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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the March 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:  Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Marc 
DeMers, Jeannie Mock, Warren Strandell, Gary Malm, and Ken Vein (via conference call).   
 
Absent was:  Steve Adams. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering; and Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 18 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 
18TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
INTRODUCTION OF NEW SENIOR PLANNER 
 
Haugen introduced Jairo Viafara, the MPO’s new Senior Planner, and explained that he comes 
from Winnipeg, and has an extensive background with the type of work we will be doing the 
next couple of years.  He added that Mr. Viafara won’t physically begin his duties until April 1st, 
but was in town today so he agreed to attend today’s meeting in order to be introduced to the 
board.  
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Mr. Viafara thanked the MPO for this opportunity, and explained that he is a member of the 
AICP, American Institute of Certified Planners, and has experience at the MPO level, 
particularly in Florida, and is very familiar with the things that are happening around North 
Dakota and Minnesota.  He added that he wants to extend his appreciation for giving him this 
opportunity to contribute to the MPO’s success.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FY2014 MPO AUDIT REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that Janelle Mulroy, Brady Martz, is present for a brief presentation on the 
FY2014 MPO Audit, a copy of which was included in the packet (and is available upon request).   
 
Mulroy referred to the 2014 Audit Report and explained that she would like to go over some of 
the highlights of the report. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Mulroy commented that, as shown on Page 2 of the audit report, they are offering their 
unmodified/clean opinion of the audit of the financial statements.  She added that they did 
conduct the audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards and government 
auditing standards, however one thing that is a little different this year is that the organization did 
not spend $500,000 or more in federal monies, therefore there wasn’t a requirement to do a 
single audit over the federal programs for the 2014 calendar year. 
 
Mulroy referred to the financial statements, and went over them briefly.   
 
Mulroy pointed out that they did find one significant deficiency, and that is the fact that they did 
help prepare a draft of the financial statements and proposed some audit journal entries.  She said 
that they are required to disclose this per the auditing standards.   
 
Information only. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE FY2014 MPO 
AUDIT REPORT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that both City Councils have concurred with the signature lighting concept that 
was presented to this body last month.  He reminded the board that a T.I.P. amendment was 
adopted last month as well.  He added that Minnesota has changed their S.T.I.P. to reflect the 
2015 construction year, but North Dakota is still in the process of ensuring that their S.T.I.P. has 
been changed to reflect what the MPO’s T.I.P. states.   
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Haugen said that there has been a shift in the bid date, originally it was pegged for an April bid 
letting, but that has now shifted to May.  He added that the project is still intended to be done this 
construction season and there shouldn’t be a problem with that as long as the bids come in within 
the boundaries set, however, because this is a State project, should the bids come in higher, they 
have the ability to adjust their budgets to ensure the project occurs in 2015.   
 
Haugen commented that at a future date the Historic Preservation Commission, the two State 
DOTs, and all the other entities involved will have to convene their committee on the agreement 
as to when and how to utilize the colored lighting capabilities on the bridge, so that is still an 
agreement that will need to be worked out.  Powers asked who was on that committee.  Haugen 
responded that he doesn’t think it has been formed yet. 
 
Information only. 
  
   Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that currently the Kennedy Bridge project is waiting for MnDOT to hire their 
design consultant.  He explained that they have been negotiating for several weeks now, but still 
do not have anyone in place, so given that we are now in March of 2015, and the project is 
intended to be done in 2016, he would anticipate that we will start seeing the project slip to 2017, 
as it is an extensive project as they are going to be replacing the entire deck, and since they 
haven’t begun the design work yet because the consultant isn’t on board, it would make sense 
that the project will not be able to be done according to the schedule in place, although this is just 
his guess at this point. 
 
DeMers asked, if they don’t have the designer in place, does that hold up all the other progress 
on the other things that are being done with the project as well.  Haugen responded that it is all 
on hold until they do get the consultant on board.   
 
Haugen reminded the board that he did announce last month that if the Governor’s proposed 
transportation funding is approved, they have identified the bridge over River Road/4th Street as 
a project that would be done and that bridge would be replaced.  He added that, if you recall in 
our discussion on the low area, it is all really controlled by that bridge structure, so that would be 
a tremendous help by giving us more height than what we can do with the Kennedy project 
alone.  Vetter asked if this project has been on the horizon for a while.  Haugen responded that 
that project has probably been more identified as a “wish” project, to be done if funding were to 
become available, it would be a project that they would like to be done. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF BYGLAND ROAD STUDY CONTRACT 
 
Haugen reported that in our work program we included a study of Bygland Road in East Grand 
Forks.  He said that an RFP was sent out and they did have two firms provide proposals, and they 
had a Selection Committee of East Grand Forks staff, and one MPO Board Member and City  
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Alderman, help them with the selection and ranking.  He stated that Alliant Engineering is their 
selected firm that they are recommending to the board.  He added that there are a couple of 
points, at least from his perspective, that he would like to highlight as to why Alliant was chosen, 
are:  1) one of the issues they are hoping to solve with Bygland Road, is what to do with bike 
accommodations on the street, and Alliant Engineering are just finishing a bike lane feasibility 
on 33 corridors, or 56 miles in Minneapolis, so as part of their presentation to the Selection 
Committee they showed a breadth of knowledge of the different corridors are unique and how 
different treatments are preferable for those corridors versus a different corridor, so they were 
able to show that they have looked at unique corridor characteristics and came up with a solution 
or alternative unique to that corridor rather than using just a cookie cutter approach to how on-
street facilities could be provided; 2) they also gave us a little bit more of their analysis and high 
level concepts of what could be done on Bygland Road so they showed us that they had done a 
little pre-work and are familiar with the roadway characteristics and issues and factors of that 
roadway.   
 
Haugen referred to information in the packet, and pointed out that it shows that Alliant 
Engineering did look at some of the concepts, and whether or not on-road bike facilities could be 
done and how it could be done, and what the pros and cons would be. 
 
Haugen commented that a third factor that was identified by the Selection Committee is the 
public involvement process.  He stated that the project manager for the other firm not chosen, 
was not able to obtain and maintain great eye contact with the Selection Committee, whereas 
Alliant’s project manager was very good at working with the Selection Committee, and we also 
have had experience working with that person in past MPO studies, and he has proven to be very 
effective in the public participation process. 
 
Haugen reiterated that staff is recommending Alliant Engineering, their bid proposal fulfilled the 
scope of work we developed, and did come in under the $45,000 budget we set, therefore we are 
recommending the board authorize the Chairman to execute the contract with Alliant 
Engineering to perform the Bygland Road Study. 
 
Vein asked if this was a qualification based selection.  Haugen responded that it was.  He added 
that virtually all of our RFPs are selected on that basis.  Vein asked if a price was negotiated after 
the selection was made.  Haugen responded that they did not.  Powers added, though, that Mr. 
Haugen did state that the bid came in under the budgeted amount for the study.  Haugen 
commented that there was one slight negotiation that took place involving public meetings. 
 
DeMers commented that he appreciates that Alliant did some background work, and identified a 
couple of intersections  that they thought needed additional study, but if they decide that they 
want to look at 5th and Bygland as well, will there be additional costs or would they have to 
eliminate one of the others.  Haugen responded that we had identified in the RFP those two 
specific intersections, but the whole corridor is being analyzed, so if we find out in our data that 
5th is something that needs a little special treatment, it is in the scope of work for them to look at 
it.    
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MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
CHAIRMAN EXECUTE A CONTRACT AGREEMENT WITH ALLIANT ENGINEERING 
TO PERFORM THE BYGLAND ROAD STUDY AT A COST NOT TO EXCEED $45,000.00. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY CONTRACT 
 
Kouba reported that the MPO, over the last several years, has been on schedule to do an update 
to their aerial photos every three years, so we put it in our 2015 Work Program.  She stated that 
an RFP was sent out in January, and they received six proposals, which the Selection Committee, 
who was made up of MPO Staff, Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Engineering, and the Grand 
Forks GIS Coordinator, reviewed. 
 
Kouba commented that the Selection Committee is recommending we hire Quantum Spatial to 
do this project.  She pointed out that Quantum Spatial is a new name, however, for those of you 
that are familiar with our previous aerial photography projects, they really aren’t as new as their 
name indicates.  She explained that the project manager was on our last three aerial photography 
projects, so they are familiar with our area, specifically the MPO Study area. 
 
Kouba reported that when they opened the bids they were well under our $50,000 budget, 
therefore staff is recommending we enter into contract with Quantum Spatial. 
 
Powers commented that it is his understanding that the photos are scheduled to be taken between 
April 13th and May 18th, however he feels that this may need to be moved up due to the weather.  
Kouba responded that if it is warranted, they will work that out with Quantum Spatial.   
 
Mock asked if both cities, and the University of North Dakota, have access to this information.  
Kouba responded that anyone can ask for the information, and she generally also lets the State of 
North Dakota GIS know, so it ends up on their web as well. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
CHAIRMAN EXECUTE A CONTRACT AGREEMENT WITH QUANTUM SPATIAL TO 
PERFORM THE AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY PROJECT AT A COST NOT TO EXCEED 
$50,000.00. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FTA #5310 PROJECT APPLICATIO N 
 
Kouba reported that back in January, North Dakota DOT announced that they were putting out a 
solicitation for 5310 (FTA) funds for transit, specifically for the elderly and disabled.  She said 
that the MPO then also solicits, in our area specifically, for these funds as well, and they received 
one application from Cities Area Transit.  
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Kouba commented that Cities Area Transit submitted four prioritized requests: 
 
1) Mobility Manager – they provide bus training for senior citizens and persons with 
 disabilities, is CAT contact for local human service providers, and serves as regional 
 transit coordinator.  This is a previously funded request. 
 
2) Four (4) Replacement ADA Minivans – They will replace 4 ADA Minivans that have 
 reached useful life and will start to cost more to maintain. 
 
3) Enhanced Route 12 Service – This would split the current Route 12/13 so that Route 12 
 would serve the growing south end of Grand Forks by expanding to serve the new 
 Discovery School and multi-family housing units that are being built or have been built.  
 By doing this both routes would be able to increase frequency. 
 
4) Addition of one 25-foot Low Floor Bus – This bus would be needed only if the Enhanced 
 Route 12 was funded.  The added bus is needed for the new separate route. 
 
Kouba reported that in looking through this request the first two priorities have been in the 
Transit Development Plan since it was first adopted in 2012, and staff feels they should be 
forwarded on.  She said, however, that the other two requests; the enhanced Route 12 Service 
and the addition of a 25-foot bus for that route, and even though they are in our plan as being 
wanted and needed and requested, Route 12 is a service that we simply don’t have the funding to 
maintain. 
 
Kouba summarized that staff feels that it just can’t fully support the Enhanced Route 12 Service 
at this time, there just wouldn’t be any federal support after this year’s solicitation, if we were to 
receive it.  She added that Cities Area Transit doesn’t feel that they would actually get to their 
third and fourth priorities, which is probably correct as there is only a total of $357,000 
available, but in keeping with our plan and being fiscally constrained we just cannot support the 
third and fourth priorities so the MPO is recommending this board approve priorities one and 
two be moved forward, although the State will still see the third and fourth priorities as the 
application will continue forward as written, but from the MPO the State will hear that the 
priorities are one and two and not three and four. 
 
Haugen commented that staff did discuss this with Cities Area Transit staff, and they understand 
our position.  He added that it was also discussed at the Technical Advisory Committee last week 
and they are in concurrence that we approve the first and second priorities.  He stated that the 
real crux is is that Cities Area Transit is more or less operating off of carry-over, and in 2017 in 
our financial forecasts there really won’t be any carry-over left to operate the service as it 
currently is, and if we were to add this enhanced Route 12 service that would make the problem 
even worse, and may cause the deficiency to occur in 2016, so for those reasons we are 
suggesting it not be done.  He added that staff does recognize that it is a good concept as that 
area of town is growing, it does have coverage issues, but this perhaps isn’t the appropriate 
funding source to seek to get it done. 
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Vein asked if these four requests were approved by the City Council.  Haugen responded they 
were.  Vein asked if this has been discussed with Cities Area Transit staff, and are they 
agreeable.  Haugen responded that they did discuss it with them, and they also sit in on the 
Technical Advisory Committee as well, and the Technical Advisory Committee recommended 
the same action that we are recommending today. 
 
Mock said then, that our recommendation would be to emphasis priorities one and two, not 
necessarily to be opposed to priorities three and four.  Kouba responded that that would be 
correct.   
 
MOVED BY MOCK, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE PRIORITIES ONE AND TWO 
OF THE GRAND FORKS CITIES AREA TRANSIT #5310 GRANT APPLICATION. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE RF P 
 
Haugen reported that this is the Grand Forks Land Use Plan, and it also involves some Land 
Development Code revisions into the Scope-of-Work we are requesting.  He explained that staff 
has been working with a subcommittee of the Grand Forks Planning Commission on this RFP 
language, and have also been bouncing it back to our State and Federal Partners to ensure that we 
are meeting their requirements for the use of the planning funds. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that included is a presentation that was provided 
to the Planning Commission of Grand Forks at their last meeting.  He said that there are some 
continuing concepts that were suggesting this Land Use Plan update can do.  He explained that 
Grand Forks has a long history of growth management via a tier system, and included in the 
packet is a little of that history. 
 
Haugen commented that we do already incorporate some of the federal philosophies and 
emphasis areas, and they have worked with the City on some design concepts of pilot areas.  He 
stated that last time those were focused on the green field area, or the vacant farm fields that are 
then converted to housing developments.   
 
Haugen reported that in this RFP the City is focusing more on pilot areas that are in underutilized 
developed areas of town right now.  He added that, also, there is, in conjunction with the federal 
transit, emphasis on ladders of opportunity for having transportation choices.  He said that the 
City is doing things where they are emphasizing transit as a transportation choice so in the RFP 
you will notice that, when they talk about pilot areas, a lot of those areas that have been 
identified are trying to identify areas where new development could have a transit focus into the 
development as well.  He commented that two of the sites that were preliminarily pointed out 
were the Grand Cities Mall area, which is also in our renaissance zone so it does have some 
advantages there; and the other area was the downtown fringe in Grand Forks, particularly the  
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existing water treatment site; and the third site is a kind of floating site to allow the City and the 
Consultant team to become more familiar with other areas of town and then select a third site to 
do a pilot area. 
 
Haugen stated that for the Land Development Code city staff will do some work on their own to 
update the code.  He pointed out that in the RFP they are asking the consultant to look at four 
areas:   
 
1) Re-examine the Corridor Overlay District that exists in Grand Forks.  He explained that 

this is primarily a design type of corridor overlay that looks at how buildings appear once 
they are on the corridors. 

2) Look at Pilot areas and how the City can address a more mixed density of land uses.  He 
 said that it seems like there is a preverbal battle royal that takes place if someone is 
 proposing a higher density near or adjacent to a more single family type of development, 
 so City staff is asking for the consultant’s help on language that will allow that mixture to 
 occur more easily. 
3) Look at landscaping section of the code.  He said that staff has told him it needs to be 
 updated. 
4) Look at Transit friendly design.  He stated that as part of every site plan review that the 
 planning staff does they want to have some language in the zoning ordinance that assists 
 them in understanding how transit could be better served or provided within that 
 development. 
 
Haugen reported that the generic timetable for the RFP, assuming it is approved today, indicates 
that submittals will be due at the end of April; and then in May staff will request the Chairman 
be authorized to execute the contract.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the Scope-of-Work does carry over into 2016, with conclusion occurring 
primarily in October, with November being the wrap up month of having all final documents 
delivered to us. 
 
Haugen stated that within the RFP, with all those specific programs we want the consultant to 
assist us with, our specific due dates for those individual identified things, so spread throughout 
2015 and 2016 are the due dates for those items so it isn’t being dumped on us for review all at 
one time, we will be getting them at appropriate times throughout the planning update process. 
 
Haugen explained that the reason we are doing the Land Use Plan update is because, ultimately 
we have to do our Long Range Transportation Plan, and this is the normal cycle of how we 
address that update, the first thing we do is assist each City with their Land Use Plan.  He added 
that the East Grand Forks RFP has been out, submittals are actually due next week, so in April 
we hope to be asking for approval authorizing the Chairman to execute a contract for their update 
as well. 
 
Haugen stated that, with this, the Technical Advisory Committee and MPO Staff are 
recommending approval to release the RFP for the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update and Land 
Development Code Revisions. 
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Vein asked how much effort is going to be put towards looking at the City Code and trying to 
update it.  Haugen responded that, going back to the presentation he gave the Planning 
Commission,  he would refer to the areas that the consultant will focus on: 
 
1) The corridor overlay district - he believes that what Mr. Gengler has in mind is right now 
 the corridor overlay district applies to all corridors exactly the same regardless of the 
 uniqueness of the corridor, and so they will be seeking assistance in individualizing that 
 overlay corridor district so that perhaps Gateway Drive doesn’t have to have the exact 
 same design as 32nd Avenue would.   
 
2) Mixed use zoning - will be paired up with the pilot areas to see what it would take for 
 a zoning district to be modified, or the creation of a new district to allow a more mixed-
 use type development to occur.   
 
3)  Landscaping - should be fairly straight forward with landscape architects and with the 
 park district staff in particular since most of the boulevard trees, etc., are maintained by 
 them.   
 
4) Transit friendly design - is something that is very new and unique to North Dakota, 
 however it is common in our neighbor state of Minnesota and elsewhere across the 
 nation, so that will be working with Cities Area Transit, Planning and Engineering 
 staff to come up with what we feel will be appropriate minimum transit friendly design 
 concepts to put into the code. 
 
Haugen said that the consultant will prepare drafts of these documents and then City staff will 
marshal them through the approval process, as they still need to have preliminary approval from 
the Planning Commission and City Council, then final approval from them as well, so they will 
get a two month process for each one of those issues individually at the appropriate time.   
 
Vein said, then, that this will not be a total comprehensive review of all planning ordinances, just 
these four specific areas.  Haugen responded that those are the ones the consultant will be 
working, however, Mr. Gengler has identified some things that his staff would like to tackle and 
make revisions on as well. 
 
Vein stated that his other question would be, he understands the last part of this is how you 
incorporate transit, but if we put together some good options for that is it realistic to expect we 
will have funding to be able to supply that transit, and would it be part of this recommendation.  
Haugen responded that there are two components to that; fixed route certainly has limitations and 
would likely would be located on an existing fixed route or a future fixed route, however our 
demand response services do cover everywhere and there is probably the financial where-with-
all within that service to provide service to every development in town, so not everything will be 
geared toward fixed route accommodations, but more to make the ease of demand response 
service within the development occur.   
 
Malm asked what the MPO’s role will be in this.  He stated that he has seen this before, and we 
end up saying some things and then everybody changes what occurs.  He said that in Grand  
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Forks it doesn’t go where we have ever always told them where we think it should go.  Haugen 
responded that this is their Land Use Plan, and these are the concepts they have agreed to have 
discussed and considered in the adoption of the Land Use Plan.  He stated that, ultimately it is 
their Land Use Plan, that they will approve, implement, and enforce through their City staff and 
City ordinances, so we are providing them with the opportunity to have consultants help them 
engage the community in incorporating these concepts. 
 
Powers asked who else is on the Selection Committee for this besides himself.  Haugen 
responded that Mr. Powers is on the East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Selection Committee, but 
we are discussing the Grand Forks Land Use Plan, and right now the way this RFP is set up, City 
staff will be working through a subcommittee of their Planning and Zoning Commission.  He 
said that their Planning and Zoning Commission has formulated a Land Use Subcommittee, 
those members are identified and MPO staff has been working with them on this RFP.  He added 
that that subcommittee will be making recommendations to the full Planning and Zoning 
Commission, and then the Planning and Zoning Commission will be making recommendations, 
and forwarding their decisions as to what the future of land uses in Grand Forks will be to their 
City Council, and ultimately to the MPO. 
 
Malm commented that, very simply, we are just providing them with a list of consultants and 
then they will decide what to do.  Haugen responded that we are actually going to be the ones 
contracting with the consultants, and within the scope of services we could play that fine dance 
of if these concepts aren’t embraced, or are totally ignored, we could start suggesting that our 
financial support should be paid back to us, as this is the agreement we made going into the 
study, that they will consider these concepts and work towards getting them implemented.  He 
added that this is the same discussion we would have with East Grand Forks as well.  He stated 
that the MPO does not create a Land Use Plan for either community. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE GRAND FORKS LAND 
USE PLAN UPDATE AND LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE REVISIONS RFP, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: Malm. 
 
MATTER OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that instead of going over the details of the report included in the packets, he 
asked Ms. Kouba to show you the ICON Software System and its capabilities so that as you 
guys, as council members, go back and work with your staff on prioritizing pavement treatments 
and such, you have a better understanding of the management system being offered to you to 
work from. 
 
Kouba’s presentation on the ICON Software System ensued. 
 
DeMers stated that he thinks, this only talks about Principal Arterials, but he is pretty sure we are 
doing the local roadways as well, so are those surveys done at the same time.  Kouba responded  
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that they are.  DeMers asked if they were sampling that stuff out for these reports.  Kouba 
responded that she believes that in that report, the report itself has all the local roadways 
included, but the map itself doesn’t. 
 
DeMers asked for a definition on what backlog means, is it everything over a certain level, or is 
that all other maintenance, down to even something in good condition if it has some work.  
Kouba responded that, basically the backlog is all the things that, basically you have the whole 
list of things that need to get done in, say one year; and then there are the ones that are more 
minor, and then everything after that.  DeMers asked to what level; is there any way you can 
change the threshold so that the backlog is just projects under 60, and those over 60 we wouldn’t 
consider in our backlog because we think it is alright for now, or is it any project, like he said if 
it is a 98, there would probably be a dollar amount affixed to that project.  Kouba responded that 
she isn’t sure exactly, they have, basically it’s in here, they’re set up as to, from one CI to 
another what you do so when you do a seal coat or an overlay, once it’s in the condition rating 
range then it is considered, if it’s not in that range then it’s not considered and it’s probably 
under the routine maintenance or basic maintenance and you have that money set aside in that 
project. 
 
DeMers asked if you can run a scenario that is targeted as certain average CI, and is that what 
that maintain current PCI is about, but you could change that to, say you want to run at 75 or 
whatever, you could run that scenario.  Kouba responded that it is, and you can change it to a 
higher or lower number as well.  Haugen added that you can change it by surface type; concrete 
PCI versus an asphalt PCI.  
 
DeMers said that he thinks that as a budgeting tool, if we want to keep our roads at 75 or, that’s 
fairly good, then you know what that number basically is, there’s probably some discussion or 
whatever as to how that’s feasible.  Haugen commented that, if you recall from the slide Ms. 
Kouba showed that has the ranges of index, at 85 and above there really was no treatment 
suggested, but from 85 down to a certain point a sealcoat is suggested, and if you start skipping 
those sealcoats, then all you’re doing is taking the cheap option out of the picture and making it a 
more expensive option down the road because the surface is going to deteriorate more quickly.       
 
Haugen commented that this is a nice tool, but we have not used this tool very well in the past, 
however we believe we have commitments from both City staffs that this will now be a tool that 
will be used more often and more robustly for us in identifying pavement treatments, and also to 
help you identify how to best budget to meet your pavement goals. 
 
Haugen explained that the reason they went with this program is because we all know that MAP-
21, and from a federal perspective, there are pavement conditions they want us to maintain, and 
this is the system that we used to identify the pavement levels we have, particularly on the 
federal aid routes.  He added that we are going to try to target a PCI of 83 or so, and we will 
program projects that we can play with using this program, so that we can determine whether or 
not if we do that project is it going to help us maintain that target, achieve that target, or is it 
harming us, does it actually get us into a lower PCI for the federal aid routes, and the city will do 
that for the city streets, but that is the big picture as to why we are investing in this pavement  
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management system, because MAP-21 and the federal funds are being tied to pavement 
condition, particularly on the National Highway System, and if you fail to maintain the National 
Highway System there are financial penalties, where they take money away from more 
discretionary programs and force it into the National Highway System so that their pavements 
are brought up to the level they want. 
 
Malm referred to the map included in the packet, and pointed out that using the code at the 
bottom, he doesn’t see any roads marked poor, and he has lived in Grand Forks too long to 
believe that that is true.  Haugen reminded everyone that they are only showing the functionally 
classified roadways so not every roadway is being shown.  Malm responded that he is talking 
about 42nd, and if he reads that it is satisfactory, but you can just about disappear out there, and 
we have discussed, how long, connecting over to East Grand Forks via the Point Bridge, and we 
have a hunk of roadway in there that is non-existent.  Haugen pointed out that there is that one 
block that has not been treated with a mill and overlay that is shown in red.  He added that in 
terms of 42nd, you are talking about the ride ability of the roadway, but this is analyzing the 
condition of the pavement, not the ride ability, however the feds are just now proposing what 
their pavement management system measures are going to be, and ride ability is going to be one 
of them so in the future when we do this we will have to include ride ability in our scope of 
work.  DeMers asked if this software is capable of doing.  Haugen responded it is. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF TRAFFIC COUNTING PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that we have engaged our Advanced Traffic Analysis Center out of NDSU to 
help us come up with a way, a system to count traffic on a perpetual basis rather than us hiring 
temporary staff to go out and sit at intersections and count traffic for a day and then use that 
single days data as our data for analyzing all traffic conditions going on in Grand Forks.  
 
Haugen commented that the system, in the past, has been focused on Grand Forks simply 
because they have a camera system that communicates back to a central location.  He stated that 
in our work program for next year and this year we are going to look at expanding this service 
into the loop system so that we have the capability of communicating back to a location so East 
Grand Forks will be looked at this year. 
 
Haugen stated that there are 31 intersections that we have the ability, now, to pull up counts.  He 
put the actual tool being used on the screen, and explained that it has a Google Map with all 31 
intersections identified on it, and, again, the intersections are those that have traffic signals that 
have video detection on them. 
 
Haugen reported that they can do all sorts of reports off of any of these intersections.  He said 
that he does want to point out that there are intersections that have differing history of data 
attached to them.  He explained that this was due to scheduled projects being done, and also to 
some traffic signals being updated and those signals were delayed in getting here, so there are 
fewer months of data on South Washington then we do on 32nd Avenue, etc. 
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Haugen reiterated that we are able to go into each of these counts and pull up different types of 
summary reports, and in the end we can also export the raw data into a spreadsheet format, and 
then we can manipulate information even further. 
 
Haugen gave a brief overview on how this program and data can be used. 
 
DeMers asked who owns the cameras.  Haugen responded that in Grand Forks NDDOT owns 
some, but the City of Grand Forks owns the majority of them; and in East Grand Forks MnDOT 
owns them so it will be MnDOT’s system that we will be capturing data from.  He added that the 
MPO does not purchase the cameras themselves.  DeMers asked who has access to the data.  
Haugen responded that right now the data is limited to just those that have a password protect, 
but we are going to segregate the data out, and it is our hope to allow the public to be able to 
access some of the basic volume data, but for the technical staff we will allow them the 
capability to go in and export out the nitty gritty data and work from that.  He added that our 
consultants will be given access to it during their studies as well. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it also discusses utilizing the video 
detection to capture the frequency and duration of train pre-emption as well.  He added that this 
will also give us the ability to count the number of trains going through a corridor and the 
duration of closure at intersections.  He stated that we do have an RFP out for the 42nd Street 
Railroad Crossing Study, and now these traffic signals will be able to tell us how often trains go 
through and pre-empt those signals, how long those trains are, whether we are seeing an increase 
in train traffic, or a decrease in train traffic, on a little more up-to-date basis than having to rely 
on the federal railroad sites. 
 
In summary, A.T.A.C. has concluded their portion of the work we engaged them on, and we do 
have a web-access site, although it is still a work in-progress, but ultimately we hope to have a 
public site to allow the public to look up the information on their own. 
 
Information only 
 
MATTER OF AUTHORIZING CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AMENDED NDDO T 
CONTRACT 
 
Haugen reported that our current contract has a date of January 5th, and this amendment has a 
date of January 1st, so our 1st through 4th work activities can be reimbursed. 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN THE AMENDED NDDOT CONTRACT. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. East Grand Forks Functional Classification Result 
 
Haugen referred to a map and explained that it displays the results we have reached with 
MnDOT.  He explained that, as you recall, we went through an arbitration process with MnDOT 
for Central Avenue, which we had hoped to maintain as a Principal Arterial, but the arbitration 
group agreed with MnDOT to drop it down to a Minor Arterial.  He said that they were also 
hoping to keep a segment of Bygland Road/Business #2 corridor as a Principal Arterial as well, 
but it too was dropped down to a Minor Arterial, so at your April meeting you can expect to be 
giving formal approval of this new Functional Classification Map for East Grand Forks. 
 
Strandell asked what happens if we don’t approve it.  Haugen responded that MnDOT will 
cooperatively agree with us to have us ultimately adopt this map.  Strandell asked what that 
means.  Haugen responded that MnDOT has the ability, with some creative withholding options, 
to force us to adopt this map. 
  
Haugen commented that North Dakota has said that, even though this is the new federal guidance 
on functional classification, they are not anticipating going go this same process, so right now we 
aren’t anticipating any changes whatsoever on functional classification on the North Dakota side 
unless there is a request by one of the entities to upgrade or downgrade a roadway 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 18TH, 
2015, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:27 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, Malm, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 


