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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Secretary (in Chairmain Mike Powers; absence), called the November 18th, 2015 
meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board to order at 12:02 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Marc DeMers, Ken Vein, Clarence 
Vetter, Gary Malm, Jeannie Mock, and Warren Strandell.   
 
Absent:  Steve Adams and Mike Powers 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; David Wiosna, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy 
McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering; and David Kuharenko, GF Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 21 ST, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 21ST, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that they are currently working on installing the aesthetic lighting fixtures right 
now.  He reported that, as you may have noticed, on the south side of the bridge there are some 
loose wires and light fixtures at low levels.  He explained that during the painting of the bridge, 
they kept one side of the pedestrian walkway open, and they lit it with these lower light fixtures, 
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and they are just waiting until the permanent fixtures are in place, then they will be removed and 
the sidewalk lighting will then come from the arc, so the lights will follow the arc of the truss 
system, and not be at a flat level all the way across. 
 
Haugen stated that staff asked the NDDOT if, perhaps another little ceremony would be held to 
showcase the lighting ability, and were told that there hadn’t been anything planned, but we may 
have sparked interest in possibly doing some sort of demonstration of the new aesthetic lighting 
possibilities. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that we did receive a response from MnDOT in the form of a letter, which was 
included in the packet.  He explained that in his communication with the MnDOT District Office 
they indicated they would be attending today’s meeting, however it appears that they weren’t 
able to do so.  He added that they also did not attend last week’s Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting either. 
 
Haugen referred to the letter and explained that his take on their response is essentially that the 
Kennedy Bridge Cross-Section is going to accommodate all modes on it, and that is what will be 
done with the project.  He added that as far as an additional bridge across the river for bike/peds, 
they support our work and will continue to work with us on it, but they don’t have any real 
special funding sources to accomplish that; neither to assist in studying it, or with its 
construction.   
 
Haugen pointed out that they also noted that the savings that we identified in our letter to them; 
savings from going from complete replacement to major rehab on the Kennedy and minor 
painting on the Sorlie, could not be used for the things we identified, but instead were, on the 
Minnesota side, reprogrammed towards their critical fracture bridges; and on the North Dakota 
side have been spent elsewhere across the state. 
 
Vein said that he knows there was a delay in getting the new light fixtures for the Sorlie Bridge, 
but as far as we know they are all here now.  Williams responded that as far as she knows they 
are here, that is what they were presented.  She added that they are working on installing them 
now.  Vein asked what the completion date is.  Haugen responded that the last he heard was that 
they would be done installing them right before Thanksgiving, so next week. 
 
Haugen commented that he hasn’t received any updates on whether a committee has been 
formed to iron out an agreement on the use of colored lighting on the bridge. 
 
Vein stated that they appreciate that staff followed through on the boards’ request to send a letter 
to MnDOT regarding bike/ped accommodations.  He said that we may not like their response, 
but it is out there.  He added that at this point there is little that we can do even if we don’t like 
the response, as he would concede that from a federal administrative response that is what you 
would expect, that each person has their rules and regulations that they are trying to follow, he  
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just doesn’t agree with them; but is there any other recourse available to us, because he does 
think that for the betterment of the communities of East Grand Forks and Grand Forks, it would 
be nice to have a dedicated pedestrian path that crosses the river and connects the bikepaths on 
either side because it is very difficult to get across the river, and he thinks that if we are trying to 
be a more bicycle friendly, walkable community, we need a separate bike/ped crossing, so we 
need to look at how we can make it happen instead of just accepting that it couldn’t happen via 
this process. 
 
Haugen reported that as far as what the MPO can do is, move away from the Kennedy project 
and take MnDOT up on their offer to assist us in trying to identify funding for a separate bridge 
over the Red River for non-motorized traffic.  He added that they identified a specific funding 
source, but that is not the only funding source available from the federal program, so his answer 
would be to keep bringing it forward as a priority item and direct MPO staff to ensure that 
MnDOT and NDDOT are together in the same room to have that item specifically discussed. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE A REQUEST THAT 
MPO STAFF ENSURE CONTINUED PURSUAL; WITH MNDOT AND NDDOT, TO 
DETERMINE FUNDING OPTIONS, ETC., FOR A NON-MOTORIZED BRIDGE OVER 
THE RED RIVER. 
 
Malm commented that this is simply to say that we have to keep pushing this forward to try to 
find some funding, otherwise when the Sorlie has to be repainted again we will come back, 
whoever is sitting on this committee, will come back to it again. 
 
Vetter stated that we will be looking at our Long Range Transportation Plan next year correct.  
Haugen responded that that is correct.  He added that he was just going to say that later on on the 
agenda we have a big topic about Minnesota Multi-Modal Plan, plus their MnSHIP Investment 
Plan, so that would be an opportunity to address the issue and comment to those documents.  He 
said that they have a Statewide Bike-Plan that Mr. Viafara is going to a meeting about in Thief 
River tomorrow, so he will have that same message for that document, and then next year we 
will start our own local Bike/Ped Plan update, and the following year we will have our 
Street/Highway Plan update done, so those are further opportunities to continue the conversation, 
past even a joint meeting you just requested.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes:   DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell  
Voting No:    None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Adams and Powers. 
 
Haugen added that they are going to have some meetings addressing the Kennedy Bridge project, 
and one of the topics that they will be addressing is while the project is being done they want to 
keep the greenway trail open, so he would think that during those discussions it would be another 
opportune time to remind them of, if we only had a third bridge, it could help mitigate some of 
the concern about keeping the trail open. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF ND FTA #5339 CANDIDATE PROJEC TS 
 
Kouba reported that back in September we started the process of solicitation of projects for 
transit funding, specifically the FTA #5339 program; which is typically used for vehicle 
replacement, vital equipment, and building rehabilitation/maintenance projects. 
 
Kouba stated that Cities Area Transit submitted a prioritized list to the Grand Forks City 
Council, and we are now bringing that list to the MPO Executive Policy Board for their approval 
as well. 
 
Kouba explained that the first prioritized project is for vehicle replacement; and the second is a 
miscellaneous capital project that isn’t specifically listed in our Transit Development Plan 
currently, but it does fall under maintaining our fleet in that it is maintenance software that will 
allow the mechanics on staff to be able to keep track of what maintenance needs to be done, 
when it needs to be done, as well as other internal management issues. 
                             
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE GRAND FORKS CITIES 
AREA TRANSITS’ NORTH DAKOTA FTA #5339 APPLICATION AS BEING 
CONSISTENT WITH THE MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND TO 
GIVE THE PROJECTS PRIORITY RANKING, AS PRESENTED. 
  
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes:   DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell  
Voting No:    None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Adams and Powers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT FINAL BYGLAND ROAD STUD Y REPORT 
 
Kouba reported that this is the final draft of the Bygland Road Study, the final step in this study’s 
process.  She stated that, basically, they have gone through a lot of the different projects, and 
they have come forward with recommendations; previously here as well as the East Grand Forks 
City Council.  She pointed out that not much has changed since they brought forward many of 
these recommendations previously, and last night the City Council approved adopting this 
document, and staff is looking for approval to adopt it as well. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE ADOPTING THE 
DRAFT FINAL BYGLAND ROAD STUDY REPORT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes:   DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell  
Voting No:    None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Adams and Powers. 
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Haugen said, just to give you an update on the Roll Call issue, staff did forward the request from 
the last meeting, Mr. Malm suggested that the Grand Forks County Commission does roll call 
using the term “assuming a roll call vote”, so we did submit that language to the group, if you 
will, and the only response we received is that Fargo/Moorhead would also like to try to pursue 
that as well, but have not heard back from the DOT as to whether or not it would be acceptable. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE FY2016 UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that we have several projects that we have contracted throughout the year that 
will carry over into 2016.  He explained that a year ago, when we adopted the 2016 Work 
Program, many of those projects weren’t anticipated to carry through, so this is a simple 
amendment to our timeframe, as identified in the work program, and there are no financial 
implications.  He stated that if we don’t do this amendment now, come January 1st all of these 
projects are stopped until we do make an amendment to the 2016 Work Program, so this is trying 
to get not just your approval, but to be able to submit it to our State and Federal partners for their 
concurrence as well, so that come January 1st there is no delay or stoppage of these activities. 
 
Haugen commented that there have also been some specific dates identified in the contract and 
scope of work with consultants, so we have changed the contracts to reflect those exact dates. 
 
Vein asked if these were the projects that were highlighted in yellow in the document.  Haugen 
responded it was. 
 
Haugen stated that the staff report indicated that this really affects just three of the studies:  1) the 
counting program that ATAC is engaged with; 2) time extension for the East Grand Forks Land 
Use Plan, which was originally to end at the end of 2015, but will carry over into 2016; and 3) I-
29 Traffic Operations Study. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes:   DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell  
Voting No:    None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Adams and Powers. 
 
Haugen reported that sometime in either December or January you will have a proposal to make 
further amendments to next years’ work program, but this one was to make sure that there were 
no delays with the current projects.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PHASE III-B OF THE TRAFFIC CO UNT PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that this is just a continuation of the Traffic Count Program.   
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Haugen explained that, as you will recall, back when we approved Phase III-A of the Traffic 
Count Program, it was also discussed why there is a Phase III-A and Phase III-B, and that is 
because there is also a Master Agreement, and these are addendums to that agreement.  He said 
that the Master Agreement expired at the end of September, and we had to renew it but there 
were too many intersections, so they split up those intersections, placing some in Phase III-A 
under the original Master Agreement, and the rest in Phase III-B under the new Master 
Agreement.   
 
Haugen referred to the document in the packet, and pointed out the list of intersections included 
in Phase III-B, and said that since we just approved this it will carry over into next year, and 
some of these intersections aren’t quite set up completely yet, but as they come on line the video 
counting will take place. 
 
Haugen cited an example of how they are using this data.  He explained that in doing the 32nd 
Avenue Corridor Study it allowed the consultant to use data from this program, and they were 
very happy to be able to have this amount of data to help them with the signal coordination that 
we asked them to do in a short timeframe.   
 
Haugen referred to slides illustrating how the data is being gathered, and how it is being used and 
went over the information briefly. 
 
DeMers asked what policies the MPO has that guide the use of data that is collected from these 
videos.  Haugen responded that we don’t have a written policy, so we use the data only for 
ourselves and our member jurisdictions traffic operation studies.  DeMers said that this is just 
something he thinks all policy groups, especially public policy groups need to be aware that we 
are generating data that could be used potentially in a policy investigation, but there could also 
be a downside to this that we should at least think about, in terms of how it could be used.  He 
added that people, he thinks, have an assumption that the data is private.  Vein commented that 
there is a certain amount of transparency with the data that we have, that is available.  He added 
that something like this, how would it be available to the public, it isn’t on the internet, correct.  
Haugen responded that it is password protected right now.  He added that this data is just vehicle 
count data, it doesn’t identify color, or type of vehicle, or anything on the vehicles, it is just a 
count of the vehicles. 
 
Williams reported that this information is all public information, and anyone that calls her and 
asks for it, she gets it for them, so there isn’t anything that is being withheld.  She added that she 
receives calls from realtors, businesses, etc., requesting traffic counts at various locations, so it is 
all public.  She stated that the Centrex System is owned by the City of Grand Forks, and it is a 
closed system because of security reasons, but anybody that needs any of this information they 
can get it for them. 
 
DeMers commented that he thinks that the fear isn’t necessarily the data that is derived, but at 
some point video is captured, correct.  Haugen responded that they draw a rectangle, and the 
video captures or senses when something crosses through that rectangle, and it counts it; so it 
isn’t like security cameras that record and keep recording for a period of time, it is real-time 
count, and there is no video captured as part of it.   
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Vein asked if there is other data out there that is more specific to what we are talking about; that 
we have recorded and available to the public.  Haugen responded that the MPO does not have 
anything like that.   
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK 
FOR PHASE III-B OF THE TRAFFIC COUNTING STUDY, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes:   DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell  
Voting No:    None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Adams and Powers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF CONTRACT EXTENSION WITH SRF F OR THE EAST 
GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that, as explained earlier with the work program amendment, the East Grand 
Forks Land Use Plan Update was originally going to end at the end of December; they are in the 
final stages of it but we saw the necessity of carrying it over into 2016, so this is a necessary 
contract amendment to show that the concluding date is now March 31st, 2016 instead of 
December 31st, 2015.  He added that there are no financial implications, they aren’t requesting 
any additional funds, so it is a simple and clean extension of the project timeframe. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE CONTRACT 
AMENDMENT WITH SRF FOR THE EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE, 
AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes:   DeMers, Malm, Vetter, Vein, Mock, and Strandell  
Voting No:    None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Adams and Powers. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Vein reported that because we have to wait until 12:45 for the MnDOT update, we will suspend 
the agenda to hear discussion on Agenda Items 12 and 13. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that staff has been working on improving the Draft Performance Report based 
on comments received from the stakeholders.  He said that those comments were reviewed by the 
Technical Advisory Committee, and include an improvement on the livability chapter of the 
report. 
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Viafara commented that the livability chapter is a very important component given that we are 
providing information that may have the potential to contribute to the betterment of the Land Use 
Plans and some planning related issues in both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 
 
Viafara stated that they also, in cooperation with the Cities Area Transit expanded the metrics 
and the policies framing the work of the local transit agency, which could potentially contribute 
to improvements on the livability for the users and other transit dependent populations in town. 
 
Viafara said that in cooperation with NDDOT and Minnesota Public Safety, they tabulated all 
the information required to analyze traffic crash data in order to assess roadway safety in the 
planning area.  He stated that this will be in the report, accompanied by a series of maps that will 
locate the intersections with a number of fatal crashes or property or those events causing 
injuries to the public. 
 
Viafara explained that they also analyzed the average annual daily traffic information in order to 
examine the levels of roadway congestion.  He said that they took a number of intersections on 
32nd Avenue and those will be provided in the report.  He stated that in addition to this, they also 
did an analysis of traffic volumes in the same intersections for both during school days and 
summer days, when students, particularly UND students, are away. 
 
Viafara pointed out that the tables illustrate the behavior of some intersections at the moment, so 
we notice an increase in usage of some of the segments. 
 
Viafara reported that staff is currently working on putting together an analyses of the functional 
classification, and the pavement conditions, and freight.  He stated that with those three items 
they expect to have further information available for the next meeting.  He added that they are 
striving to prepare a summary that will be more or less readable, and ready for your 
consideration of approval. 
 
Vein asked, on the pavement conditions, you said that you will be providing a summary review 
of the pavement conditions, is that a visual that you are looking at for the pavement conditions, 
or is there actual video data.  Viafara responded that when they submit the report for the boards 
consideration, you will three tables that will indicate the condition of the three systems.  He 
added that they are using the number of center lane miles, which is basically a measure that is 
taken in the center from the beginning to the end of that particular segment.  He said that in some 
cases, sometimes, it is measured on both sides to make sure that the segment is properly 
measured.  He stated that those will be given to the board, in terms of the good conditions, 
satisfactory conditions, and those roadways in fair condition or roadways that may require some 
attention in terms of repairs.  He said that you will then have three or four pictures that will give 
you an idea of what a segment in fair condition actually looks like, so that is a list to indicate that 
whenever we are going through a segment, more-or-less we can have an idea, very subjectively, 
of what kind of roads are we dealing with at the moment.  He stated that this is important 
because North Dakota has a policy of smooth rides, so they would like, as much as they can, to 
have the roadway in their system to be in a very satisfactory rank, basically 80% or over.  He 
added that Minnesota also strives to accommodate the requirements of the drivers, so this is 
exactly how the two systems are currently. 
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Viafara commented that there may be some new findings that may require the boards’ attention 
as policy makers in terms of expenditures, allocation of resources, proposed projects, or a list of 
what kind of roadway you would like to have in the system. 
 
Haugen reported that there won’t be additional video, but the one thing that will change from the 
Pavement Management report we received earlier this year, is that there will be a map showing 
what areas have treatments during this last construction season.  He stated that they will be 
working with local staff to make sure the Pavement Management Software was updated to reflect 
those treatments that took place, the work that was done. 
 
Discussion on school safety issues ensued. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. 2015 AWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this is a monthly status report that staff provides to keep you informed of 
where we are at with the activities in our current work program.   
 
Haugen stated that as of last month all projects are underway, the 32nd Avenue Coordination Plan 
Update was the last project to get under contract. 
 
Haugen said that, just for your calendars, December 9th, which would be a Wednesday evening, 
we will have our public inform meeting on the 32nd Avenue Coordination Study Update, so they 
will be trying to inform the public as to what they will be doing, as far as timing plans, and what 
improvements will occur with the new updated timing plan.  He added that following that, the 
consultants are scheduled to appear before the Service Safety Committee on Tuesday, December 
15th to update the committee on the work being done; and then before this body on Wednesday, 
December 16th to give a report on what they have accomplished. 
 
 2. Briefing On Glasston Railroad Crossing Study – Public Meeting November 17th 
 
Haugen reported that an Open House was held last evening, with about 24 people in attendance.  
He stated that, currently, the Glasston Sub has six times on average per day where there is a  
blockage of the roadway and the Mill Spur has two to four depending on the availability of rail 
cars for the Mill.   
 
Haugen stated that what they are projecting in the future, based on the potential land uses going 
in is twelve trains on the Glasston, so it is doubling.  He added that they did look at this, and did 
the calculations and determined that the quiet zone would not be at risk, even with the doubling 
of the train traffic, and also the increased vehicle traffic; the only caveat to that statement is that 
that threshold index is adjusted periodically, so if it stays at it is currently we are safe. 
 
Haugen commented that for the Mill Spur, assuming that the Mill is not able to land the 
unloading facility on the Glasston Subdivision, they will have to have more frequent train  
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service; and also the length of the trains, or the time they are blocking will increase because the 
trains will have to have more cars attached to the, but they don’t have enough property to land a 
unit train so it won’t be unit train length, but they will be as lengthy as they can reasonably get 
by with. 
 
Haugen reported that they presented two options; the first one is, because if they can get 
everything shifted to Glasston, to focus our conflicts between the trains and the vehicles 
(bike/ped/transit) is to do a grade separation at Gateway Drive.  He said that at 6th Avenue and 
University Avenue there is not enough separation, and the topography and land uses around there 
aren’t conducive to doing any other type of grade separating, so the only feasible one is at 
Gateway Drive.  He stated that, at the request of the University of North Dakota they would 
really like to see fencing up and down the Glasston Subdivision on both sides of the rail, with 
openings only at University Avenue and 6th Avenue. 
 
Haugen commented that 911 and emergency managers would like to somehow get notified of the 
rail blockage.  He stated that our equipment is advanced to a point where if we add a little more 
to it we might be able to accomplish that ability, so we are in fairly good shape to consider that 
project because of the updating of equipment we have done in the past, so it is possible we could 
help the response routing, if and when we can do this.  
 
Haugen stated that this is assuming that the Mill Spur can be abandoned south of Gateway Drive.  
He added that if that should occur it would be converted into green space. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and explained that it is a concept of the grade separation.  He stated 
that both Gateway Drive and 42nd Street would be depressed down.  He said that the only real 
concern, in terms of access, is the access to the financial institution at this location, as access to it 
would not be the best solution, but from a technical standpoint it would be feasible. 
 
Haugen reported that the cost, particularly for the grade separation, is in today’s dollars $28 to 
$29 million.  He said that they did require that a benefit/cost analysis be done, and it does it 
come to a better than 1/1-1 benefit cost, so even though it has a high price tag, it also provides a 
lot of benefit. 
 
Haugen stated that they do have draft report that is being circulated among staff for review and 
comment.  He said that he didn’t use this as a hard number for the cost estimate, they had a 
meeting yesterday and there are some engineering considerations that might adjust the cost up or 
down, but it gives you a sense of where they are at with the study. 
 
Haugen commented that in terms of public input, they mainly received a lot of frustration about 
the increased trains on the Glasston Subdivision, and whether we can quiet the noise of the 
trains.  He added that they appreciate the quiet zone for the horns, but they are expressing a lot of 
frustration about the train noise itself. 
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MATTER OF MNDOT UPDATE ON MINNESOTA STATEWIDE MULTI MODAL 
PLAN AND STATEWIDE HIGHWAY INVESTMENT PLAN 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and stated that there is a lot of information regarding MnDOT’s 
update on the Minnesota Statewide Multimodal Plan included, including a detailed report on the 
three investment approach scenarios; A, B, and C.  He said that the last piece is a survey they 
would ask that everyone consider filling out.  He added that someone from MnDOT was 
supposed to present this via conference phone, however they have been unable to connect so he 
will try to give it himself. 
 
Haugen said that, as the staff report tried to identify, this is an update of a document they did a 
couple of years ago, it is required by the Minnesota Legislature. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and gave a brief overview of the information presented. 
 
Haugen stated that one thing he is sure MnDOT would try to convey to you is, if they were to 
meet all of their performance targets, that would be a $36 billion dollar investment over twenty 
years; at best they could only identify $20 billion in revenue, so there is a $16 billion dollar gap.  
He said that the $16 billion dollar gap is only addressing state highway needs, so they 
acknowledge that the gap could double or triple that or even more as they don’t know how much 
the county or local jurisdictions might have in needs as well, so part of the message is this next 
legislative session will need to let everyone know that there is still a huge funding gap, and the 
legislature is being primed to address that with a ten year investment package. 
 
Haugen pointed out that they also did a lot of trends analysis, showing about twelve trends that 
they have been tracking, some have to deal with technological advances; they are looking into 
autonomous vehicles to see how much of an impact they can predict they will have on the 
system, so they have done a lot of trends analysis and that information is available. 
 
Haugen stated that there are thirteen different slices to the pie, and they do a lot of analysis of the 
current condition, and identify some of the needs, so they have gotten a lot of data, and have 
done a lot of work to get to the point that they can present this. 
 
Vein asked if the MPO Executive Policy Board is going to make a recommendation on behalf of 
the MPO as to what we feel their approach should be.  Haugen responded that you may do that as 
an MPO, but they have only now been doing this by having individuals filling out the 
questionnaire, but if you want to put this on the agenda next month, and have staff give you a 
recommendation on which approach the MPO might want to engage with, that would certainly 
be an option.  He added that staff will also work with the East Grand Forks City Council, and if 
Polk County wishes we can get their information to them as well.  Strandell suggested that a call 
be made to Rich Sanders to see what he thinks.   
 
Haugen reported that the other half of this presentation that was to be discussed briefly was the 
Multimodal Plan, which gets back to the bike/ped issue we discussed earlier.  He said that they  
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are open to comments, and their website is:  www.minnesotago.org and he would encourage you 
to go there and get as much information as you want, but also to leave comments on these issues. 
 
Haugen stated that he attended a stakeholder meeting a week ago in Brainerd, MN, and he 
encouraged going with Approach C, but to scale back the Twin Cities Metro-mobility just 
because he thinks the Met Council’s Transportation Plan is on the light rail or the transit side, 
which isn’t part of the highway investment, and this is the highway investment strategy, so he 
told them to go with Approach C, but to take some of the monies out of the Metro-mobility and 
spread it to the other areas.   
 
Haugen commented that they held these sessions at the Minnesota State Fair earlier this summer, 
and they got a lot of support for Approach B, and the stakeholder forum he was at, as well as two 
others, Approach B got the most support as well. 
 
DeMers said, then, that the question is; as East Grand Forks and Polk County expand, or wants to 
expand in search of basically for highways and bridges, you’re going to have to get it from the 
regional and local highways and Greater Minnesota pools, so you have only 1.1% and .3% of the 
funding available if you want to put a bridge in, those are the pools you’re looking at.  Haugen 
responded that that would be correct.  Vetter stated that that is fine, adding that that we will 
update our transportation plan next year and move it up on the ladder.   
 
Haugen referred to Approach C, and pointed out that what you would really be trying to target 
would be the 1.1%, and under Approach C that slice of the pie grows to 8.2%, and then, as he 
explained, his suggestion was to trim back the Twin Cities Area Mobility 7.2% and invest it 
elsewhere.  He explained that truly it is the Met Council’s strategy to invest in public 
transportation, or light rail extensions, or bus rapid transit, as their solutions.   
 
Haugen reiterated that there is more detailed information on each of these pie slices that he can 
mail to the board if desired.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO ADJOURN THE NOVEMBER 18TH, 
2015, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:01 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


