has been any thought to actually creating a separate pedestrian bridge 
somewhere between the two that can service the downtown and Highway 2, which would then 
allow us to maintain the 12-foot lane widths and the safety we currently have.  He said that he 
asked this question, and Mr. Hille responded that, and this is how he interpreted his response, the 
MPO had said no to a separate pedestrian bridge.  Malm commented that the MPO was actually 
pushing for a separate pedestrian bridge, but MnDOT kept saying no.  Vein said that that is his 
interpretation of what was said, because he asked about that and they said no, it was the MPO 
that didn’t want one.   
 
Haugen reported that the MPO Executive Policy Board itself recently talked about a cantilevered 
structure, not a separate facility; that was the stance that we pushed a year ago, and that was not 
forwarded.  He explained that early on in the planning study, Mr. Hille did approach him about a 
completely separate structure, but said that it would be a completely separate project, and a 
completely separate funding mechanism; and at that time he told Mr. Hille that you have very 
many unknowns whether you could even do a separate bridge given the flood protection project 
and need to remember there are federal law and state law that says that if you are rehabbing a 
structure you have to accommodate all modes, so he must have interpreted that as a “no”.   
 
Vein said that he isn’t against accomplishing the accommodation of all modes of transportation, 
but he thinks this is a matter of timing.  He explained that, when he was doing some site business 
for the water treatment plant, he was in Phoenix a month ago and they had built what he thought 
was a gorgeous bike/pedestrian facility.  He thought that it is something we should have; it was 
architecturally nice, it served a purpose, and why can’t we be thinking of something like that.  
Haugen commented that in our Bike/Ped Plan we do have the additional non-motorized crossing 
closer to the Sorlie, actually utilizing the old railroad pier as part of new bridge structure, so in 
our plan we do identify a new crossing for bike/peds, but it is near the downtown. 
 
Haugen stated that, again, back to the first discussion, we had thought of having a complete 
separate structure, but were told it would be financed completely outside the scope of these two 
bridge projects, and there would be no guarantee that there would be any financing for it.  He 
added that he also isn’t sure that if you pursue it that MnDOT or NDDOT would open up the 
window to finance a separate structure.  Vein responded that he doesn’t know if anyone is 
opening the window, all he was alluding to is that we scaled these two projects back significantly 
from where they were at one time, and it seems to him that we built a bridge that has lasted for 
fifty years, and we want it to last another fifty years, and we are just backing off on the 
standardization, we did 12-foot lanes in the past, so is there a way that we can make it better 
instead of making it worse. 
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Vein commented that it was just himself and Terry Bjerke at last night’s Service Safety meeting, 
and Mr. Bjerke’s comments were that we are doing this just so we can have a bikepath on the 
bridge, and if there is another way to do this, we need to see what the potential is to get a 
separate bikepath.  He stated that, again, we looked at one hanging off the side of the bridge, but 
he thinks that because of some historical issues we couldn’t do that, not that it wouldn’t have 
been the right thing to do from a transportation standpoint.  DeMers asked if that was the reason 
for our not doing a cantilevered bikepath.  Haugen responded that they have not formally 
requested the 106 Review process on it, but their fear is that it would be deemed an adverse 
impact to the historical nature of the bridge, plus they have their issues of being able to use their 
maintenance equipment on a cantilevered structure.   
 
Powers said then, the way Mr. Vein interprets the plan, is that the median is definitely gone.  
Vein stated that the way it is right now, today, the issue that was brought forth yesterday was an 
information only item so there weren’t any motions made, but he made it clear that we are 
concerned about the proposed plan, and both DOTs were there to hear this, but if we don’t do 
something it will just proceed as it is, and even if we do something it may proceed.  He added 
that one thing they didn’t mention is, okay, if we do what they want to now, could we then, when 
we get a separate pedestrian bridge constructed, revert back to having wider lanes and a center 
median.  He said that for him, maybe that is an option for us, because maybe we don’t get it next 
year, but they said that this project would be bid late 2016, for probably as 2017 construction 
timeframe.  Yavarow commented that it is scheduled for next fall for construction during the 
winter months, but added that the important thing is timing of the funding, particularly on the 
Minnesota side.  Vein said, though, that on the same token, from his perspective, he isn’t seeing 
an urgency to have to do this, although he knows you want the funding while it is available, but 
what would happen if we waited a year, if that is what it would take to get something more.  
Yavarow responded that part of the problem is that with Minnesota, they have this fracture 
critical business where their money is running out of the State, although he doesn’t know all the 
details.  Haugen explained that 2018 is when their Chapter 152 Bridge Bonding they did after the 
I-35 collapse expires, and all bridges have to be addressed by then.  Vein asked, though, if they 
would have all the construction of all the bridges done by then.  Haugen responded that the 
importance of the bridge bonding, and you heard about it in the T.I.P. last month, is that it isn’t 
all bridge bonding funds being used to fund Minnesota’s half of the Kennedy Bridge, they are 
actually paying back the feds in 2018, and you will see that in the North Dakota T.I.P., so it is a 
smaller amount, it isn’t 100% State Bonding, so the argument of bonding is a little bit weakened 
by the fact that they are paying back with federal funds at a later date. 
 
Vein said that his question for us is, do we want it, and to what level do we want it, and are we 
willing to at least pursue it if there is the ability to push this because if we don’t it isn’t going to 
happen.  Powers commented that he thinks we should pursue looking into it further.  DeMers 
said that a big part of this comes down to what the cost will be.  He explained that if you are 
talking about whether or not there is the ability to fund it through other means, or if you have to 
self-fund it, you would be talking about a multi-million dollar project, and he is pretty sure East 
Grand Forks doesn’t have its share right now.  Vein responded that Grand Forks is in the same 
situation.  He added that he isn’t looking at self-funding, that would not be an option.  DeMers  
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said that it would mean that staff would have to look at what are the possibilities to do something 
like this.  He stated that another question he has is, is there any evidence, and he has actually 
seen evidence to the contrary, that says that shrinking lanes doesn’t make things less safe, it 
actually, to a point, makes traffic more safe, but he would like to know if the engineers have 
included such evidence to support this decision, or are they just looking at fitting it in. 
 
Vetter said that his concern all along is with farm equipment, and he thinks with the narrower 
lanes we are going to have problems moving farm equipment back and forth across that bridge.  
Powers added that he also has a concern with vehicles on the bridge when it gets slippery, just 
begging for an accident.  Vetter commented, though, that he doesn’t know if we will get 
anywhere with any of this, but that was the thing with the bike trail, we raised a lot of concerns 
with having the bike trail on the bridge as there isn’t enough room for it, but they didn’t want to 
hear anything other than that it is going on the bridge. 
 
Vein stated that, normally, a narrower width would usually slow traffic down a little bit, but he 
thinks the intent is to move traffic safely across and manage the speed limit.  DeMers 
commented, though, that we know how speed limit signs work on the bridge now, it is an 
autoban on there now.   
 
Powers asked if anyone wanted to make any recommendations on this item.  Haugen asked if we 
need to invite MnDOT staff to present to this body their rationale for their design cross-section.  
He said that he knows there has been a lot of technical communication between staff as to why a 
4-foot shoulder on either side is necessary versus more space dedicated to driving lanes.  Vein 
responded that he doesn’t think that is the issue, he thinks the rationale makes sense, when you 
only have that width to work with and you need to have a bikepath, they’ve done the best job 
they can of accommodating the bikepath, but for him it is more of a political issue, of can we 
take the savings we have from reducing the two projects to rehab projects, and use those funds to 
put in a separate structure and still accomplish the same.  He said that to him we have two 
choices, we either accept what we’ve got, or we ask for the ability to include a separate structure.   
 
Haugen reported that the risk you run would be whether a separate structure would be allowed 
within the flood project.  Vein commented that there would be a lot of details on what the height 
of the structure would be, what the impacts would be to the flood project, all of that would have 
to be taken into consideration. 
 
Powers asked if it would make sense to invite MnDOT back for further discussion.  Haugen 
responded that there are a lot of questions being asked that current staff cannot answer, so it 
might make sense to invite MnDOT to a meeting for further clarification and discussion.  He 
added that, again, there could be a reluctant commitment to even entertain assisting funding a 
separate structure, that is probably the biggest question.  Vein asked who the best people would 
be to answer that question.  Haugen responded that on the North Dakota side you would be 
talking about, if not Director Levi, then District Engineer and on the Minnesota side you are 
either going political on having to talk with the director, otherwise you would be looking at the 
District Engineer. 
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Vein commented that we didn’t have a motion by committee, or more specifically, council so 
that we have the directive to do that.  He said that he thinks the Service Safety Committee would 
probably feel pretty comfortable, and would certainly be agreeable to try to have a separate path.   
He added that he talked a bit to Todd Feland about it and he felt very comfortable that that would 
be a good solution to this, but he isn’t sure about the East Grand Forks side.  DeMers responded 
that he isn’t opposed to having a separate path, but he is real concerned about where the funding 
would come from.  Vein stated that he is looking for the funding to come from the feds, they are 
the ones doing this, they are the ones requiring it, so to him that is a significant issue and why 
they should fund it.  Vetter agreed, adding that we need to go forward, but he recalls that when 
we had the discussion of a separate bridge early on in this process we talked about putting it 
between the two bridges and were told that because it would be too far away from either bridge it 
wouldn’t meet the guidelines, so if it were closer to the Kennedy Bridge he wouldn’t have a 
problem, but again funding is the issue, and the money has to be there. 
 
Haugen suggested that we can write a letter asking a couple specific questions:  “If they could 
entertain a separate bike/ped structure, would they commit to the cost of it rather than placing it 
on the current bridge”, otherwise we can pursue it but if they aren’t willing to commit any 
funding towards it how do you make a decision you want to pursue it.   
 
Vein stated that his feeling is that we let them know that this would be our preference, including 
the funding, and that maybe we, at least on the North Dakota side he wouldn’t mind a visit with 
Grant Levi to talk about it so we can determine if there is a possibility or not.  Vetter said that we 
need to approach this from the standpoint that we are concerned about the width of the lanes, and 
the solution would be to leave the trail off the bridge, then we can get the lane width back to 
where we feel comfortable, and then we ask how we address the bike/ped issue and that would 
be to put in a separate structure.  Vein agreed, adding that we need to let them know that we are 
looking at a long-term safety issue for us.  He added that he knows that they will probably say 
that they are meeting the minimum standards, because they aren’t going to purpose anything that 
isn’t safe, but he just thinks that it is short-sighted to look at just the minimum at this point on 
this highly traveled bridge. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE DIRECTING STAFF TO 
WRITE A LETTER TO NDDOT AND MNDOT OFFICIALS INFORMING THEM OF OUR 
CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSED KENNEDY BRIDGE DESIGN, AND OFFERING 
OUR SUGGESTION THAT A SEPARATE BIKE/PED STRUCTURE BE CONSIDERED, 
AND THAT FUNDING OF THAT STRUCTURE BE PURSUED.   
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Malm, Powers, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
DeMers asked if anyone recalled what the estimated cost of a separate bike/ped structure was.  
Haugen responded that it is around $3,000,000 for a cantilevered structure, and around 
$5,000,000 for a totally separate structure. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2015 MPO SELF-CERTIFICATI ON 
 
Haugen reported that this is an annual document that the MPO has to produce.  He explained that 
there are many federal regulations, codes, etc., that we have to follow and/or achieve, and then 
we have to show in a written document how we are complying with those.  He said that staff and 
the Technical Advisory Committee are recommending approval of the 2015 MPO Self-
Certification document that shows that we are meeting the Three “C” Planning Process 
requirements. 
                             
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE 2015 MPO SELF-
CERTIFICATION DOCUMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
  
Voting Aye: DeMers, Malm, Powers, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 
FY2016-2019 T.I.P 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is the Draft T.I.P. that went out for public comment.  
He reminded the board that back in December they saw a presentation of the candidate projects, 
and this is the result of what has happened since then. 
 
Haugen referred to the document and went over the changes briefly. 
 
TRANSIT: 
 
Haugen commented that we had talked about two demand response vehicles, and we now have 
approval for three.  He pointed out that the total funding for them is $125,000, with $96,000 
federal.  He stated that he didn’t update the numbers, he is just identifying that we did get 
approval for three demand response vehicles as well as approval for funding for the Mobility 
Management Position, Ali Rood is currently in that position. 
 
Haugen said that we are still in the process; and they just opened up the application period for the  
5339 Program, so it is still our intent that we need to do a bulk replacement of the fixed route 
coaches in Grand Forks, and we are trying to get bulk approval, and they keep funding us one 
bus at a time so we still have three fixed route vehicles that need to be replaced. 
 
RECREATIONAL TRAILS: 
 
Haugen reported that no projects were submitted so we have not been awarded any funding for 
recreational trails. 
 
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM (TAP): 
 
Haugen explained that this is the consolidation of the old Safe Routes To School Program, 
Transportation Enhancement Program, and the Scenic Highways Program; and the difference 
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now is these allocations can only flow through the City of Grand Forks, previously the other 
entities could apply. 
 
Haugen reported that we submitted three projects, but as you can see only one was funded, 
however it was the top priority.  He added that the $290,000 in federal funding is the maximum 
allowed; so even though the total project cost is over $800,000, the State maxes out their 
contribution of federal funds at $290,000, so we did receive the maximum. 
 
Vein asked where this project is located.  Haugen referred to a map and pointed out that it is a 
multi-use path located along DeMers from 42nd, under the interstate, to roughly 48th Street, and is 
shown in solid red, adding that it will connect to the existing trail.   
 
DeMers asked if this project will still be done if changes are made to the rail that goes through 
here.  Kuharenko responded that there shouldn’t be any need to revise the rail in that area, so the 
only thing they need to worry about at this point in time is acquiring the easement necessary to 
get the path through there.  He added that because it is fairly narrow, and the bikepath, especially 
underneath the bridge, would have users fairly close to the roadway we would need some kind of 
separation between the trail and traffic, and because of the close proximity to the railroad tracks 
we may need some kind of separation there as well, so those costs were considered in the 
$809,000.   
 
DeMers commented that he had heard that in order to make it more manageable for BNSF they 
would like to cut the corner there, so he just didn’t know if that would cause any problem for this 
project.  Williams responded that the area Mr. DeMers is referring to is on the north side, and 
this project is on the south side of the railroad. 
 
HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP): 
 
Haugen reported that, if you recall, the City submitted four projects, the top priority was trying to 
up the ante, if you will, on a project that was already programmed, so $800,000 was already 
programmed and the City was seeking another $800,000 to do turn lane improvements and such 
on 32nd Avenue. 
 
Haugen stated that he also explained about the Local Road Safety Program, and to give you 
some idea of what these Red Light Confirmation projects were back in December; well in the 
end this is what has been funded.  He pointed out that they did fund the Systemic from the Local 
Road Safety Program.  He explained that because of the request to sort of double the effort on 
32nd Avenue the State of North Dakota has decided not to program any funding toward that 
project any longer, and they are asking the City, State, and MPO to collectively work on a more 
comprehensive approach to 32nd Avenue, so the monies we did have programmed has now been 
unprogrammed, but opportunities in the next go-around, if we reach agreement on what to 
pursue, will be available. 
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CURRENT STATUS OF PROJECTS: 
 
Haugen commented that from the Regional side, or NDDOT projects, in December we knew that 
they were deleting the turn-lane project, and that turn-lane project actually turned out to be the 
intersection at Larimore, or Highway 18 and U.S. 2.   
 
Haugen stated that originally in December they told us that they were delaying the University 
Avenue Overpass project, the repainting, but in-fact it was done this summer.  He said that they 
also told us that they were delaying the North Washington Mill and Overlay project, but they did 
that this year as well.   
 
Haugen commented that one thing they have been consistent with, however, is delaying the 
DeMers Avenue project.  He explained that with the Sorlie Bridge project going on they decided 
to delay the DeMers Avenue project from the bridge to 6th Street to 2019.   
 
Haugen said that we discussed this project last month on the U.S. 2 Study, they added this major 
reconstruction potential on U.S. 2 from 69th out to the Air Force Base.  He pointed out that it is 
listed as pending, so if monies are available it will be done in 2018, but if it isn’t it will be first in 
line for funds in 2019.  He explained that we are currently showing the total project cost, but 
NDDOT asked that we put in a note indicating what portion of the project is located within the 
MPO study area, which is roughly about 3/12’s of the project. 
 
LOCAL URBAN SIDE: 
 
Haugen reported that we had a request to do University Avenue, but that was not funded, so in 
2019 there will just be some small projects done in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks on the 
local side. 
 
REGIONAL SIDE: 
 
Haugen stated that on the regional side they are programming, again, the DeMers Avenue 
project, between the bridge and 6th Street.  He said that they have also added in a mill and 
overlay of 5th Street, or U.S. Business 2, from DeMers Avenue to Gateway Drive. 
 
ILLUSTRATIVE PROJECTS: 
 
Haugen said that for the year beyond NDDOT always asks us to start listing candidate projects, 
and we are still showing the reconstruction of the South Washington Street Underpass.  He added 
that each year this project has slipped a year, so it is now shown for FY2020.  
 
Vein asked what the scope of this project is.  Haugen responded that it essentially includes the 
area North of the DeMers Intersection to 1st Avenue North.  
 
Vein commented that, just a point of interest, he remembers asking for this project to be repaired 
in 1986.  He explained that it was noted as defective in the early 80s.   
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Haugen commented that the reason they are putting this project off is, their latest rationale is 
because the Kennedy is slipping a year, they are trying to not have too much traffic disrupted at 
one time.  He added, though, that a year ago we were looking at both bridges being major 
disruptions, so.   
 
Haugen said, just to summarize. on our Transit Capital side we are getting three projects instead 
of the two requested, but we are still hoping to get the major Fixed Route buses; for TAP we got 
one project, it is our top priority, but the other two weren’t funded; on the HSIP we ended up 
with just the systemic side, which are Red Light Running Confirmation Lights on Gateway 
Drive. 
 
Vein asked if the Red Light Running Lights, is that just having them tied together.  Haugen 
responded that they add a little color light, and a blue light is the traditional one, that, when the 
signal turns red the blue light comes on so the one officer is made aware of that, so by looking 
back at the signal if anyone is coming through the intersection he will know that they have come 
through a red light.  He added that this means that instead of having two policemen observing it 
would require only one, and they would be using the signal technology confirming the light was 
red.  Vein said, then, that this is primarily a law enforcement issue, for people going through red 
lights.  Haugen responded that it is a safety benefit because red light running is a major crash 
hazard, and Gateway Drive, through their whole analysis, Gateway Drive rose as one of the top 
corridors where we have red light running crashes occurring.  Vein asked who would be 
enforcing that.  Haugen responded it would be primarily city staff.  DeMers commented that this 
would mean needing less policemen, as you would need one versus two at the intersections. 
 
Haugen continued that the end result of the Regional Road Program, from what was submitted 
back in December is that they moved up several projects, and you will notice that at the bottom 
of the table he tried to add in the U.S. 2 from 69th to the Air Force Base change.   
 
Haugen stated that on the City side we have only talked about, perhaps, the one negative, and 
that is the University Avenue project not being funded in 2019; but if you recall in December we 
also talked about the current funding for South Columbia, 40th to 47th, and that we are only 
getting about $3,000,000.  He said that because they pushed it out a year we are asking for the 
Year of Expenditure increase, and because we aren’t getting the $2,820,000 we also decided to 
ask for the $2,820,000, thus we are showing $3,920,000 federal, and moved it up one year so it is 
now being done in 2017 instead of 2018.   
 
Haugen referred to a graphic illustrating where all the projects are.  He stated that, if you recall 
we did the environmental justice update, and we do have three projects that are within or 
touching our Environmental Justice area, so we had to write up a little section describing whether 
or not the project has an adverse impact or a positive impact, and we feel that all three areas will 
be benefited by the projects being done there.   
 
Haugen commented that, just to note, we have to do what is called an Annual Listing of 
Obligations, Appendix 1 in the document, and we noted that NDDOT is modifying our T.I.P. 
without our knowledge, so we are pointing out to them that they are sort of screwing up a bit, 
and hopefully in the future they will change their methods of modifying the T.I.P. 
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Haugen stated that in the document itself we do have these five project changes: 
 
Project #17 should have been blank.  He pointed out that throughout the project listings there are 
several that are intentionally left blank, and Project #17 has some dollar values showing, but no 
project description, and those values should not be shown. 
 
Project #20 is the Confirmation Light project on Gateway Drive.  He stated that there is actually 
$1,000 more in the total project cost then is shown, so it will be increased to $129,000 and 
spread out 80/20. 
 
Project #25 is a project on North Washington, north of Gateway Drive.  He said that we carried 
over the mill and overlay description, but they did that project this year so what they are doing in 
Project #29 is more of a surface treatment or sealcoat project. 
 
Project #27 is the Gateway Drive project from 69th.  He explained that we just have to note that 
3/12ths of the project is located within the MPO Study Area. 
 
Project #36 was the one programmed safety project we had on 32nd Avenue.   He stated that this 
project is now being dropped from the T.I.P. because the State is not programming the funds to 
that project anymore, and you will have to resubmit if you want the project done.  He added that 
they are suggesting that if we really want to make that project more multi-dimensional and more 
comprehensive we should take a bigger view of what the 32nd Avenue Corridor needs. 
 
Vein asked when is the reconstruction of 32nd Avenue anticipated.  Haugen responded that in our 
Long Range Transportation Plan it is shown in the out-year after 2030.  Haugen commented that 
we prioritized the reconstruction of South Washington, south of DeMers, over 32nd Avenue for a 
variety of reasons. 
 
Kuharenko referred back to Project #36, and commented that he thought we were going to keep 
it in because it was in the Draft T.I.P. even though NDDOT was looking at removing it because 
it would match the Draft T.I.P.  Haugen responded that that was the case, but since then the final 
decision was made that NDDOT isn’t going to fund it in 2019, so we can’t show it in our T.I.P. 
because it is not going to be funded, thus we have no reasonable expectation of funding for it, so 
the T.I.P. would not be fiscally constrained if kept in. 
 
Haugen explained that at the Technical Advisory Committee we had discussion of whether we 
should drop the project as a recommendation from the Technical Advisory Committee, and at 
that time the decision that it wouldn’t be funded was not known, but since then they informed us 
that they aren’t going to program 32nd Avenue with safety monies, so we can’t show it in our 
final T.I.P. document unless you want to commit 100% local dollars. 
 
Haugen reported that we did advertise for a public hearing at today’s meeting, and noted that 
written comments would be accepted until 11:00 a.m. this morning, but did not receive anything, 
so staff is recommending approving the Draft Final North Dakota side FY2016-2019 T.I.P. with 
these noted changes to the project listings. 
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MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT OF 
THE NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 2016-2019 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO CHANGES AS NOTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Malm, Powers, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that a public meeting was held last evening, and a Steering Committee meeting 
yesterday afternoon.  
 
Haugen referred to information included in the packet, and explained that it is a summary of the 
comments received at the July 8th Kick-Off meeting.  He stated that they had about eighteen 
people attend, and they discussed the issue of the University area having grade crossing issues.  
He said that at that time they were suggesting the priority should be this issue, but they also 
wanted us to be aware that if we can’t do anything with the grade for vehicles, perhaps we could 
address the bike/ped crossings. 
 
Haugen stated that this study is also looking at the Mill Spur to see if we can get service to the 
Mill and properties north of Gateway Drive via a different route. 
 
Haugen said that what they heard yesterday from the North Dakota State Mill is that they are sort 
of at a standstill with BNSF, primarily over negotiation of costs of service, so the proposed Mill 
Unit Train Landing Facility over on the Glasston Subdivision is also at a standstill, or at least 
isn’t moving forward very quickly. 
 
Haugen commented that, with this information, and as you see in the staff report, there is interest 
in a Trans-Load Facility being sited, most likely on the Glasston Subdivision, so in the staff 
report they did identify that the Economic Development Corporation would like to engage 
Olsson and Associates to do a trans-load market facility analysis that the EDC would finance 
100%, therefore our State and Federal partners aren’t concerned with our amending our contract 
to allow the analysis.   
 
Haugen explained that the benefit we would get would be that some of the future train traffic you 
see is somewhat dependent on whether the trans-load facility is feasible or not, so we are 
suggesting that, although due to timing constraints we don’t have an estimate from Olsson 
available today, you authorize the MPO Finance Committee to review the scope-of-work and, if 
appropriate, execute the contract amendment, which, again, will be 100% financed by an outside 
agency, we would just be a sort of conduit for the work, but we will see a benefit as well in that  
we will have a little firmer grasp, or more knowledge as to the likelihood of the trans-load 
facility impacting the Glasston line or not.  He added that the numbers shown are assuming the 
trans-load facility having some impact on the number of trains going on the Glasston Sub. 
 
Haugen pointed out that even with as many as twelve trains a day under the current train/quiet 
zone/safety index, our quiet zone would still be safe and available.  He stated that the threshold 
does move, and is modified, under a regular basis, because, based on today’s threshold, even 
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with this train traffic, and with these future volumes, our quiet zone along the Glasston 
Subdivision is still safe. 
 
Vein asked where the Glasston Subdivision is located.  Haugen responded that it is located 
parallel to 42nd Street.  Vein asked how far along north does it go.  Haugen responded that it goes 
all the way to a community named Glasston up by St. Thomas, North Dakota.   
 
Haugen commented that currently there are two unit trains utilizing the track, one is for the coal 
facility by Ardoch, and the other is for the grain elevator just south of the Washington 
interchange. 
 
Viafara reported that there were about fourteen people at last night’s public meeting, and they 
were very keen on bringing the issues with the crossings to the engineer’s attention.  He said that 
another issue of importance to the public is the presence of emergency management personnel, 
and people from the city being at these meetings as consideration of emergency events, and 
access needs to be addressed.  He added that another question  people brought to our attention is 
that they would like to know what kind of materials are bring carried by the trains.   
 
Haugen stated that what they are hearing is that on the Mill Spur, if the Mill can negotiate the 
appropriate cost of service to land unit trains, that’s their preference and what the market is really 
pushing them towards and they don’t have any property on the Mill itself, they would land at 
Glasston and use Glasston as a way to get over to the Mill.  He added that, with this, all the other 
businesses that rely on the train service of the Mill Spur, are willing, and think they can work 
well to have the train service for them to come from the north as well, via the new connection 
that the Mill will create with its new facility at Glasston. 
 
Haugen commented that BNSF is very hopeful that can work because then they obviously don’t 
have all the headache and heartache they currently have with the train traffic going on the Mill 
Spur, through the residential neighborhood and causing comments, complaints from the train 
noise, as well as the inconvenience of the track. 
 
Haugen said that in order for the Mill to land unit trains it will likely need to build a loop-track , 
and then reconnect rail line so that they can shuttle from the unit train unloading facility, shuttle 
the grain over to their mill; so with that new track connecting the Mill to its unit train, BNSF can 
service all the rest of the industries north of Gateway. 
 
Haugen reported that the Mill has expanded its output 30%, so it needs more raw material to 
come in, and the market is really forcing them to go to the unit train delivery system, but they are 
still negotiating with BNSF the actual cost to make it so the Mill is accepting that change. 
 
Vein asked how many trains go north off the mainline to the Mill each day.  Haugen responded 
that there are usually two trains, but never usually more than four.  He said that sometimes they 
have to do some double movement to ensure the Mill gets enough cars, so they are basically 
providing empty cars in the morning, and then picking up full cars, but sometimes they don’t  
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have enough empty cars in the yard so they will go up and service the Mill so they can continue 
their operation, and then do a second trip, or a third trip to get more cars up there.  He added that 
the two to four trains has been constant since we did the Mill Spur rail safety improvement as 
part of the quiet zone, and Glasston, when they established the quiet zones there were only three 
trains a day, now we are up to six trains a day on the Glasston Subdivision, with a potential for 
more. 
 
Powers said, then, that all the crossings from Gateway to 2nd Avenue North would be eliminated.  
Haugen responded that they wouldn’t be eliminated, you would just have more frequent 
blockage, and with unit trains you will have lengthier blockage.  Malm stated, though, that if you 
build this spur up there you wouldn’t have a train going up there anymore.  Haugen responded 
that you wouldn’t have any trains on the Mill Spur, but you would have more trains on the 
Glasston Subdivision.   Powers added that all the blockage you have in town would be 
eliminated.  Haugen responded that all the blockage on the mill spur would be eliminated, but 
you would be increasing the blockage on the Glasston Spur.  Williams added that it would move 
from Gateway and Washington to Gateway and 42nd. 
 
Haugen reported that the fertilizer plant has all the permits it needs, so it is now just at the mercy 
of the financial picture.  Vein commented that we already have an issue with blockage, so would 
this impact traffic on Columbia Road and 42nd; it would have to wouldn’t it because they would 
have to cross to the east side.  He asked if most of the trains come from the east or the west to go 
north.  Haugen responded that most of the traffic is from the west, but most of the trains that go 
north on the Glasston Subdivision, it is really dependent on what they are going up north for, but 
the coal unit train is the most regular one, and that comes from the west, but has to come into the 
yard and rearrange so it can go north.  He added that most of the traffic is from the west, then 
east.  Vein asked if, with this modification would we be making the issue on 42nd and DeMers 
worse rather than better.  He said that it eliminates the downtown, but are we going to add and 
have more stoppage at that location.  Haugen responded it will, explaining that with the NPN, the 
potential for a trans-load, and with the State Mill, it will have more train traffic in general, and 
more train traffic on the Glasston Subdivision, but less traffic on the Mill Spur.   
 
Discussion on the State Mill expansion ensued. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE MPO 
FINANCE COMMITTEE EXECUTE A CONTRACT AMENDMENT, IF NECESSARY, TO 
LOOK INTO THE FEASIBILITY OF A TRANS-LOAD FACILITY, WITH THE 
ADDITIONAL COST TO BE 100% FUNDED BY THE GRAND FORKS ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION. 
  
Voting Aye: DeMers, Malm, Powers, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE 2045 EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that they are at a point with the Land Use Plan where they feel they are getting 
somewhere.  She stated that they held an event where they gathered, basically, input from the 
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public on how they see how everything is going, and now we have taken that information and 
have created a map of how we think things will grow out into the future. 
 
Kouba commented that they see there is need for residential, and have included some median 
density residential where there might be a few low-rise type apartment complexes constructed; 
and have combined commercial and residential and industrial and commercial so that we get 
some density so that we aren’t spreading our services out too far in advance or jumping over 
areas, which is something they want to be very cognizant of that so we aren’t spending money 
where we don’t need to. 
 
Kouba stated that how they came up with this was by looking at population projections, figuring 
out how we are going to grow, and looked at some growth rates after which, along with the 
Steering Committee, suggested that the .9% increase is what we need to use for future growth.  
She said that in addition they looked at employment projections, and our consultant determined 
how much land would be needed for industry and for residential growth.  She explained that they 
split this into a kind of near term, which is out to 2025; and then mid-term in 2035; and long-
term in 2045. 
 
Kouba reported that by doing this split we were able to kind of pinpoint the areas where the 
growth was likely to be located, and so between the overall land use to this, shown in gray, those 
are the areas they also looked at as to what kind of land use would be, but they don’t predict out 
to 2045, that will be developed yet, but they want to make sure they are still looking out even 
beyond that to make sure the uses are compatible to each other. 
 
Kouba commented that there is nothing unusual, but a little bit on the fringe, but mostly we are 
growing, we looked at scheduling things to be growing out into areas that we definitely know are 
going to happen, and there is more compact usages so they are closer to the City, but still on the 
fringes. 
 
Kouba referred to a map that illustrates another vision of that phasing, and pointed out that you 
are seeing it all together at once, what uses will be going in where.  
 
Kouba stated that they then worked on figuring out how to give people a better concept of what 
these areas would be.  She said that they chose some pilot areas, and settled in on that northern 
location.  She added that they do know that there is one area that is already being approved to be 
developed, which has been expanded into the City, and some of it annexed already; and they 
figured that they know of at least one usage that will happen there, so they need to determine 
what the other usages will look like and how they will work together. 
 
Kouba commented that the second area is kind of looking at how the industrial/commercial 
works, and how we can get some residential close enough to the area where people can get to  
work, but distancing it enough so that single family homeowners don’t feel like they are listening 
to some sort of industrial noise background. 
 
Kouba said that the final area is in the southend of town, where they have tried to hope for the 
best and prepare for the worst, or prepare for things to stay the same.  She explained that there is  
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a desire for a Southend 32nd Avenue Bridge, of course, in East Grand Forks; and to kind of 
prepare for that they know that along with the structure a little more commercial usage of land 
will come, but they aren’t predicting it will come until that bridge is built.  She added that to 
prepare for the possibility, and also to fulfill some of the needs residents there are wanting, they 
are trying to fit some more neighborhood oriented commercial use, so it will be some smaller in 
stature type of businesses that we would see down there, so they predicted that mixing of usages. 
 
Kouba reported that the last thing they did was to go through, so they are waiting for those 
concepts to come back to us, then they will present them at another meeting at another time.   
 
Kouba commented that they have also been working on their goals and policies; and have pretty 
much established the goals, and they included them in the packet today.  She added that they will 
be going through the full goals and policies with the East Grand Forks Planning Commission at 
their October meeting to get finalized input, and will update the City Council once that has 
happened.   
 
Kouba stated that they are bringing forward all of this information to the public tonight at 5:30 
p.m., here in this room, and then will be moving forward with all their other activities; finalizing 
the plans and writing the full document. 
 
Powers asked what the exact population of East Grand Forks right now.  Kouba responded that 
right now we only have estimates, and that is roughly 8,900.  Powers asked when the census was 
done last.  Kouba responded that it was done in 2010, and that population figure was 8,604.  
Haugen explained that for East Grand Forks the past population forecast they have been using an 
annual growth rate of 1.2%, and as Ms. Kouba reported we have scaled that down to .9%.  He 
stated that the building activity this decade, to-date, just hasn’t been there to really maintain a 
1.2% growth rate, although from 2000 to 2010 there was a 1.4% annual growth, but the last years 
of that decade and the first five years of the current decade we didn’t feel that 1.4% or even 1.2% 
should be used.   
  
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that the Grand Forks Land Use Plan update is behind East Grand Forks’, in 
terms of where they are in the schedule, and that is by design.   
 
Haugen commented that a month ago they kicked-off their on-line website survey; and then last 
week they did more one-on-one public participation opportunities, so they held four events 
throughout the week: 
 
 1) Wednesday they held the formal traditional open house at Grand Forks City Hall  
  – About fifteen people attended.   
 2) Thursday evening they held the first of what they termed “pop-up events”, which  
  is essentially rather than having people come to you, you go to the people.  This  
  first event was held at the French Fry Feed. 
 3) Friday evening they were at the JLG Rocks event at the Town Square, Downtown 
  Grand Forks. 
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 4) Saturday morning they were at the Farmer’s Market in the Town Square,   
  Downtown Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen explained that they were basically using three tools; two of them were asking people to 
give them their top three or top five priorities on these type of bold statements, or policy 
statements, and have them place dots on them; and the other was a map of Grand Forks that they 
asked people to identify on it the places they really love that we should protect and try to 
replicate, the places they feel we really need to pay attention to, identify what those are, and then 
to also identify any other thoughts they might have concerning land use. 
 
Haugen stated that with those events having taken place just last week the consulting team is still 
assembling the product.  He added that they are working with the Grand Forks Land Use Sub-
committee of their Planning and Zoning Committee, but have had some challenges in getting the 
members together, trying to meet with them twice, but both times only one member has shown 
up at the meeting.  He said that they do have a Technical Memorandum out for their review, and 
are waiting for that committee to give us some feedback on it before we release it, so they hope 
to have a video conference with that committee on Monday at 4:00. 
 
Haugen commented that one of the big questions they have on the Grand Forks side is the annual 
rate of growth.  He said that the actual recent building permit activity would indicate a more 
aggressive growth rate than we have ever experienced in the past, so they are kind of struggling 
and hoping for better guidance on what they should use. 
 
Haugen reported that during the 2000 to 2010 decade they had a .7% annual growth, but the 
recent building activity would suggest a 2% to 2.5% growth rate, so that is a big jump, thus they 
are trying to get a little more comfortable feel from the Land Use Sub-committee as to what rate 
they would like us to consider. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE PERFORMANCE MONITORING REPO RT 
 
Viafara reported that in the packet you will see three examples of a Performance Measure 
Report.   
 
Viafara referred to the three reports and pointed out that the first one is the one that we are 
working on; the second one is the one that they got from the Fargo/Moorhead COG; and the third 
one is the Minnesota 2012 Scorecard.   
 
Viafara explained that for the last two months MPO staff has been working on implementing 
this.  He said that they have considered all the goals and objectives included in the 2040 Long 
Range Transportation Plan, and have reviewed MAP-21 goals and measures, and little by little 
they have been able to define key purposes and objectives in all the data collection and activities 
to support the development of the Vital Metrics Dashboard report for the Grand Forks/East 
Grand Forks MPO. 
 
Viafara stated that we are now developing a list of components on demographics and are doing 
the transit evaluation.  He explained that the final idea is to establish a way to allow us to  
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monitor, evaluate and visualize the condition and performance of the transportation system as 
expressed by the community and demographic indicators  linking the planning area to the 
national and regional goals and local goals.   
 
Viafara reported that at the moment they are just putting together these two areas demographics 
and transit, and they expect to have a list ready for the next meeting for your review and 
consideration.  
 
Haugen commented that, just to identify, again, why we are doing this, is because MAP-21 is 
requiring us to do performance based planning, so we have identified in the plan what our 
performance measures are, and what our targets are, and now we are trying to report our 
progression towards those performances, so this will be our first performance based report. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
CHAIRMAN POWERS DECLARED THE SEPTEMBER 16TH, 2015, MEETING OF THE 
MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD WAS ADJOURNED AT 1:31 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


