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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, June 17th, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the June 17th, 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 (via conference phone), Steve Adams, 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. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 20 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE MAY 20TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the only news he has is that Minnesota has decided that they will show the 
Kennedy Bridge project in the 2017 year of the next T.I.P./S.T.I.P., whereas North Dakota will 
keep it in 2016.  He explained that all this is is just a timing of one more State Fiscal Year on the 
Minnesota side, but there won’t be any changes to the project schedule itself, it is just a financial 
thing. 
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 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that you are all already aware, particularly if you crossed it recently, that traffic 
control is set up for the project.  He said that the only other information he has is that North 
Dakota Cultural Resources will lead the development of the policy on when the color of the 
lights can be changed, including the days, the colors allowed, etc., which has to be coordinated 
with multiple partners, and North Dakota Cultural Resources will lead that.  Powers commented 
that he thought they did this downtown.  Haugen responded that what has been approved is the 
ability to change the color of the lights, now they have to reach an agreement as to what days 
will be allowed to have different colors as well as what color schemes or combinations will be 
allowed.  Powers asked how many people sign off on this.  Haugen responded that the two cities, 
the two states, and at least one local historic preservation commission, and possibility both State 
Historical Societies.  Malm asked how many people were hired to do that job.  Haugen 
responded that unless they are using KLJ to help them with this it is all just current staff person 
from multiple parties.  
 
DeMers asked if he was correct that the lead on the Kennedy is MnDOT.  Haugen responded that 
he is correct.  He added that SRF is the consulting firm on the Kennedy and KLJ is the firm on 
the Sorlie. 
 
Haugen commented that they did ask if there were any dollars left on the table since the bid came 
in substantially less than what was programmed, and the short answer was that there wasn’t. 
 
Haugen reported that the staff report did originally have July 15th as the starting date of the 
project, but it has since been corrected to June 15th. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF EGF FUNCTIONAL RECLASSIFICATI ON 
 
Kouba reminded the board that back in the first part of 2014 MnDOT started a process of 
reviewing all of the functional classifications throughout the State.  She said that they set up 
processes of how they were going to do that, and the MPO has been involved in this process and 
have presented most of the information to this body concerning the decision as to which 
classifications were changed and which weren’t.  She stated that in the end we had only two 
sections of roadway changed; U.S. 220 and Bygland Road.  She explained that both were 
functionally classified as Principle Arterials, but the State determined they should be Minor 
Arterials.  She said that we had to go through an arbitration process as we disagreed with this 
change, but ultimately the decision was that they would become Minor Arterials. 
 
Kouba reported that we have the updated, agreed upon functional classified map, and staff is 
looking for approval of that map.   
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 
2015 FUNCATIONAL CLASSIFICATION FOR THE CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
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Malm asked what the effect of going from a Principle Arterial to a Minor Arterial classification.  
Haugen responded that the major federal funding program is the National Highway, and 
dropping these from a Principle Arterial to a Minor Arterial eliminates eligibility from getting 
funding from that program, so for 220 North the ultimate effect might not be so much because it 
is a State Trunk Highway, and the State DOT controls the bulk of the money, but for Bygland 
Road, having dropped from a Principle Arterial to a Minor Arterial does lessen the ability to 
receive funding from the program that has the most money in it.  He added that having it be a 
local road, in the context of competing against National Highway System roadways, he thinks it 
probably didn’t have much chance of getting any funding anyway. 
 
Vein asked where the arbitration took place.  Haugen responded that the arbitration was done by 
a committee of City, County, Regional Development Commission, and someone from MnDOT, 
and they met and arbitrated five different cases.  He stated that Rich Sanders, Polk County 
Engineer, was the County representative.  He said that they did not allow any oral presentations, 
so we had to submit written documentation, and they reviewed what was written.  He added that 
when they entered into the process we knew that MnDOT was agreeable to allow a third party, 
neutral to make a final decision, and they decided to side with MnDOT. 
 
Strandell asked if the ADT was the biggest factor in the decision.  Haugen responded that for 
Bygland Road ADT was the biggest factor, but for 220 North it was a statewide policy that came 
into play.  He explained that MnDOT was not consistent across their districts as to how they 
treated, what they call “Stub Principle Arterials”.  He said that what they mean by “Stub 
Principle Arterials” is that for this one mile stretch it was a Principle Arterial, but 220 North 
elsewhere in the State was not a Principle Arterial, so their statewide policy decision, after they 
initiated this process and found this consistency, they instituted a policy that there wouldn’t be 
any more Stub Principle Arterials on State Highways, so that is why they changed 220 North. 
 
DeMers asked if there was anything you can do with functional classifications that would set up 
anything for like a southend bridge, or something like that, or is it all kind of history based.  
Haugen responded that this is the current functional classification map, which shows both current 
and future, it is still technically in place, and he highlighted the future roadway what you are 
talking about.  He stated that the map that we are about to approve and adopt, you will see that 
there are no future designations.  He explained that MnDOT and Federal Highways guidance is 
that future designation is really only a five year at most future, and we really have no roadways 
in our five year plan to show, whereas this other map is from our Long Range Transportation 
Plan where, obviously the future is more than five years, and so this is the alignment that is in 
our transportation plan, which isn’t impacted by your action today.  DeMers commented that he 
just wanted to make sure that there wasn’t any planning type of tools, it is more what is.  Haugen 
stated that the planning tools are in place. 
 
DeMers asked, if we don’t approve this would we be putting ourselves in any kind of funding 
jeopardy.  Haugen responded that we would have to go through some kind of arbitration process 
with Federal Highways being the arbitrator, and that would put us in a position where MnDOT 
wouldn’t be approving anything of ours until we acquiesce to their functional classifications. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that in the staff report, and also in an e-mail he sent he highlighted that there 
might be a request to amend our contract with KLJ, particularly regarding the Airport 
Intersection with U.S. Highway 2. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that access to the final report is included, as well 
as the Executive Summary and comments received after our last open house.  He said that most 
of the comments had to deal with the issue of just lowering the speed limit out there, and keep 
the signals in place.  He stated that they tried to beef up the report and add information that 
explains that lowering the speed limit doesn’t have the effect people think it does, and in fact the 
speed limit out there was lowered from 70 mph to 55 mph, but the traffic continues to go 70 so 
lowering it to 40 mph or 45 mph wouldn’t have the effect people think it would. 
 
Haugen said that he personally met with the Airport Authority over the last two months to go 
over the report, to talk about all of the intersection alternatives they had for the Airport 
Intersection, but in the end they decided that they would send another letter to the NDDOT 
outlining three points that they wanted to make at this time.  He explained that when we started 
this study they sent a letter to the DOT saying that the R-Cut option, or the median closure with 
the u-turns on either side was a predetermined done deal and they were criticizing why we are 
doing a study if that is all we are going to consider, but now they are sending a letter stating that 
they recognize there is a safety issue at the intersection, and something should be done.  He said 
that they also have a longer term goal of having a grade separation out there, recognizing that in 
the time frame of this study out to 2040, it can’t be justified, they acknowledge that but they still 
want it known that in the long term they still want this.  He commented that their third point is 
that all of our options were modifying the intersection, or removing the direct through 
movements, and they want it known that they want to still explore alternatives that allow through 
movement.   
 
Haugen commented that staff met a couple of times to sort of see if we can make a report 
change, or somehow give the Airport Authority the ability to help us see if there are alternatives 
out there, and evaluate them as to whether or not there is anything better than what we have 
already looked at.  He said that that is the amendment of possibility to the contract. He added that 
they all basically agreed that we would prefer to have one report that would be the go-to report, 
and that there wouldn’t be separate competing reports out there, or separate documents out there 
and so that is why we negotiated a potential amendment to the KLJ contract. 
 
Haugen stated that he did email this potential amendment, the scope-of-work, to this body.  He 
said that it is the opinion of the NDDOT staff, the MPO staff, and KLJ staff that, to the best of 
our knowledge, there are no other alternatives out there that haven’t been explored, and so what 
the amendment was going to do was to allow the Airport Authority and all of the interest out 
there at the Airport, along with other staff and members who wanted to go through a workshop 
exercise of trying to identify any alternatives and lay out the pros and cons of all the alternatives 
already looked at, and if by chance there are some alternatives that have some promise that we 
would have KLJ go through the exercise of the more rigorous analysis of them, similar to the 
alternatives that we did take further along in the report. 
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Haugen said that the Airport Authority, in their letter, indicated that they would be willing to pay 
all the costs involved in doing this, and so that helped us engage KLJ with the possibility of 
doing the amendment.  He added, however, that during all of the meetings held concerning this 
the Airport Director was out of town, and once he returned he has indicated that he feels that 
perhaps the Airport Authority would rather retain their own consultant, outside KLJ, to bring in 
more independent views to the process. 
 
Haugen stated that staff’s recommendation is, if this is the approach the Airport wants to go with, 
the Executive Policy Board authorize us to amend the contract and get this done.  He commented 
that there is no cost to the MPO.  He added that another thing is that it will still all be self-
contained in one report, and ultimately if there is an alternative out there that has merit, we will 
give it more of an apples to apples comparison to everything else that is in the report.  He said 
that they have everything ready for signature, we just need the Airport to tell us that this is the 
way they want to go to finance it.  He stated that if the Airport wants to go another way, then 
your action today is moot, it is only contingent on upon them wanting to pay for this scope of 
service. 
 
Malm commented that the Airport Authority meets next week, and they will get more of a 
background on what the Director has to say.  He said that the thing they are trying to ensure is 
that the crossing will remain open because in the future, not five year, but maybe twenty that is 
going to be a necessity as the City grows, to allow access for an overpass or underpass at that 
time.  He added that to them all the other alternative have very big flaws because you end up 
having to cross four lanes of traffic.  He said that in any event they haven’t held their final 
discussion on this yet, they have a meeting next week, and he will bring this up at that time, but 
they will probably pay the cost of the consultant. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE A POSSIBLE AMENDMENT 
#1 TO THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Malm stated that he would prefer to wait until the Airport Authority comes back and says what 
they want to do because then we are just going to have to come back and do it all over again.  
Haugen responded that if they want to retain their own consultant, he wonders how we will work 
that consultant’s product into the report.  Malm said that that is what he means, he thinks we 
need more time to take a look at this.  He added that he doesn’t agree with the statistics at all.  He 
said there are some relatively easy ones to put into place, like proper signage, because the 
signage stinks out there. 
 
Vein reported that what he was thinking when he made the motion was, if you decide to go a 
different direction you are certainly able to do it, but if you do want to go this way we are putting 
up the opportunity for you to do it through this amendment and it gives you, still, the ability to 
go either way, and if you agree it doesn’t have to come back here again.  He said that his thought 
would have to impact on what the Airport wants to do it would just make this process flow.  
Malm responded that he understands what Mr. Vein’s thinking is, but having sat here for a few 
years it seems like if somebody makes a decision and it puts a barrier in somebody else’s way in 
a hurry, that you got to fight around it. 
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Haugen commented that another option, and you have done this in the past, is to authorize the 
Finance Committee to act on the full board’s behalf, so you could defer to the Finance 
Committee that, whatever decision the Airport decides a week from now, have the Finance 
Committee meet and make the appropriate MPO action or reaction to that decision.  He 
explained that what he is trying to achieve here is, we seem to agree there is an issue out here 
that needs to have some funds programmed towards it.  He said that what he is concerned with is, 
if the Airport Authority, in particular, and the State DOT do not agree on the approach, no one 
will want to take the risk of putting money into the program towards a project that will have a lot 
of complications and potential “do nothing” report out of it because there are a lot of issues and 
needs to which they will gravitate those funds toward, so he is trying to make sure that we get 
money programmed to this intersection to address the issues.   
 
DeMers stated that one of the things he thinks is, to your point is, maybe by doing this it kind of 
forces people to make a decision, and put those ideas out there.  He added that sometimes he 
thinks that constraint is the best tool for production, and by the MPO kind of saying “let’s hear 
what you have to say” he thinks maybe it allows people to put those considerations into effect 
sooner than later. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: Malm. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW I TEMS 
 
Haugen reported that this is the conclusion of the process that started last November, that we 
informed you of, whereby Federal Highway gave us a short period of time to answer about 
twenty-four questions on how our financial management deals with their federal funds.  He said 
that this is part of a statewide review that Federal Highway did with the other two MPOs and the 
NDDOT. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a document that is bigger and broader than any of the 
documentation provided to you, that shows everything they looked at, but he tried to limit it to 
just what was pertinent to us.   
 
Haugen pointed out that there were seven things they really wanted a report on.  He said that we 
had things in three of the seven, and included in the packet were the items of specific interest to 
us that we needed to take action on.   
 
Haugen said that the first one had to deal with what they felt was an improper use of their federal 
funds to purchase a refrigerator.  He said that we have since credited them for those monies, 
paying it out of our local pot of funds. 
 
Haugen stated that the second item is still under resolution, and it is a meal that we provided to 
the U.S. #2 Corridor Steering Committee.  He explained that Federal Highway is contesting 
whether it was a proper meal to provide.  He said that we tried to provide them with the proper 
documentation/justification, but it is still under their review, but if they decide that they are firm 
in their decision that it isn’t eligible for federal funds, then, again, we will pay it back with local 
funds. 
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Haugen commented that the third item involved some improper coding of some invoices, and 
that, too, has been rectified. 
 
Haugen said that the next issues had to deal with forms and processes.  He pointed out that he 
included draft policies/procedures/forms in the packet that we have developed.  He added that 
the Finance Committee met on Monday and they are recommending that you approve them. 
 
Haugen stated that the first one deals with purchasing supplies and equipment.  He explained that 
when we were housed in Grand Forks we were utilizing the procedures that Grand Forks had at 
that time, and didn’t have anything MPO specific, but now we do. 
 
Haugen pointed out that for travel we did have something written down, but, again, it was based 
on what Grand Forks had, and Federal Highway asked that we make it more MPO specific, so 
we made modifications to our travel policies and procedures. 
 
Haugen commented that another issue had to deal with the timeliness of getting the Executive 
Director’s timesheet and travel requests signed, which the Chairman signs, and that has been 
rectified as well. 
 
Haugen stated that another one dealt with petty cash.  He explained that back when we were in 
Grand Forks, and before the advent of the web and electronic versions of everything, we were 
selling our planning documents, and other things, and a lot of people paid cash so we kept $75.00 
in our petty cash fund to deal with those cash transactions, but Federal Highway suggested that 
we eliminate it so we have done that. 
 
Haugen reported that we are seeking approval of the forms and policies and procedures 
submitted. 
 
DeMers asked if Mr. Haugen had any idea of what this audit cost.  Haugen responded that it took 
approximately ten hours of our staff time in November, it took us probably another eight hours 
of our time going over some draft documents and being involved in a teleconference call that 
took place, as well as another four or so hours to develop these forms, so at our end it was the 
cost of Peggy and my time.  DeMers said that his point is that it is important that we audit 
ourselves, but they basically came up with $536 worth of items, and he would guarantee that the 
cost of the audit was at least ten times that amount, so although we do need to self-regulate, and 
we do need to have outside eyes and independent opinions, but it seems like that is the culture 
that we run into these days, we hear about all their overages and government expenditures, and 
sometimes maybe we need to stop looking at ourselves sometimes.   
 
Vein asked how often they do these audits.  Haugen responded that this is the first one that he 
has ever been involved with, and he has been with the MPO over twenty years.  He added that 
the other two MPOs probably had bigger issues then we did that were identified through this 
process.  He said that the NDDOT was involved, and they had some issues that Federal Highway 
identified for them, so of the four entities we were probably the shining light.  DeMers said, 
again, that he understands the need for outside independent audits and those types of things, but 
we have to also realize that sometimes the financial gains aren’t necessarily what they may 
appear to be. 
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Vetter referred to the travel expense policies and procedures, under the Per Diem meals section, 
we don’t specify in there that if they leave town before 7:00 a.m. they will get reimbursed for 
breakfast, or if they come back after 6:00 p.m. they will get reimbursed for the supper meal.  He 
said that it is shown on the travel voucher, but he is wondering if we don’t want to spell that out 
in the actual policies and procedures as well.  Haugen said that we can do that. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FHWA FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT REVIEW ACTION PLAN, AND TO ADOPT THE 
POLICIES/PROCEDURES, AND FORMS, SUBJECT TO THE CHANGES AS 
DISCUSSED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FY2015 WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
 
Viafara reported that he included information in the packets that describes one by one all the 
projects that at the moment are being implemented for funds by the MPO.  He said that each 
project gives you a complete schedule of activities by task, and also gives you an idea who to 
consult on the project, and the beginning and end dates for the project.   
 
Viafara commented that the idea behind providing you with this information is to facilitate a way 
for you to follow up on each one of the projects, so you can track goods and services that you 
will be receiving, and basically to ensure you’re getting information on time and keeping up with 
each one of the projects. 
 
Viafara stated that this document was submitted for consideration at the previous Technical 
Advisory Committee, and we were fortunate enough to get some comments.  He said that he is 
currently working on advancing a couple of comments made by stakeholders and committee 
members and hopes to have an updated version at your next meeting. 
 
Powers asked if the traffic count project is ongoing, or is it all there.  Haugen responded that 
there is a third phase, and that is to try to incorporate County and East Grand Forks signal 
locations.  He said that they are trying to communicate with MnDOT to try to get that set up and 
in place.  He added that there have been some Grand Forks signals that they expect will be on-
line soon so they can capture data there as well. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON UPCOMING MEETINGS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and went over the upcoming meeting schedule: 
 
1) EGF Land Use Plan Update 2045 – Open House on Thursday, June 18th from 5:00 to 
 7:00 p.m. at the Riverwalk Center at 211 DeMers Avenue, EGF. 
 
2) GF Land Use Plan Update 2045 – Open House Thursday, June 18th from 5:30 – 8:00 p.m. 
 in Rom A102, Grand Forks City Hall, 255 North 4th Street, Grand Forks 
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3) Glasston Railroad Crossing Study – Steering Committee Kick-off meeting on July 8th at 
 10:30 a.m. at the Dakota Hall, 1015 North 43rd Street, Grand Forks; and the Public open 
 house will be held on the 9th in the Grand Forks City Council Chambers, 255 North 4th 
 Street, Grand Forks.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 17TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:48 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


