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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, May 20th, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the May 20th, 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, Ken Vein (via conference phone), Steve Adams, and 
Gary Malm.   
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; David Wiosna, GF/EGF MPO Intern; Jay Sandeen, 
GF/EGF MPO Intern; 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 APRIL 15 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 15TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen reported that the MPO Interns, David Wiosna and Jay Sandeen, have been working for 
the MPO for a while now, and are now on their summer schedule so were finally available to 
attend an MPO Executive Policy Board meeting.  He asked that they each introduce themselves 
and give a little background on where they are in school, where they are from, and what they are 
working on. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that since the last MPO Executive Policy Board meeting there hasn’t been a 
whole lot of new information forthcoming on either bridge to report. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that the consultant is on board, and they are working towards project 
development, getting the design done.  He added that, as discussed last month, there are several 
things that they are doing that this board helped direct, such as aesthetics or signature features.  
He said that they are going to hold at least two public meetings here in the community to assist in 
finalizing what those features will be, however those dates are still to be determined 
 
Information only. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that, as reported last month, it is more likely than not that on the North 
Dakota side a temporary fix may be done to the approach to the bridge; but on the Minnesota 
side they are still reviewing solutions, what resources they have available, and if there is funding 
available so it isn’t likely that anything will be done on that side of the bridge this year. 
 
Haugen explained that the reason he calls it a temporary fix on the North Dakota side is because 
they want to do something that just bridges us to their 2019 DeMers Avenue project, at which 
time they will do a more permanent fix.  He stated that on the Minnesota side they are looking at 
doing this once, and doing it permanently, so while they may or may not wait until 2019, but it is 
unlikely they will do anything this year. 
 
Powers asked if on the Minnesota side of the bridge, the area you are talking about goes from the 
foot of the bridge to the flood wall.  Haugen responded that that would be correct. 
 
Vein asked if he heard correctly that North Dakota will try to do something this year.  Haugen 
responded that a temporary fix will be attempted this year.   
 
Yavarow reported that the bid opening for the Sorlie is scheduled for tomorrow morning, and 
there is always a possibility that none of the bids will be accepted.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS R FP 
 
Haugen reported that at last month’s MPO Executive Policy Board meeting, this item was tabled 
to today’s meeting in order to allow staff to work with our Federal and State Agencies, as well as 
local staff, to try to incorporate somehow the potential impact additional river crossings might 
have on the study results.   
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Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that he included a copy of the new section that 
was added to the RFP.  He stated that, essentially, what they are suggesting, and this was 
approved by the Technical Advisory Committee last week, is instead of doing an in-depth 
analysis of each and every alternative with any potential bridge combination, we will be asking 
the consultant to do what we have termed “sensitivity testing” on the alternatives.  He then gave 
an in-depth explanation for making this change/request. 
 
Haugen summarized that what this is trying to do is to incorporate the what ifs should additional 
river crossings be constructed without adding any cost to the proposed budget.  He added that 
our travel demand modeler has already done the forecasts of these three river crossing scenarios, 
so we already have an idea of what the results will be, and have given that information to the 
consultant, so this will be just one more step to their alternative analyses, so shouldn’t add any 
significant amount to the cost. 
 
Haugen commented that this is our recommendation to address the request this board made last 
month, otherwise the RFP is the same as what was submitted last month, and it has been vetted 
and approved by the Technical Advisory Committee, so both the Technical Advisory Committee 
and staff are seeking authorization TO release the RFP, get bids, and get the project started. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE I-29 TRAFFIC 
OPERATIONS RFP, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL TO AUTHORIZE THE EXECUTION OF TH E CONTRACT 
FOR THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE 2045 PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that we received a total of four proposals submitted to us.  He stated that the 
Selection Committee, as identified in the RFP, was comprised of three members of the City 
Planning Commission, three members of the City Planning Staff, and himself.  He said that they 
met and identified the top three choices, held interviews, and unanimously chose WSB. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that a copy of the basic Scope-of-Work that WSB, 
and its subs, are providing us for the Grand Forks Land Use Plan was included.  He explained 
that this will be the first time we have had WSB under contract.  He said that he did have some 
discussions with them about some modifications to our standard contract that they proposed, and 
in the end they dropped their suggestions, so we are seeking approval to authorize execution of 
the contract, which will be contingent upon our State and Federal agencies concurring with our 
selection process. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
EXECUTION OF THE CONTRACT FOR THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE 2045 PLAN 
UPDATE, WITH WSB AND ASSOCIATES, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSIN G STUDY 
CONSULTANT SELECTION 
 
Haugen reported that this RFP was due at the end of April.  He stated that a couple of unusual 
things occurred with the selection process; the first thing was that we only received two 
proposals, therefore we did have to seek approval by our State and Federal agencies to proceed 
with reviewing and selecting based on just two proposals, and we did get that.  He said that once 
we received approval we scheduled interviews with the two firms, and the Selection Committee 
did name KLJ as its top choice, but as noted in the staff report in their proposal there were some 
key things that they had labeled as “value added” and the committee knowingly named them 
their top choice but also knew that if we couldn’t reach negotiations on what those “value added” 
items were they were comfortable with Olsson and Associates proposal. 
 
Haugen explained that they then entered into negotiations with KLJ, and tried to iron out the 
differences, but in the end, to satisfy what they felt was the proper scope of work, they were 
150% over our budget.  He said that the main sticking point was on the Glasston line itself, we 
were expecting that as part of a range of alternatives to address the conflicts between 
auto/bike/ped/bus/train traffic, that grade separations would be considered, but in their view that 
is the reason why it was 150% above budget, that if we incorporated grade separation concepts, 
that increased their budget considerably, so when we ceased negotiations with KLJ, our first 
question to Olsson and Associates was about that key point, and from their proposal they do 
identify that at all of those crossings along the Glasston line, as the process goes along they will 
incorporate those concepts as alternatives that will be reviewed.   
 
Haugen commented that Olsson and Associates are anxious to get into our market so they are at 
our budget doing the scope of work in the RFP, as requested, therefore although we are sorry we 
couldn’t work things out with KLJ, we are excited about possibly working with Olsson and 
Associates. 
 
Haugen stated that the Technical Advisory Committee, and staff are recommending approving 
authorization to execute the contract for the Glasston Railroad Crossing Study with Olsson and 
Associates, subject to concurrence by our State and Federal partners.   
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING 
EXECUTION OF THE CONTRACT FOR THE GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING 
STUDY WITH OLSSON AND ASSOCIATES, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that this is pretty much an update on the beginning process of our Bygland Road 
Study.  She stated that we have Alliant under contract to do this study, and have done turning 
movement counts along the corridor in order to get some updated traffic information, and Alliant 
has been able to do some analysis of that information, along with associating it with our model 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, May 20th, 2015 
 

 5 
 

data and we have been able to present this, actually, to the public as well as our Steering 
Committee. 
 
Kouba commented that we were able to identify what was going on on the corridor, being that 
there are the various sidewalks, bus, and pedestrian traffic and things of that nature, identifying 
any kind of safety issues, which there happens to be very small amounts of accidents happening 
along Bygland Road, and they are mostly towards, the largest number are at the traffic light, of 
course, and then anywhere between that and Rhinehart Drive intersection. 
 
Kouba stated that as we get into more analysis of the actual traffic that is going on, we see a lot 
of traffic, and we see that some of this traffic is actually getting up and beyond what we were 
actually predicting for the model for 2025 and 2040, so that was a little bit of a surprise. 
 
DeMers asked, the area north and east of Bygland, where it says 2025 100 added houses, is that 
what was predicted in the 2025 plan.  Kouba responded that that is what we had predicted 
happening by 2025.  DeMers asked, though, if that was when the 2025 Land Use Plan was put 
together.  Kouba responded that it wasn’t, that it is in our 2040 Land Use Plan, that is what we 
had predicted by 2025.  DeMers said that this seems a little bit high, as there is really only one 
development with lots remaining  Kouba commented that you also have to remember that the 
Land Use Plan was done five years ago.  DeMers stated that this is what he is saying, is this 
based on what’s is current of from when in the past.  Kouba responded that it is based on the 
2040 Land Use Plan, which is based upon 2010 data.  DeMers said that he is all for raising the 
amount of houses because he thinks it helps with some of our goals.  Kouba added that the 2040 
plan was done in 2010, and there are quite a few in the area that have been added, but you also 
have to remember that even though there are all those houses being predicted to be added in that 
area, the schools are city-wide schools, so at the elementary school you have third through fifth 
grades, and then you have the middle school which has all middle school kids going there. 
 
Kouba said that once they presented that information, they looked at some of the issues that were 
coming up.  She stated that the biggest issue, obviously, is the traffic.  She said that Bygland has 
the unusual spike mostly because of the schools, we think, because you have the most traffic 
coming down in the 7:30 a.m. to 8:15 a.m. timeframe as parents are taking their kids to school 
then coming back, and people that live there are heading north on Bygland, so we are looking at 
various options for this.  She added that this was discussed at the public meeting, and was the 
biggest concern for the residents in that area, and a lot of suggestions were submitted. 
 
Kouba commented that they also presented some types of bicycle facilities, as well as some of 
the costs associated with them, and went over the pros and cons of each.  She stated that this was 
done in order to inform the public about the various alternatives as we have been talking about 
the possibility of using some of them on Bygland Road, including on-road facilities such as a 
bike lane, or a sharrow.  
 
Kouba stated that they have also been looking at pedestrian facilities.  She said that there are 
sidewalks that go down Bygland Road on both sides, although there are a couple of gaps to the 
north, they want to try to make sure there are accesses, and that if there are any safety issues that  
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need to be addressed, as well as letting people know about some of the accentuated safety 
protocols such as Hawk Signals, that are available. 
Kouba reported that their main objective was to try to get information from the public on what 
their concerns are, and what they would like to see done.  She said that they also informed them 
that we would be holding another public meeting in July in order to present alternatives for 
addressing some of the issues we already know about. 
 
Powers commented that he felt that the public meeting was pretty well attended, and he was 
really proud of the City Council members stopping in after their work session.  He added, 
however, that the feeling he got concerning bike lanes is that the residents aren’t too wild about 
placing bike traffic on the roadway.  He stated that the main reason cited was that we have the 
dedicated bike paths on either side of it so shouldn’t need it on the roadway as well.  DeMers 
said that that may be a perception, but we also have to remember that going forward every 
authority, whether it is Federal or State, requires you to accommodate for every mode of traffic, 
so how we do that, we can be creative, but we have to also be aware of the requirements.  He 
added that if we want to go on our own and pay for all that stuff we can make all the decision we 
want, but we have to be cognizant of that as well. 
 
Vetter said that one of the things that was brought up at the Steering Committee meeting was 
about future traffic patterns, and whether they recognize that growth on the north end would send 
traffic down there because of the schools, have you had a chance to check into those.  Kouba 
responded that they did.  She said that the model did account for that change in population. 
 
Strandell commented that regarding the bicycle traffic area, he doesn’t see any reason at all why 
we can’t have a shared pedestrian/bicycle lane, it is on both sides of the road all the way out to 
13th, so it is already there, it is just a matter of sharing it, and the amount of people walking and 
riding bikes, just doesn’t justify any more than that.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that we are getting to the end of this study process.  He stated that we are 
waiting for the Airport Authority to meet next Thurday.  He explained that when we started this 
process they sent a letter citing their concern about the Local Road Safety Improvement 
Program’s solution, which was the “R-Cut” alternative.  He said that we hope that we’ve 
engaged them through the process where we presented alternatives other than the “R-Cut” and 
are seeking their feedback, from the Airport Authority’s perspective, of what alternative we 
presented might be favorable to them. 
 
Haugen stated that most of the comments we have received to date have focused on the Airport 
Drive area, and most are typically “why don’t you just reduce the speed limit sign out there” and 
that would solve all your problems, and we are trying to educate them that the speed limit was 
lowered to 55 and yet we still have traffic going 70 miles an hour, so their suggested 40 to 45 
mph won’t slow most of the traffic, at least not to the degree they would expect.  He said that 
they need to understand that you can’t just put signs out there and expect traffic to slow down, 
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that they would also need enhanced enforcement, and that is difficult to do, particularly with an 
artificial speed limit that isn’t based on conditions that are out there. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide, and explained that they have tried to give a little more background on 
what the research of empirical data, that has been analyzed would suggest that if you are trying 
to lower the speeds, it isn’t by the signs you put out there, it is just by the design of the roadway, 
and U.S. #2 is meant to be a rural, high-speed roadway out here, and the intersection is sort of 
the anomaly, so unless we reduce something to make that intersection, or that stretch of roadway 
more of an urban setting, and with reasons for people not to want to go 70 mph, that is the only 
way you will be able to lower the speed, and there aren’t any development plans, nor are there 
any future land use documents that would suggest any real development occurring out there than 
what is there now, so our response is that lowering the speed limits and enforcement isn’t going 
to reduce the crashes that are occurring out there, nor the severity of those crashes.   
 
Haugen reported that they did provide, just to hopefully educate and inform people as much as 
possible, what it is that we favor as the alternative for this intersection, and that is from the 
Steering Committee’s perspective; and it is the “Staggered T”, where we do shift Airport Drive 
to the east, separate all of those movements that are wanting to get to and from the airport and 
the city, away from County 5 intersection.  He stated that by doing this we know that there is less 
than 5% of the total traffic going through that intersection that wants to go north and south 
directly, so we would be displacing them a bit.  He added that a couple things they are doing to 
assist then with that maneuver, if you were to look at the details, the acceleration lane, or turn 
lane, is way longer than it would normally be designed if it were just a stand-alone left turn lane, 
so we are trying to allow traffic to get over to the left as early as possible, and stay out of the 
through traffic lanes.  He said that the other benefit we are providing them is to allow them to 
take a right on a stop or yield condition. 
 
Powers asked if they would still retain the traffic light at that intersection.  Haugen responded 
that it would be removed.  He said that the only alternative that would keep the traffic signal in 
place would be if we were to just lower the speed limit signs and hope for stricter enforcement, 
and hope for compliance that way. 
 
Haugen stated that, for the left turn movements, they got a lot of comments and questions about 
traffic being pushed out into the high speed through movements.  He said that one of the things 
they enjoy about the stop lights out there is the fact that traffic on U.S. #2 has a red light that 
they have to stop for so that when they do come out of the airport and turn left to get on U.S. #2 
they aren’t having all this traffic speeding behind them, so we proposed that they also have a 
dedicated acceleration lane allowing those left turn movements to have their own lane to get 
them up to speed before they have to merge with additional traffic. 
 
Haugen commented that, just to ensure that you understand, all the details we are showing on the 
“Staggered T” intersection are mirrored on the west side with County 5 intersection, so we are 
treating both sides equally.  He stated that, as you recall, the movements are heavy from the 
airport to the city and back, and on County 5 it is coming from the south to the west and the west 
to the south, so by separating them you remove a lot of conflict, but then we are also treating 
them equally because the volumes are fairly equal, and to provide more protection with the 
maneuvers.   
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Haugen reported that a further added feature they are doing, and this is a feature that is in the 
Local Road Safety Improvement Program, and that will be implemented elsewhere on the 
County State Highway intersections, are the advance warning traffic approaching system that 
will be employed out here as part of this, so as vehicles are coming down Airport Drive, these 
flashing lights are tripped so that the traffic on U.S. #2 is given another visual clue that there is 
potential turning traffic entering into the roadway.  He added that in doing this it reduces the 
occurrence of crashes by 30%, so overall we are addressing up to 67%, or two-thirds, of the 
crashes that are occurring there now, and preventing them from happening; and with the removal 
of the traffic light we will also see a 75% reduction on total traffic delay as well. 
 
Vein asked if there are certain types of accidents occurring that are more damaging, or more 
threatening than others, that will be either affected positively or negatively.  Haugen responded 
that, overall, when we installed the traffic signal roughly 20 years ago we predicted that there 
would be increased crashes, and recent data confirms that.  He added that one thing that is being 
traded off by taking out the signal, and the reason for our giving the left turns the dedicated 
acceleration lane, and also the addition of the warning system, is because the angled crash 
potential does increase. 
 
Discussion on alternative details ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that this is where we are at with the study, and there isn’t too much 
controversy with anything else we are recommending.  He stated that going into the study they 
knew that Airport Drive was one of our hot topics, and we had an alternative that was already 
documented in a document that wasn’t vetted through the public nor other agencies well, if at all, 
and we knew that it wasn’t a very popular thing to put forward, but we are pretty confident in 
suggesting that the “Staggered T” is a much better improvement than the “R-Cut”, and it is also a 
much better improvement than an interchange or an overpass or underpass of any sort. 
 
Haugen stated that since the Airport did write the letter at the start of the study, they met with 
them at their last meeting and asked them to reconsider their stance, so they are waiting to get 
another letter to see what their decision is on this.  He said that he has a kind of sense that they 
may not be quite as against the study as they were when they first wrote their earlier letter.  
Mock commented that she isn’t aware of what their formal response will be. 
 
Vetter said that he thinks there are a lot of students now that take DeMers out to County 5, and 
then go out to the airport, with the “Staggered T”, do you think that will drive some of that traffic 
off of that and right on to Highway 2 in town.  Haugen responded that there may be some, even 
at the Airport Authority some of the board members said that if this were implemented they 
could see themselves shifting their trips to the airport to get up to Gateway Drive.  He added that 
the capacity, in the future, 2040, we are still looking at a level of service B so there is plenty of 
room on Gateway Drive or U.S. #2 for that added traffic, and, again, it was less than 5% of the 
traffic they counted out there coming from the south heading directly north to the airport, so if 
we displaced 5% of the traffic, U.S. #2 is able to handle it, and all of the facilities leading up to 
U.S. #2. 
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Vetter commented that the NDDOT also, going back to the bridges across the river, specifically 
Merrifield Bridge, they wanted to study going all the way from County 5 to the Merrifield 
crossing, so would the “Staggered T” affect that at all.  Haugen responded that it would make the 
same movements at the same intersections as they are now, they just wouldn’t have a signal, and 
that traffic will allow those going from the west to go south, and traffic going north to the west 
would have a left turn as they do now, but they won’t have a signal.  Vetter stated that the 
NDDOT was looking at that as a business by-pass, so will they want some sort of a different 
intersection at U.S. #2 and County 5 if it becomes a business by-pass.  Haugen responded that if 
the traffic gets to the point where it is more than what we are forecasting in 2040, then they may 
have to address a different type of traffic control up there, but what we are forecasting here it 
wouldn’t be necessary, and, again, with a level of service B we have a lot of room to add traffic 
before it really gets to be a concern. 
 
Powers asked what happens next.  Haugen responded that next month they will have the final 
draft report, we will see what the Airport Authority weighs in on, and will incorporate that into 
the document, and then we will seek approval of that document at our next meeting. 
 
Powers asked if there is funding dedicated to this.  Haugen responded that there is.  He explained 
that the Local Road Safety Improvement Program is a sub-component of the whole new safety 
dollars that are available in North Dakota, so when this was presented to the City of Grand 
Forks’ Service Safety Committee, one of their questions was who will be responsible for these 
implementations in the major areas.  He stated that the NDDOT has stepped forward and said 
that they would push and be the sponsor of the improvements that we are recommending along 
Gateway Drive, Airport Drive, the interchange, etc., so we now have a sponsoring agency 
identified that is going to go to the bat for these projects.  He added that the HSIP monies are 
available relative to the rest of the federal funds that are available, and it is a 90/10 funding split, 
and going from $900,000 to $1,700,000 wasn’t a huge leap in the cost compared to some of the 
other alternatives, so it is still within that HSIP program eligibility.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. TIGER Grant Application 
 
Haugen commented that he did email the board last week to let you know that there are two 
TIGER Grant applications that the MPO has been asked to write letters of support on.  He said 
that the first one is a second request from the NDDOT.  He explained that the NDDOT applied 
last year to do improvements up at the Pembina crossing, and they are resubmitting it this year 
and are asking that the MPO write a letter of support, and he did write one last year, so unless 
you would direct me not to do so this year he doesn’t see any reason not to support that project. 
 
Haugen said that the second one is a request from the City of Grand Forks for their 42nd Street 
Grade Separation Project.  He stated that they, too, asked for a letter of support on that, and, 
again he doesn’t see why we wouldn’t support that project, and because it is in our MPO area,  
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the MPO does have to submit a second letter that states that if it is awarded funds, we will bring 
that project into our Long Range Transportation Plan, as well as our T.I.P.  He said that he will 
write that letter, but it will, as he indicated in his e-mail to the City, will also say that even if you 
are awarded funds it won’t be an automatic amendment into the Long Range Transportation Plan 
and T.I.P., just as the City has been discussing where their local match will be coming from, the 
MPO has to feel at ease with how that shifts our recommended projects in the plan as well. 
 
 2. MAP-21 
 
Haugen reported that at the end of May MAP-21 will no longer be authorized.  He explained that 
last night the House of Representatives approved a two month extension.  He said that the reason 
they used two months is because right now the current forecast is the Highway Trust Fund can 
last until the end of July, so they didn’t have to do any of their pay-for type of budget gimmicks 
to pass a two month extension.  He stated, though that in passing a two month extension to the 
end of July, we all know that Congress takes August off, so we are all wondering exactly what is 
going to happen at the end of July.  He said that the only reason they went with two months is 
because they could easily see that the budget forecast would say that the trust fund would be 
solvent until the end of July so they are punting at least that far, but if they take August off, we 
aren’t sure what they will have to do because then they will have to find another revenue source 
unless the trust fund is able to somehow extend another month with the revenue coming in, but 
they don’t forecast that.  He added that they had talked about extending it to the end of the 
calendar year, but that would necessitate a $10 billion dollar infusion into the trust fund to cover 
those last months of the year, so that gives you some idea of the dollar values that are in play to 
add monies to the appropriations to make it whole.  He stated that it seems like we have at least 
two months of status quo, then we don’t know. 
 
 3. Minnesota Legislature 
 
Haugen reported that we knew the outcome of the North Dakota Legislature a month ago, and 
today we now know the outcome of the Minnesota Legislature, specifically for transportation, 
and it is pretty much just status quo for the next two years, there wasn’t any huge agreement 
made on the ten year transportation plan or budget proposal, unless the special session does 
something when it convenes, but who knows.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 20TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:00 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Adams, Malm, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, Mock, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


