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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, August 19th, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the August 19th, 2015 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:08 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Marc DeMers, Warren 
Strandell, Steve Adams, Jeannie Mock, and Gary Malm.   
 
Absent were:  Ken Vein and Clarence Vetter. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 15 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE JULY 15TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Mock, Malm, Powers, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the latest news, besides the fact that they have now switched sides on the 
bridge, is that the project is going well and that MnDOT now intends to do a temporary fix to the 
approach on the Minnesota side of the bridge this fall.   
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Haugen commented that we would expect, now, that both sides of the bridge will have temporary 
fixes done to their respective approaches before winter sets in this year.  He added that both sides 
will also work together in 2019, when North Dakota begins work on DeMers Avenue, to do a 
more permanent fix to both approaches.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that, as discussed at the last MPO Executive Policy Board meeting, there have 
been some conversations about the proposed cross-section, as well as some communications 
between the engineering departments, MnDOT, NDDOT, and others; and the real issue or 
discussion point is these 4-foot 3-inch shoulders, and whether they truly need to be that wide; 
and reduce the drive lanes or in absence of a median, and he believes they are still discussing that 
and learning from each other’s point of view, so it is ongoing at this time. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Grand Forks side he would suspect that their City Council will be 
informed, and perhaps asked to take a position on this, but he isn’t sure if the same will be asked 
on the East Grand Forks side.  He added that, again, this is pretty much being led by the 
engineering staff on both sides. 
 
Haugen reported that, you will notice later on when we talk about the T.I.P.s and S.T.I.P.s, that 
the project had always been programmed in FY 2016, both financing and start date; but you will 
now notice that on the Minnesota side the financing has slipped to FY 2017, however the project 
may still start in FY 2016 but will go farther into FY 2017 than was originally anticipated.   
 
Powers asked for clarification as to why there isn’t going to be a median.  Haugen responded that 
it has to do with them being able to provide the 4-foot 3-inch shoulders and the barrier between 
the multi-use trail.  He added that, as you will notice, a lot of the trail width, the driving lane 
width isn’t what the default width standard would require so in order to make everything fit 
inside the truss system the median was one of the casualties, so far.   
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side they are trying to address the west-bound on-ramp 
merge issue, which was one of the concerns he heard about, and the reason for the median on the 
Minnesota side.  He stated that he thinks part of the answer is that there is only so much room 
inside the truss to be able to fit everything in, so the median was one of the things that was taken 
out in order to be able to do so.   
 
Haugen explained that they are trying to address the real issue of the median, which, from what 
they heard on the Minnesota side, is that it is needed for west-bound traffic merge safety.  He 
said that they are trying to get that corrected, or situated so that the need for the median isn’t 
quite as pronounced as we all perceive it to be now. 
   
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT RFP FOR 32 ND AVENUE TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
COORDINATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that this is our last major work activity to get started on this year.  He said that 
it simply focuses on 32nd Avenue, between Washington Street and I-29. 
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Haugen stated that we have developed signal coordination plans for all of the arterial roadways 
in Grand Forks, and 32nd Avenue was the very first one we did back in 2008.  He said that the 
plan was updated once during the Long Range Transportation Plan process, and now with our 
A.T.A.C. camera counting program the City of Grand Forks asked us to assist them in making 
sure that the 32nd Avenue Coordination is up to snuff.   
 
Haugen commented that this is a fairly simple scope-of-work, and we have budgeted 
$20,000.000 towards the effort.  He added that we still expect to have the work done in October, 
with the report finalized in the November/December timeframe.   
 
Haugen said that the Technical Advisory Committee reviewed the RFP, made a couple of minor 
tweaks, and, along with MPO Staff, recommend approval so that it can be released and we can 
get the project underway. 
                             
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO GRANT APPROVAL OF THE 
RFP FOR THE 32ND AVENUE SOUTH TRAFFIC OPERATIONS AND SIGNAL 
COORDINATION PLAN UPDATE, AS SUBMITTED. 
  
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Mock, Malm, Powers, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF MINNESOTA SIDE 2016-2019 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we approved the draft document back in April.  He stated that since April 
there have been three changes: 
 
1) East Grand Forks Project #3 – East Grand Forks needs to replace their fixed-route vehicle 
 and originally we showed this being financed with federal monies; however the State of 
 Minnesota has since informed us that they will be using financing 80% using state 
 monies.  He pointed out that in our T.I.P. table it still shows zero dollars under State, and 
 the reason for this is because out District is vehicle focused, and so to them State means 
 something related to their highway dollars, so they don’t want us to show anything other 
 than highway dollars in the State of Minnesota under the State funding heading, that is 
 why it is shown under Other, but it is still State money on the transit side.  
 
2) Kennedy Bridge Project – Discussed above. 
 
3) State Funded Project East Grand Forks received - it is a local road improvement program 
 project.  He explained that the State Legislature sets aside funds for a competitive grand 
 process, and East Grand Forks applied for a project on 5th Avenue N.E.  He stated that 
 currently 5th Avenue N.E. comes up to the old railroad bed, but that railroad is essentially 
 abandoned so this project will lower 5th down to a more normal at-grade level, and East 
 Grand Forks was awarded the State monies to do this project.  He said that it is a 
 significant enough project that it needs to show up in our T.I.P. document. 
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Haugen commented that we did advertise a public hearing at our Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting last Wednesday.  He stated that there was no one present at the meeting to speak on this 
item, now were any written comments received, and MPO Staff and the Technical Advisory 
Committee recommend approval of the Final Minnesota Side 2016-2019 T.I.P., as submitted. 
 
DeMers asked about TED dollars, and whether or not, if a project is fundable with these dollars, 
do they have to be these types of projects.  Haugen responded that it would have to be shown in 
this document.  Haugen explained that the TED is another Minnesota program that is trying to tie 
transportation economic development, and on the application one of the first questions is is it 
consistent with the transportation plan, and if so it would be submitted into the T.I.P.   
 
DeMers commented that they have become aware that there is $30,000,000 available, however 
because the project has to be on a State Trunk Highway, they are looking at a couple of projects 
on Highway #2.  He asked if it would be premature to approve this document, or does it have to 
be approved now, or can it be amended later.  Haugen responded that it does need to be approved 
now, and if you are awarded TED monies we would have to amend this document to show that at 
that time.  He added that when your TED application gets submitted, we will get a letter from the 
MPO Executive Director indicating if the project(s) are consistent with the MPO’s 
Transportation Plan.   
 
DeMers asked, though, if we approve this document today, then the proposed projects wouldn’t 
be consistent if they aren’t already in the T.I.P.  Haugen responded that the T.I.P. isn’t our plan, 
it is something else.   
 
Haugen stated that the only other thing to note is that there isn’t a lot of highway investment 
going on on the Minnesota side, but you will see that there is a lot of investment on the North 
Dakota side.  
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE FINAL 2016-2019 
MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Mock asked if there is any issue with one State having the Kennedy Bridge in FY 2016 and the 
other in FY 2017.  Haugen responded that it is just a coordination issue between our T.I.P. 
document and their S.T.I.P. document.  He explained that we had a similar issue when the Sorlie 
Bridge was thought to be a major project in 2018, where North Dakota showed it in FY 2017 and 
Minnesota showed it in FY 2018; so we used that as our template to show what is going on now 
with the Kennedy Bridge, but there isn’t a problem with the different dates. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Mock, Malm, Powers, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON U.S. #2 ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will recall, at your last meeting you tabled this item.  He stated that 
he did present this to both the Grand Forks County Commission and the Grand Forks Service  
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Safety Committee.  He stated that there were some good questions from the Grand Forks County 
Commission were raised, but he isn’t sure if they have taken any formal action on this yet.  
Malm responded that they haven’t.  Haugen said that the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee 
made a motion to receive and file the document, and he believes this is what the City Council did 
as well.   
 
Haugen commented that there is a little bit of additional information on this that he would like to 
combine with discussion on the next agenda item, which is the North Dakota Draft S.T.I.P., 
because in that document, for the first time, many of us locally, became aware of a $22,500,000 
project that starts on U.S. #2 from 69th Street west to the Grand Forks Airforce Base.  He said 
that what is described is a complete reconstruction of the roadway, thus the $22,500,000 price 
tag.   
 
Haugen explained that the project is shown as being funded in FY 2018, but the intent is to do 
the work in FY 2019.  He stated, however, that just like with the Sorlie Bridge discussion, where 
they started out with this huge dollar value and a $30,000,000 replacement description; the U.S. 
#2 project is starting out as the most extreme project, and it might end up being a reconstruction 
project, but it is also likely that it might end up being more of a preventative maintenance project 
as well, so they will be doing more pavement testing to see if it at the point where it needs to be 
replaced or if some kind of treatment can be done to extend its life.   
 
Haugen reported that between now and next spring, the way it is showing up in the documents is 
that if they do a complete reconstruction, then in 2019 they will address the Airport Intersection 
at the same time.  He said, then, that as we have been discussing, the study itself doesn’t 
eliminate all alternatives, or does it focus only on one alternative, that when a project is 
programmed, during the project development, when they engage the NEPA process and such, 
they will again involve all the stakeholders and look at all the alternatives and through that 
process they will come up with something like “this is the project we will do, and whether we 
address the Airport Intersection or not, has to deal with the extent of the main project, which is 
the pavement condition on U.S. #2”.  He added that if this becomes a preventative maintenance 
project; just like the Sorlie Bridge where they just ended up repainting it and they really didn’t 
address any of the other issues; on U.S. #2 their normal scoping won’t address the intersection at 
all, but if it is anything from a major rehab to a reconstruction then it will be part of the project.  
He said, then, that 2017 is when they will be engaging in that project development process to 
help determine what the intersection improvement will be during the 2019 project, but there is 
always a do nothing alternative outcome from that process. 
 
Haugen summarized by reiterating that until the Draft S.T.I.P. came out from North Dakota there 
hadn’t been much knowledge at the local level that the NDDOT was looking at doing a major 
project on U.S. #2 in this area.  He said, though, that now that we have that information, it is 
possible, from the Airport’s point of view, that if they are thinking about investing a few dollars 
to have a fourth consultant look at the Airport Intersection, because of the timing of this project a 
fourth consultant will probably be engaged by the NDDOT to look at the intersection, so you 
may not have to but won’t know until next spring when the NDDOT has scoped the project and 
has determined that it won’t be a preventative maintenance, but will instead be a major  
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reconstruction or rehab, and you will know that there will be an intense study of that intersection 
with that project at that time. 
 
Haugen commented that both the Technical Advisory Committee and MPO Staff still 
recommend approving this subject to acknowledgment that the Airport Authority doesn’t like 
any of the alternatives for the Airport Intersection. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO GRANT APPROVAL OF THE U.S. 
#2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY, ACKNOWLEDGING THAT THE AIRPORT 
AUTHORITY DOES NOT LIKE ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE AIRPORT 
ROAD AND COUNTY ROAD #5 INTERSECTION. 
  
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Mock, Powers, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: Malm. 
 
Haugen stated that, obviously the $23,000,000 for that stretch of U.S. #2 does not include a 
grade separation structure at the Airport intersection. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P./S.T.I. P. 
 
Haugen commented that staff is not asking the board to approve a Draft T.I.P. document.  He 
explained that the principal reason for that is because North Dakota sort of went out of sequence 
and published their Draft S.T.I.P. prior to their cooperative engagement of either of the other two 
MPOs or this MPO on a Draft T.I.P. 
 
Haugen stated that because they have already produced a S.T.I.P., and are asking for public 
comment on it, and because the timing of it did not allow staff to get a Draft T.I.P. fashioned 
together for public input requirements, we are allowing for you to forward comments you might 
have on the S.T.I.P. to us, but, again, we aren’t asking for adoption of a Draft T.I.P. this go-
around.  He added that next month it is most likely that we will be asking for approval of a Final 
T.I.P. on the North Dakota side. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, pointing out that the pertinent pages of the document were 
included, and went over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that one bit of good news is that they moved the Columbia Road, 40th to 47th 
Avenues South, project up a year.  He explained that it was 2017 for the year we originally 
requested the project, it was originally programmed to be done in 2017 a couple of T.I.P./S.T.I.P. 
documents ago, and last year they delayed it to 2018, but this year when we submitted out 
candidate projects in December, at that time it was our understand that it was still going to be 
programmed in 2018, so we argued that when they delayed the project they didn’t adjust for year 
of expenditure, so we said that they needed to give us more federal funds then because they were 
causing the project costs to increase because they were delaying it.  He stated that the amount 
shown is the amount we were asking for, they are awarding us the full amount, but they are also 
moving it a year ahead, so that is double good news, that the project is now back to when it was 
originally programmed, plus we got another $700,000/$800,000 in federal funds attached to it. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, August 19th, 2015 
 

 7 
 

Haugen pointed out that you will also notice that DeMers Avenue in 2019 is now showing up, 
and, again, they are currently scoped in the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. as reconstruction, however they will 
go through the project development process and it might end up being something less, such as a 
mill and overlay rather than a complete curb-to-curb reconstruction of DeMers Avenue. 
 
Haugen reported that one other bit of information shown on here is, actually we had submitted, 
on the City’s behalf, a project on the Urban System, the University Avenue Mill and Overlay 
project; that was not funded in the Draft S.T.I.P., which isn’t good news. 
 
Haugen referred to pages showing the actual District information, and went over it briefly.  He 
stated that within this our Urban Projects are included, and you will see North Columbia Road, 
the section between 11th Avenue and 14th or Knight Drive, will be done next year.  He added that 
you will also notice on the Kennedy Bridge project they still show it as being funded in 2016. 
 
Haugen commented that we did submit several projects for TAP monies, and one was funded.  
He stated that the project funded is a multi-use path from 42nd Street west underneath the 
Interstate on DeMers Avenue over to 48th Street.  He pointed out that the project description is 
incorrect and the total dollar amount is incorrect, but the federal portion is correct as it is the max 
allowed. 
 
Haugen reported that there are some Highway Safety Improvement projects that were awarded 
funds.  He said that, if you will recall, in the discussion we had in December, they have now 
separated the safety improvement projects; one is high crash locations, and the other is a 
systematic approach for areas where there is a likelihood for accidents to occur.   
 
Haugen stated that they separated out the City’s request into the single confirmation lights on 
Gateway Drive project, at a cost of $120,000.  He explained that those are the red light running 
cameras that are part of the Local Road Safety Improvement program. 
 
Haugen commented that Grand Forks had requested more money for turn lane improvements on 
32nd Avenue, but they were not awarded any additional funds at this time. 
 
Haugen said that another curious thing that is showing up again is, in the past we had school sign 
replacement throughout Grand Forks being funded with these funds.  He stated that they showed 
up in the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. one year, but were taken out the next year, and they are showing up 
again this year. 
 
Haugen reported that this is the highlights of the Draft S.T.I.P. that is out.  He added that, again, 
they are not asking for a formal adoption of a Draft document at this time, and they are still 
trying to work with local and state partners to figure out what all the projects are in our study 
area.   
 
Haugen stated that as part of the communication, NDDOT did ask the cities to work through the 
MPOs on comments.  He said that they did receive a letter from Grand Forks City staff, which is 
included in the packet.  He added that the real news was the big U.S. #2 project on 69th Street 
West, and how it impacts the Airport Intersection. 
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Haugen referred to a map, and pointed out some things that may be coming up in the future, 
going over them briefly. 
  
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that this is just an update.  She stated that there has been a little movement on it, 
adding that in July a public meeting was held to present as many alternatives as they could 
possible come up with.  She said that they did get some feedback, and there weren’t very many 
concerns with the various alternatives. 
 
Kouba commented that the Steering Committee met after the public meeting and narrowed down 
the alternatives to those they felt were the most viable.  She stated that they also came up with 
some various timelines as to when the different alternatives might be done. 
 
Kouba stated that one of the first projects the Steering Committee felt would be the most 
beneficial is the restriping of Bygland Road so that it has a bike lane, extending the turn lane at 
the intersection, and creating a painted ?? throughout that area.   
 
Powers said that one thing he would like addressed, once they do paint this up, is where you have 
a left turn lane, and you have that area that they stripe at an angle, then all of a sudden you’re 
turning left, what is that, it’s no-man’s land.  Kouba responded that it’s basically, it’s kind of a 
safety issue where someone is trying to make a decision, and she knows a lot of people in the 
southend, they pretty much know if they are going to be turning left at that intersection so they 
get in the right of way right of way, but if you’re not quite sure, it allows people to know that this 
is where you go to turn left, so that you’re not making that decision at the last minute and 
creating an accident.  She added that the person that knows they are going to turn left there, they 
are going through and sometimes they don’t remember that they should stay behind the person in 
front of them even though they haven’t quite gotten into the area where they are supposed to be 
turning.  Powers commented that he gets questioned on that about once a month, and it’s 
hilarious sometimes, like if you’re going towards the bridge and you have that left turn there, he 
has been driving along and he is going to go straight, but he looks in his mirror and he can see 
this car coming up and all of a sudden someone in front of him scoots over in front of that car 
coming up and they both turn left.  He stated that somehow or other we need to clue people in to 
what that is for.  Haugen responded that this project is striping that left turn bay.  Powers said 
that that would help a lot.  Kouba said that having the median painted completely throughout that 
whole section will also help so that people will know, there isn’t all of a sudden this bump-out, 
it’s a continuous painted median as opposed to this very short out-bumping of the median that 
they are trying to create for safety reasons. 
 
DeMers asked if this was the $300,000 project.  Kouba responded that it was.  She added that 
there are some things that we can do, this particular number is an estimate based on a certain 
type of paint, which is a little more expensive.  She stated that the suggestion is, at this section, 
to do an extra right-of-way now so that in the event there is a need to do some grinding away of 
paint at the start of the project, we wouldn’t have to wait until later, but that is the kind of detail  
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that we want you to look at.  DeMers asked if this project is just for what is illustrated, or is it for 
the length of Bygland.  Kouba responded that it is for the length of Bygland Road, all the way 
down to the schools.  She pointed out what would be painted throughout the rest of Bygland 
Road, there would be a bike lane, then the driving lane, both driving lanes, and then a bike lane, 
and then a parking lane would be along the west side of Bygland.  She said that this is due to the 
simple reason that there are more homes, and thus driveways on the west side as opposed to the 
east side.  She added that there is a median and left turn lanes there as well. 
 
Haugen commented that this is a fairly low cost solution to several issues that were identified to 
us.  He explained that speeding was one issue identified, and currently because there is only a 
center line, and there is wide pavement, it is kind of a free-for-all and nobody knows where their 
space is, and so automatically Minnesota law would lower the posted speed limit down to 25 by 
installing the bike lanes.  He stated that they are suggesting removing parking on just one side of 
the street, and they are suggesting it remain on the west side.  He said that by striping a parking 
lane on the west side, a bike lane, the driving lanes, and then another bike lane you’ve given all 
users, particularly the motorists, a sense of where they are supposed to be spaced on the 
pavement, and also it is a bit more confining then their current environment, which will lower the 
speeds a bit, so that is what this first $300,000 is trying to address. 
 
DeMers asked if this means that the speed limit could be posted at 25 mph.  Haugen responded 
that it could be, but it would be a City decision.  Kouba added that it could stay at 30 mph, but 
wouldn’t be suggested it be any higher than that.  DeMers agreed, adding that he thinks 30 is 
fine, but if you go down to 25 it might upset a lot of people because that is a long road to go 25 
on. 
 
Powers commented that he was under the impression that bike lanes weren’t all that popular on 
Bygland.  Kouba responded that it just depends upon where you’re looking, and who you’re 
talking to.  She said that she knows there is a group of people that don’t like bike lanes, or they 
don’t think it will be used, and it depends upon the time of day too as she has driven there and 
has seen people biking right on Bygland Road, and there is transitioning, wide enough sidewalks.   
 
Powers asked how often you see cars parked on Bygland.  Strandell responded that everytime 
they hold the Annual Fall Arts and Craft Event you have a lot of vehicles parking on Bygland.  
Powers agreed, adding that that is about the only time though.  He said that when you go further 
out by the schools you never see a vehicle parked on the road.   
 
Haugen reported that at the public meetings they held, most attendees weren’t in favor of bike 
lanes, but they also did an on-line survey and most of the responses were in favor of them.  He 
added that when you look at the cost of these alternatives, $300,000, versus trying to build a ten-
foot wide separate off-street path you are looking at ten times that amount. 
 
Kouba commented that one near-term alternative would be a roundabout at Rhinehart and 
Bygland.  She stated that it would allow for larger vehicles or trucks to be able to navigate 
through there, but it will be considered a mini roundabout.  She added, however, that the larger 
vehicles probably won’t feel as comfortable as they would if they were on a larger roundabout. 
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Kouba stated that another fact is that a roundabout would slow people down, and allow for other 
vehicles to come in.  She said that, once again, one of the issues people have is that a lot of 
northbound traffic, first thing in the morning, anyone heading south, as well as on Rhinehart 
would be able to access first before the northbound people can access, so getting the few cars 
that come in off Rhinehart out there first and then moving those.  She added that it is a 
continuous mode, you’re always moving on a roundabout, you’re not stopping, which wouldn’t 
be the case with a stoplight or stop signs, you would have to stop all the time, you can’t leave it 
blinking yellow as that is considered as there being something wrong with the signal, so it isn’t 
encouraged, which is a popular alternative, but at the same time with a roundabout it is very 
more neighborhood friendly, which she thinks is a consideration for the corridor itself as it is 
considered a neighborhood because you are going past homes and schools.   
 
DeMers asked how the striping project work with a roundabout.  Kouba responded that it will 
work the same.  She pointed out that there is a bike lane on both sides of the road.  She said, 
however that you wouldn’t be able to have parking adjacent to the roundabout, but you would be 
able to have it on all other areas of the roadway.  DeMers asked if bikers would go off the road 
by the roundabout.  Kouba responded that with this type of roundabout they would.  Haugen 
added that bicyclists have the option of continuing in the driving lane, or taking the outside 
option.  He stated that the biggest detriment for him is that we could not warrant a traffic signal 
at Rhinehart and Bygland in our 2025 or 2040 plan, and without being able to warrant a signal, 
there would be little chance that you would receive state or federal assistance in financing one; 
whereas this roundabout allows you to install it tomorrow if you had the funds, you don’t have to 
meet a warrant or anything to put one in.   
 
DeMers asked about funding for a roundabout.  Haugen responded that in 2018 you would have 
City Sub-Target funds to pay for a roundabout.  He explained that the City Sub-Target fund has 
roughly three quarters of a million dollars, or $1.1 million dollars, that can be used for this 
alternative. 
 
Kouba commented that some of the more long-term alternatives are putting in some left turn 
lanes when warranted; construction of another roundabout at 13th and Bygland.  DeMers asked if 
the roundabout at 13th and Bygland is a greater priority than one at 5th and Bygland.  Kouba 
responded that it is.  She said that one of the things that has been suggested for 5th, to help 
alleviate some of the sight issues that have been brought up, is to realign it, bringing it over and 
aligning 5th up with the existing driveway access area.  She stated that by doing this we would 
also allow for another roundabout at that location in the future. 
 
Kouba reported that staff will be presenting these alternatives, in this order, at a public meeting 
in September, as well as to both City Councils as well. 
 
MATTER OF PERFORMANCE REPORT UPDATE 
 
Viafara reported that at the moment the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan is the document 
that is guiding all the planning activities for the region.  He said that this plan was updated in  
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2013, and it was then in conformance to the parents of MAP-21.  He explained that one of the 
issues that MAP-21 requires is the evolution of the Citizen’s Performance Measures, so goals, 
methods, and targets were given and they are included in the report.  
 
Viafara commented that the purpose of this is for us to be able to proceed with the evolution of 
the four elements that are included in the plan:   
 
 1) Streets and Highways 
 2) Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 3) Transit System 
 4) Freight 
 
Viafara said that at the last Technical Committee meeting we discussed this situation, and 
members of the committee would like to know exactly how they can help to select and to 
advance this particular project, so we are preparing a document that allows us to gain their 
insight and support, but at this time we would like the Technical Advisory Committee to help us 
determine a baseline year to establish the comparison for the performance analysis trends, and to 
help us consider specific information that will come from the existing transportation 
infrastructure condition, and its performance. 
 
Viafara stated that lastly we would like them to help us to define which ones are the most critical 
issues and challenges that are being faced by the transportation system in the planning area. 
 
Haugen commented that this is one of the blessings of MAP-21 – we are going to be annually 
producing this document. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 19TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:08 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Mock, Malm, Powers, and Strandell. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


