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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, February 18th, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the February 18th, 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:  Steve Adams, Mike Powers, Clarence 
Vetter, Marc DeMers, Jeannie Mock, and Warren Strandell.   
 
Absent were:  Ken Vein and Gary Malm. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering; Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering; and David 
Kuharenko, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 21 ST, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 21ST, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and reported that MNDOT is still in negotiations with its 
preferred consultant to do the design study on the Kennedy Bridge.   
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Haugen commented that there is some information that may impact the Kennedy Bridge.  He 
explained that Governor Dayton’s $6 Billion Dollar Transportation proposal includes a list of 
projects, one of which is the reconstruction of the bridge on 4th Street.  He stated that, as you will 
recall, one of the issues we have been discussing with MnDOT is the low area, and one of the 
controlling aspects has been the height of this bridge, so if in fact it is included as part of a 
package, and there is ultimately a new bridge at 4th Street, it would offer an opportunity to make 
more advancement on the road raise issue on the East Grand Forks side.  He added, however, 
that reconstruction of the bridge at 4th Street still has a lot of hurdles that would need to be met, 
including the rehabilitation of the Kennedy itself, so, again, we are waiting for MnDOT to get a 
consultant on board to start design work, and go through the other processes to get it out for 
bidding.  He said that they are still talking about the project being done in 2016.  
 
Information only. 
  
   Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and stated that one issue is the “dips” in the approaches on 
both ends of the bridge.  He explained that they are continuing to try to have discussions with 
both the NDDOT and MnDOT, and the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks about 
whether it is part of the bridge project, or if it will be done at all this year.  He said that at the 
Technical Advisory Committee last week, the District Engineer from North Dakota did not have 
too much information on the possibility, and MnDOT staff, who normally would attend our 
Technical Advisory Committee meetings, did not have any information either so the short 
answer is that there is still hope that it can be accomplished with a temporary fill this 
construction season, and then a more permanent fix might be available when the NDDOT does 
work on DeMers Avenue in 2019, at which time we will try to engage MnDOT to do the same 
on the East Grand Forks side of the bridge. 
  
Haugen reported that on the signature features it has come down to a lighting concept.  He 
explained that KLJ met with the Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission a week ago, and 
also met with a group of people this morning, and submitted their proposed lighting plan.  He 
referred to slides illustrating the existing lighting, and the proposed lighting plan and went over 
the proposed plan briefly. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating early lighting on the bridge and explained that the Historic 
Preservation Commission felt that it was probably an orphan set of lights from a different 
structure that were attached to the bridge at some time.  He pointed out that it also hung lower 
than the lowest steel beam, so for this design they felt that it probably wasn’t the right way to go 
to try to replicate what was there back then.  DeMers said, then, that it is not really history, its 
selective history.  Haugen responded that they either go back to trying to replicate the original, or 
they go the opposite approach by not trying to make it a fake historic issue, so they did look at 
what was there historically, but for many reasons they decided not to try to replicate history and 
are now going with more modern LED lighting. 
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Haugen commented that the motion that passed at the Historic Preservation Commission meeting 
basically said that they go along with the proposed lighting plan, that it has no adverse effect, but 
that there has to be a policy developed that will spell out how that lighting will be illuminated, 
particularly the different color options, and when it will be used, etc.  Mock asked who would 
make that policy.  Haugen responded that ultimately there will be a group of people, those listed 
in the motion, that will draft a policy and submit it to all the groups involved in this process for 
approval.   
 
Mock asked if when they use colored lighting it will still provide enough light for pedestrians to 
still be able to see adequately.  Haugen responded that KLJ is still finalizing that aspect of the 
lighting, but technology is such that one set of lights will remain white while another set can be 
colored, so there should be adequate lighting . 
 
Haugen reported that the budget, so far, for the lights has stayed within the $150,000 allocated to 
it. 
 
Haugen said that the expectation is that the next step will be to give presentations to both City 
Councils to get their concurrence with this proposal.  He said that on the North Dakota side there 
is a 10% match of North Dakota’s 50% cost share of the total project; and on the Minnesota side 
there is a 0% match for East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen reported that one thing they will not do is illuminate any of the trails underneath the 
bridge, that will not be part of this project.   
 
Yavarow stated that the bid date is April 10th for this project. 
 
Further discussion on lighting options/issues ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that he would expect that at either one of your March City Council meetings 
you will have your staff report and a request to concur with the project and the lighting plan.  He 
added that he would imagine you will also be asked to nominate people to start working on the 
policy. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2015 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENTS 
 
Haugen reported that last week they did advertise for public comment on the proposed T.I.P. 
amendments, and also provided for people to provide written comments as well.  He said that no 
one showed up at the public hearing and no written comments were received. 
 
Haugen stated that the bulk of these T.I.P. amendments are administrative things that we need to 
do.  He said that the real big one affects the Sorlie Bridge, however, just to comment on some of 
the other amendments, for the Grand Forks Cities Area Transit there are three things that we  
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need to amend.  He reported that first, back when we developed the T.I.P., we identified some 
requests for funding, and those awards have since been announced.  Haugen stated that we 
originally asked for five fixed route coach replacements, but only one was funded so we have to 
show the actual amount awarded; and they also requested two demand response vehicle 
replacements, but only one was funded, so again we have to show the actual amount awarded for 
that replacement vehicle.  He added that finally the continuation of the Mobility Manager 
position was funded as well.   
 
Haugen stated that, again, the big item was the Sorlie Bridge, and that it is being moved from 
2018 into 2015, and the project estimate is $5.1 million dollars and does include the signature 
feature, or the lighting aspect of it.  He said that on the North Dakota side they are using federal 
funds and on the Minnesota side they are using State Bridge Bond monies.  He added that on the 
North Dakota side there is a required local match from the City of Grand Forks, but there is no 
local match required for the City of East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen commented that there are a couple of things on the Minnesota side that we need to 
amend into the T.I.P. beside the Sorlie:   
 
 1) The Good Samaritan Home applied for, and was awarded $60,000 in federal  
  funds to replace a van that they purchased 12 to 15 years ago, also with federal  
  funds.  This needs to be included in the T.I.P. in order for them to actually access  
  the federal award. 
 
 2) A district wide reflective curve delineation signs.  As part of MnDOT’s use of  
  safety funds they determined that it is appropriate to put in chevron signs at  
  critical curves throughout their system, and they plan on putting them on U.S. 2  
  out be the shop and at the intersection with Business 2 at two places.  These also  
  have to be included in our T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE FY2015 
ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENTS AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG 
RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITY  TO CONDUCT 
THE NORTH GRAND FORKS AT-GRADE RAILROAD CROSSING MI TIGATION 
STRATEGY STUDY 
 
Haugen referred to a map of the areas being discussed and went over the proposed study briefly.  
 
Haugen reported that around the first of the year, the North Dakota State Mill approached the 
MPO staff and informed us that they are going to increase their capacity 30%.  He said that they 
also indicated that they needed to find a way to get increased grain to their mill, and the Mill 
Spur has a severe limitation on its ability to handle unit trains. 
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Haugen commented that, if you remember, we did a Freight Rail Access Study a year ago, and 
they worked independent of that and identified a site in the Glasston Subdivision where they 
could purchase enough land to be able to develop a loop system so that a unit train could be 
landed, and they would then shuttle the unit cars back over to the mill using a new railroad route 
that would be connected from the north of the Mill Spur to get in and out. 
 
Haugen stated that their request to the MPO was primarily to work with the other users of the 
Mill Spur to see if they would welcome their idea of eliminating a portion of the mill spur, have 
it abandoned and removed, and have all of the train service coming into the area north of 
Gateway Drive use this new route that they would have to create for them to continue 30% more 
production of flour and other materials out of the mill. 
 
Haugen said that the MPO worked with the NDDOT and got them to agree that, yes, we can 
work with the Mill and the properties that are currently served by the mill to see if they can reach 
an agreement on this northern route.  He added that we also need to work on getting people 
engaged with what is happening at the three crossings on the Glasston Subdivision; University 
Avenue, 6th Avenue, and Gateway Drive.  He commented that the Technical Advisory 
Committee, at their meeting last week, added in 27th Avenue, and we were always going to look 
at a new railroad crossing at North Washington, so the study before you is to look at these five 
crossings, four existing and one new one, to see what mitigations we can do because of the 
increased conflict that will occur between trains, particularly unit trains, and traffic, and also 
work with the Mill Spur properties to try to get abandonment of the Mill Spur area. 
 
Haugen reiterated that they have worked with the NDDOT and Federal Highway on the language 
of the scope, and also with the modifications from the Technical Advisory Committee, and are 
asking this body to authorize the MPO staff to release an RFP to engage a consultant to do this 
study.  
 
Haugen said that the Mill itself has their consultant finalizing, our Freight Rail Access Study 
identified a potential for a unit train to land in this area, and their work identified an area 
essentially a mile north, so their consultants, in working with the, again, the local DOT, City, 
County, Township officials, will finalize which of these two will be their new route the way the 
new landing spur will match up with the Mill Spur, at their cost, and we will just engage on the 
new crossing of Washington.  He added that as part of their discussions with BNSF, BNSF told 
them that it would be nice if they could get the west wide and rebuilt at 42nd and DeMers, 
because currently all of the unit trains that go on the Glasston Sub, all the trains have to come 
into the yard and then come back out, so from BNSF’s perspective it would make their operation 
easier if all of the western portion could be rebuilt, so their consultant is looking at whether that 
is practicable given the development UND has on the western side of 42nd Street. 
 
Haugen commented that part of our RFP identifies that we will engage a consultant, and they 
will inform us if we do any mitigation on University Avenue or 6th Avenue, what impact, if any, 
it will have on the proposed 42nd Street Grade Separation. 
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Haugen reported that we are tagging along with the NPN, and the NPN will also introduce 
increased train traffic on the Glasston Sub.  He explained that the NPN is the nitrogen plant, and 
it will introduce unit trains, obviously the mill will introduce unit trains, there already are unit 
trains for your main facilities and also for American Crystal’s coal near Minto, so that is why we 
were encouraged to look at what mitigations with all the increased train traffic, with the critical 
routes that the Glasston Sub blocks when trains are using it, and see if we can’t get a positive 
response on the proposed abandonment of the Mill Spur line through the Near North 
Neighborhood in Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen commented that they think they have worked out all of the concerns, and have a scope of 
work that has been approved and recommended to this body by both the Technical Advisory 
Committee and staff, and our federal and state partners, so we are asking the Executive Policy 
Board to authorize staff to release an RFP to engage a consultant on this study. 
 
DeMers pointed out that it looks like on the west side the rail is kind of, in some sense, retreating 
west and moving north, would there be an incentive or possibility of changing the route, if 
everything is going north on Glasston, would there be some incentive to try to bypass East Grand 
Forks and come back on the east side of East Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that from BNSF’s 
perspective, no.  He explained that their focus and push is on the routes that are servicing the 
Bakken Oil movement, and millions of dollars are being invested on that, so from their 
perspective the main line is fine and serviceable for their future needs.   
 
Haugen commented that further up there is a line that does cross, maybe north of Oslo.  DeMers 
stated that they wouldn’t want to eliminate service for businesses in East Grand Forks, but just 
knowing we have that central corridor plan trying to mitigate how you get north/south traffic to 
East Grand Forks, he would think that if you could eliminate at least the downtown area and rail, 
there is a lot of space there that could be used for ???.  Haugen agreed, but added that perhaps the 
most controlling thing is the yard itself, it is just a natural flow.  He added that there will be some 
increased north movement, but the predominant flow will still be ??? and south, and a little more 
coming into the yard and continuing through.   
 
Haugen stated that they will explore with BNSF, and their engagement and involvement in the 
study that we are asking you to authorize, about giving us some future potential plans of coming 
from the north.  DeMers commented that he thinks it is also, the buzz, whether it is at the State 
level or Federal, is on rail safety also, so there may be several opportunities to look at Federal or 
State funding to move it out of ???, so it is something that hasn’t been formalized yet, obviously, 
but it is something that we should maybe prepare for. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING MPO 
STAFF TO RELEASE AN RFP FOR THE NORTH GRAND FORKS AT-GRADE 
RAILROAD CROSSING MITIGATION STUDY. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that there have been a few changes to our Transit Development Plan that 
required we do an update.   
 
Kouba said that these changes were due to projects or partial projects being moved from the 
illustrative project list to FY2014, and to significant changes in the operating cost due to an 
increase in driver salaries.  She added that the planned 30-minute headway has been taken out of 
the budget and the vehicles that were to be purchased have been taken out of the capital 
improvements list as the amount of expended FTA funding for capital replacement vehicles was 
reduced by half.   
 
Kouba referred to the tables and proposed route changes, included in the packet, and went over 
the changes briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that at some point they will be going through both cities’ Planning 
Commissions and City Councils for adoption of these changes to the transit system and part of 
the Long Range Transportation Plan document. 
 
DeMers asked if there would be any sense to changing the direction of Route 11.  He said that 
this thought on this is that it looks like it would primarily service Northland, so if someone was 
transferring, instead of riding everywhere else and then going to Northland, it almost looks like it 
would be a direct shot to Northland.  Kouba responded that the truth is is that Northland is pretty 
much served on the half hour in reality because Route 10 gets up there as well, so it is staggered 
enough that they have plenty of service, so they would like to continue focusing on the south end 
for Route 11. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that we will hold our second public open house next Tuesday, February 24th, at 
the Ramada Inn.  He stated that the Steering Committee met a couple of weeks ago, and they 
helped them walk through some alternatives and narrow them down to present them to the 
public.  Haugen referred to the packet and said that a more detailed documentation was included.   
 
Haugen commented that they are looking at a couple of alternatives at Airport Drive.  He added 
that there are two issues they are trying to solve; one is an identified safety issue, and the other is 
if we do nothing we will have a level of service in the future that isn’t acceptable.   
 
Haugen explained that they looked at the alternatives using a four step process: 
 
 1) Brainstorm Solutions 
 2) Discard Alternatives that don’t reduce crash potential. 
 3) Discard Alternatives that don’t meet LOS standards. 
 4) Environmental Impacts Scoring. 
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Haugen went over the alternatives briefly: 
 
A) Do nothing. 
 
B) Dynamic Speed Display Signs (DSD) – Lowest priced alternative. 
 
C) Intersection Conflict Warning System (ICWS) -  These are being used in Minnesota and 
 have a fairly low cost. 
  
D) Reduced Crossing U-Turn Intersection (RCUT) – Haugen referred to a slide illustrating 
 this alternative and explained that under this configuration the through movements and 
 the left-outs would be eliminated; the through movements would occur by coming to the 
 new median cuts and your left turns would initially go the opposite direction to make the 
 final movement they wish to do.  He added that there would be new lanes created to help 
 with the weave taking place, to separate the slow moving vehicles from the faster moving 
 vehicles. 
 
 Haugen reported that the cost is fairly inexpensive compared to the others still in play.  
 He added that this RCUT is what is in the Local Road Safety Program that was presented 
 to you last year as a solution they identified for the intersection.  He said that it does do a 
 fairly good job of safety, however you see that operation wise it isn’t the best solution.   
 
E) Staggered T-Intersection Configuration (STIC) – Haugen referred to a slide illustrating 
 this alternative and explained that, again the conflicts are left-outs primarily versus the 
 speed, the unexpected signal with high speeds, so we are trying to separate those 
 movements from each other.  He added that currently they are right on top of each other, 
 the left turns are conflicting with the left turns so the concept here is to realign Airport 
 Drive to the east since most of the left turns are to head back to the east, so we want to 
 remove them from the left turns that are heading to the west, and instead of one location 
 we will separate a whole intersection into three legged T-intersections.  He stated that the 
 actual through movements, according to our traffic counts, was less than 5% of the traffic 
 using Airport Drive and County 5 as a way to go through the intersection, so we are 
 talking about very little traffic volume going through the intersection being hindered by 
 this move, the rest of the traffic will basically do the operation they are doing now except 
 for they don’t have to wait for a green light. 
 
 DeMers asked how this would be hindered by growth to the west of Grand Forks.  
 Haugen responded that all of these are based on 2040 traffic  volumes, so they are all 
 computer simulated as to what our 2040 traffic volumes will be and how they will 
 operate.  He commented that he does have the ability, if you are interested, in showing 
 those simulation models.   
 
F) Diamond Interchange (INT) – Haugen stated that this is the desired interchange.  He 
 explained that the concept that they are presenting forward is an underpass concept 
 instead of an overpass.  He stated that this is due to flight restrictions and the height   
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 restrictions at are connected with the Airport Operations.  He said that this concept also 
 includes building frontage roads to maintain service for airport operations and for future 
 development of the area.  He summarized that while this is ultimately the most desired, it  
 is also the most costly of the alternatives. 
 
Haugen reported that the ten member Steering Committee was asked to rank the alternatives.  He 
said they ranked them as follows: 
 
 1) Staggered T-Intersection 
 2/3) Dynamic Speed Display Signs/Interchange - Tied 
 4) Intersection Conflict Warning System 
 5) RCUT 
 6) Do Nothing 
 
Haugen stated that for the I-29 Interchange area there were several alternatives reviewed, the 
issues we have with this area is operations and the correlation between operations and crash 
potential, so they discarded things, interchanges that are in our area, but would be newer types 
introduced to here to Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen said that there are two that we are bringing forward – they are: 
 
A) Northeast Loop (NEL) – Haugen stated that this is the simplest to implement as it 
 involves just adding a north bound loop.  He explained that currently all of the north 
 bound off-traffic has to take the off-ramp, so if you separate those that want to go east 
 from the west by creating the loop you do get considerable improvement in your 
 operations.  He said, however, the one thing it does though, almost all of the alternatives 
 we looked at, it does modify how access is gained at 43rd Street; which would include the 
 hotel, visitor center, McDonalds, gas station, etc.  He stated that it does have a great 
 operations impact, it does have a great safety impact, but again the cost estimate is not 
 outrageous, it’s relative.   
 
B) Modified Northeast Loop Concept – Haugen explained that this alternative takes the 
 same Northeast Loop concept but tweaks it, and improves it slightly.  He stated that what 
 it does is it brings all of the conflicting turning movements at one intersection, so you are 
 eliminating some of the traffic signals and other things through the intersection, but in 
 order to make it work we do have a more major impact, particularly on the McDonald’s 
 area.  He added that it does have a little bit of a funky operation taking place if you’re 
 coming southbound, take the off-ramp and go eastbound, there will be a barrier in place, 
 but you are kind of on the wrong side of the median progressing through to go east.  
 Haugen commented that it does have a higher cost because we would have to do 
 modifications to the bridge structure. 
 
Haugen reported that there clearly was a favorite alternative out of the committee, and the 
analysis would say there is a clear one as well.   
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Haugen commented that the discussed the issue of where the next traffic signal, perhaps, should 
be installed; 55th Street, 51st Street, and 58th Street will all warrant signals at some time, but right 
now 55th Street also has a warrant for crashes occurring there.  He stated that the committee is 
suggesting that the next signal be located at 55th Street.   
 
Haugen stated that one of the main reasons for the whole study was to try to nail down future 
access points.  He said that there are two strategies that we are carrying forward:  the first is 
perhaps what is already experienced out there and that is extending the frontage road; the second 
is to just work at specific locations to carry frontage or backage road concepts and identify the 
type of access control at the intersections in-between and where we would have signal space. 
 
Haugen reported that the cost, you have everything but frontage and backage, and includes the 
cost to build those frontage and backage roads, context specific, there would be a little less cost, 
but would still have more access. 
 
Haugen said that the next item is just talking about the fertilizer plant and the traffic it will 
introduce.  He explained that all of our previous forecasts did not include the nitrogen plant. 
 
Haugen commented that there would be two options; Route 1 is using 55th Street, and if you will 
recall that is where we are recommending a traffic signal be placed, the other one is 69th Street.  
He said that the main decider for this option is, the Nitrogen plant needs to land a unit train, and 
according to their operations plan, and the siting of the railroad track, this is 55th Street, 
north/south, and then this is 54th Avenue, so you can see that the railroad track diagonally 
dissects the intersection there, and if you use 55th to get into the plant itself, one day a week a 
unit train is going to block the ability traffic north bound to west bound or east bound to south 
bound, so what the nitrogen plan has to do is to build a parallel roadway along their unit train 
track and then reconnect at 70th Avenue which gets us over to North Washington. 
 
Haugen reported that in March they will be trying to finalize the recommendations from the 
steering committee, and start engaging it through the local approval process.  He added that they 
may need to go before a township board or two depending on what is going on.  He stated that 
there is a meeting with the townships and county people regarding the nitrogen plant next week. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON CONSOLITATED PLANNING GRANT AND  LOCAL 
MATCH 
 
Haugen reported that this is a continuation of when we approved our work program for the next 
two years, we had discussion about, particularly local match, and some other items.  He stated 
that since then, there has been an issue of too much planning money, perhaps, laying on the table 
in North Dakota.  
 
Haugen stated that staff met with the Finance Committee to try to lay out what is going on and to 
get some recommendations from them as to how to approach the issue.  He explained that what 
has been transpiring is, because of the uncertainty of MAP-21, or the reauthorization, plus the  
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uncertainty of whether or not Minot would be designated as an MPO, we were encourage to sort 
of bank dollars to build up a reserve in case MAP-21 didn’t get done, and in case Minot did 
become and MPO so that we all wouldn’t be at a loss for funds. 
 
Haugen commented that what has happened is that MAP-21 did become authorized so the full 
money wasn’t halted, and Minot did not become an MPO so the funds did not need to be divided 
up and now there is a pretty good healthy balance showing up in our federal highway accounts. 
 
Haugen explained how the monies were divided, and pointed out that we receive the least 
amount of funds.  He added, however, that there is a desire by the NDDOT for us to help 
identify, working with the MPOs, how we can get that balance down to a more reasonable 
amount, and maybe work with them on doing a joint state-wide type of effort. 
 
Haugen stated that how this gets back to local match is, the reason why some of the balances 
have also gotten so large is because those other MPOs have not had the ability to spend down 
their balances, so back in about 2010 we received $400,000 from Bismarck; and last year we 
received $300,000 from Fargo/Moorhead. 
 
Haugen commented that the NDDOT has identified that perhaps they could start using some of 
these planning dollars for statewide possibilities, but the Finance Committee was directing him 
to do with his communication with the other MPOs is to revisit the distribution formula to try to 
make sure we don’t get these lump sums that we have to spend in a year, to try to get it so that 
the formula is based to allow we get a larger share so that all three of us are able to spend our 
monies down equally.   
 
Haugen reported that we are also interested, if there is a problem for either of the other MPOs to 
spend their monies, to be awarded another one time amount coming to us.   
 
Haugen said that the third thing would be to try to work with North Dakota to retain a consultant 
to work specifically on MAP-21 performance management process, to help identify what the 
measures are, and the targets, etc.   
 
Haugen commented that the MPOs have begun an e-mail exchange, and he did share our Finance 
Committee’s thoughts to the other two MPO directors, but have not received any type of reply 
from them on that. 
 
Haugen stated that at one time the NDDOT was wondering if we would allow them to use the 
planning dollars for them to hire additional staff, but Federal Highway indicated that that is not a 
possibility, so the way we would have to deal with this would be for the three MPOs, and the 
NDDOT would have to agree to hire a consultant, or to put someone on retainer, not actually 
have a full-time employee.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the dollar amounts we have in our current 2015 work 
program, and, just to recap how we split the local match, currently, in the past we have divided  
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whatever this other local match item is, the amount, we have divided 50/50.  He said, however, 
since our earlier discussion, we have done some additional changes to that basic policy.  He 
explained that Grand Forks has agreed to pay for the added code work we added to their Land 
Use Plan Update, and the Mill has agreed to pay the local match for the study we just approved 
for them.   
 
Haugen commented that there are some other options in play, and he has talked to one of the two 
counties, is that since they have an 1/8 of the voting decisions that take place, perhaps we can 
approach them to see if they will contribute an 1/8 of the local match.  He said that, based on our 
2015 dollars, that would be about $25,000 for each county per year.  He added that they are 
continuing to work on other options as well.   
 
Powers asked Mr. Strandell if this was something that might be possible for Polk County down 
the road.  Strandell responded that he doesn’t see a whole lot of support for it, but he can 
certainly bring the idea up.  He said that the question, though, that will be asked is how much of 
this study activity occurs on this side of the river, it is very little compared to the total budget.   
 
Powers asked if Mr. Haugen had talked to Mr. Malm about Grand Forks County contributing as 
well.  Haugen responded that he has not had a chance to visit with Mr. Malm on this yet. 
 
Powers asked if this body needed to make any kind of recommendation.  Haugen responded that 
you know what the Finance Committee has directed him to pursue, but if you would like to make 
an adjustment to that you can make a recommendation, however if you’re satisfied with their 
direction then no action is necessary.  He added that his intent is to continue working with the 
Finance Committee on the statewide balance issue, plus the local match issue as well. 
 
Haugen added that, as he told the Finance Committee, he knows there are studies out there that 
were requested be done that we weren’t able to finance because we didn’t have enough federal 
funds, so he doesn’t think there is a lack of project on either side of the river that want to be 
done, but now we might have the federal funds so we need to approach to see if there are more 
local dollars available, and then there is still a desire to maybe relax some of the pressure of the 
local match being evenly split 50/50. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. MPO Senior Planner Position 
 
Haugen reported that last Friday was the closing date on our Senior Planner applications.  He 
stated that we received eight applications, with a range of applicants, some with Phd’s, some 
with Bachelor’s degrees with lots of experience, so we have a wide pool of people from  
Canada, Minnesota, North Dakota, California, and Florida, so hopefully by our next meeting will 
have an announcement. 
  
Information only. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 18TH, 
2015, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:14 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


