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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, January 21st, 2015 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the January 21st, 2015 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:05 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Steve Adams, Mike Powers, Clarence 
Vetter, Marc DeMers, Jeannie Mock, and Warren Strandell.   
 
Absent were:  Ken Vein and Gary Malm. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering; Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering; and David 
Kuharenko, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
WELCOME NEW MEMBER 
 
Powers welcomed Marc DeMers, East Grand Forks City Council Representative, to the MPO 
Executive Policy Board.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
 Lunch Options 
 
Powers reported that when he was doing his “Introduction to MPO Chairperson 101” one of the 
things mentioned was that we could change our lunch vendor if we so choose.  He said that he 
asked Ms. McNelis to look into other options, so she went out and solicited some options, so he 
would ask that she share this information with us today. 
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McNelis stated that she checked with a couple places just to see who would be willing to deliver 
to us, and of course Mike’s Pizza, our current vendor delivers.  She said that she also talked to 
the owner of Seasons, Norm Braaten, and he said that although they don’t actually have this 
service set up yet, he would be willing to deliver to us.  She went on to explain, however, that the 
one issue is that Seasons does not accept checks, and our paying with a credit card is not 
allowable, therefore we would have to pay cash and she doesn’t think that would go over with 
our State Agencies very well, or our auditors.  Strandell commented that he would think that Mr. 
Braaten would make an exception for us.  McNelis responded that this was the answer she got 
when she asked, however, maybe if the Chairman or someone with a little more power talked to 
him he would agree to accept our checks.   
 
McNelis distributed copies of Seasons menu for review, and stated that if we can get him to 
accept our checks it would certainly be a good option for us.     
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 17 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 
17TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF STAFF VACANCY 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will recall, last month you were informed that our past employee, 
Stephanie Erickson, had submitted her resignation and was taking a planner position with the 
City of Grand Forks.  He said that we went through the hiring process, offered the position to 
someone, and they accepted.  He explained that that person was qualified to meet our Senior 
Planner position qualifications, and we announced the hiring to you via e-mail, however, since 
that time that person reneged on their commitment and is remaining with their current employer.  
He stated that because of this we have now begun a new search and have reposted the position, 
however we are actually going to advertise a little more thoroughly than we did this past time, 
and hopefully can recruit more candidates.   
 
Haugen commented that it was unfortunate that the person we did have hired for the position for 
that short period of time was very qualified and we were pretty excited to be getting them, but in 
speaking to how good that person was, it shouldn’t be a surprise that their current employer 
enticed them to stay.   
 
Haugen said that if anyone knows of someone that might be interested in this position, have them 
check out our website or call us.  He added that the position is being posted until February 13th. 
 
Information only 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reiterated that, as you are aware, we have been waiting for the U.S. Corps of Engineers 
to give us their determination as to whether or not the potential road raise on the East Grand 
Forks side would cause a problem with our flood protection system.  He referred to the staff 
report, and pointed out that it highlights, in yellow, their response that it will not adversely 
impact the performance of the Flood Risk Management project.   
 
Haugen commented that in the past we had been informed by MnDOT, and one of the reasons 
they extended the project limits was so that if the Corps came back with this determination, the 
roadway would be part of the Kenned Bridge Project. However, last week at our Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting they have kind of back-tracked from that stance.  He explained 
that the reason for their back-tracking is because they still need to work with the Flood Plain 
Administration, on the firm maps, to make sure that what they are doing is consistent with that 
requirement.  He said that because of that, MnDOT wanted to say that they are really happy that 
the Corps came with this determination, but they are still concerned about what the requirements 
would be for the flood plain, what permits will be needed because of the FEMA designation, so 
they back-tracked just a little bit to say that they aren’t 100% sure that the project, even with the 
Corp’s determination, will include the road raise as part of the Kennedy Bridge project, and 
because of their fear of what FEMA might require, they might pursue it as a separate project on a 
different timeline. 
 
DeMers asked if MnDOT elaborated on what their fears of what FEMA might require could be, 
is it something bureaucratically or something structurally, or both.  Haugen responded he doesn’t 
know the answer to that, but his assumption is that it may be more bureaucratically spurred.  He 
stated that both this project and the Sorlie Bridge project, the driving force behind them is the red 
tape process, to get all the clearances by all the agencies, and so he would assume that they 
would be fearful that FEMA might add some length to their approval process, which is tight 
now, and they are really trying to stay away from have to have substantial reviews by agencies. 
 
Mock asked if the firm maps were changed after the flood, or was there a LOMA done.  Haugen 
responded that the firm maps have been updated because of the Corp project, etc.  He added that 
he isn’t sure why they are concerned with this, because with the Kennedy Bridge project itself 
they are going to need approval by the Flood Plain Administration anyway, but we know that the 
Corps and FEMA don’t always agree 100% on everything.     
 
Haugen commented, that in any event, although the minutes of several meetings will reflect that 
MnDOT stated that if the Corps did come up with this opinion it would be part of the Kennedy 
Bridge project, but they are now saying that this FEMA thing is new to us so we aren’t exactly 
sure how it will impact the project, so we aren’t committing 100% that it will done with the 
project now.   
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Haugen reported that also included in the packet are the signature features summary for the 
Kennedy Bridge.  He explained that these are the things that are now being given to the 
consultant to work with.  He said that there will be two meetings held with the community to 
help narrow down what features we would like to see done, then we will get the cost of doing 
them, and if they are within the budget available include them in the project scope.   
 
Haugen added that if there are features that we would like to see done that aren’t included in the 
budget, this will give one or the other community, or both, to step forward and finance them 
locally if they so wish. 
 
Haugen reported that as of last week, MnDOT, as the lead agency, has been negotiating a 
contract with a preferred consultant, so they have gone through the selection process and are now 
just finalizing the contract with the consultant to do the project development. 
 
Information only. 
  
   Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that have been a couple of little things that have happened on the Sorlie Bridge 
Project since our last meeting.   
 
Haugen stated that the most significant thing was that the signature feature budget, while last 
month it was reported that each State would be contributing $100,000; at our Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting NDDOT stated that it is really just $150,000 split between the two States.  
He said that again, the question is if the costs come above this $150,000, whether one or both 
cities will want to contribute local dollars to include those signature items they still want to see 
done, or if the $150,000 is the budget they will be used. 
 
Haugen said that NDDOT has also committed that they will replace the existing lighting, as it 
does have to be removed in order to paint the bridge, thus it makes sense to replace it at that 
time.  He commented that this includes replacing both the safety and the decorative lighting 
currently there.   
 
Haugen commented that minutes from the Historical Preservation Commission were e-mailed 
last Friday to this body.  He reported that KLJ is the consultant for the project, and they did a 
presentation to the Historical Preservation Commission, and if you read the minutes you will see 
the reaction they received.  He commented that it is basically too early in the game to a definite 
yes or no, but they were given some direction as to how to light up the bridge.   
 
Haugen reported that at next month’s meeting this body will be asked to amend the T.I.P. to 
move the Sorlie Bridge project from a 2018 project to a 2015 project, to reduce the cost from 
roughly $30,000,000 to about $5,000,000.  He added that in order to be able to make an April bid 
letting, they need to have the signature features determined by the end of January, so we should 
have a determination as to what signature features will be done by the end of next week. 
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DeMers asked, with the change in the scope-of-work for the Sorlie Bridge project, what is the 
anticipated down time for the bridge.  Haugen responded that the answer he has heard to that 
question is that there will only be temporary closure to traffic, and they will try to maintain 
traffic flow as much as possible.  Yavarow added that it will be closed minimally, but it will be 
closed during maybe half of the time. 
 
Vetter asked who was saying yes or no on the signature features, who is running with that ball.  
Haugen responded that the NDDOT is the lead agency, they are the ones running with that ball.  
He said that from Minnesota’s point of view, since it is just a maintenance project, even though 
there are some signature feature items, unless the City of East Grand Forks wants to add to that 
budget some local monies, MnDOT doesn’t feel the East Grand Forks City Council has a yes or 
no say, but on the North Dakota side the Grand Forks City Council has to provide 10% of the 
cost of the project so they will be going to the council for confirmation of the project decisions.  
Haugen added that because this is a historical structure, both State’s SHIPOs will have a say, and 
also because Grand Forks has a local Historical Preservation Commission, they will also have a 
say as to what is and isn’t allowed on the structure.    
 
DeMers asked, then, it would be like a $7,500 pay to play type of thing.  He said that if it is a 
75,000 cost share with State, and Grand Forks has to pay 10%, they have to pay $7,500.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct, but they also have to pay 10% of the $5,000,000 as well.   
 
Haugen commented that there was a committee formed back when the Kennedy Bridge was first 
talked about, what signature features would be done there, and the same basic group met back in 
December to talk about the Sorlie Bridge’s signature features as well.  He said that the Mayor of 
East Grand Forks, he believes was in attendance, and the City’s Consulting Engineer had a 
representative there as well. 
 
Haugen stated that, just as with the Kennedy, the environmental approval process is the driving 
force behind this, so in order to get  a project done in 2015 they need to have a pretty clean 
review process and the signature feature item is, perhaps, the only real wild card that might cause 
the timeline to slip a bit. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2015-2016  UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that, as you recall, back in October this body approved the 2015-2016 UPWP; 
but when Ms. McNelis entered the programmed dollars into her accounting system she 
discovered a calculation error of $260,000.  He stated that the good news is that this meant we 
had monies unaccounted for so we didn’t have to take projects out of the work program. 
 
Haugen commented that the error occurred in the spreadsheet, down under the land use plan.  He 
explained that back then the total cost for the land use plan item was $260,000, and he added the 
three cells under that item when he should only have added one cell. 
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Haugen reported that the other thing that occurred, that is included in the staff report, is that 
since October our U.S. #2 Access Study consulting firm performed additional work, thus we 
received a bill for a much higher amount than we had anticipated when we first set the budget, so 
we deducted an additional $50,000 in 2014, thus we carried $50,000 less over into 2015. 
 
Haugen stated that what we are asking to be amended into the work program, and highlighted on 
the spreadsheet, is, originally both cities were asked if they wanted to have their zoning 
ordinances updated in conjunction with their Land Use Plans; East Grand Forks felt they didn’t 
need that, Grand Forks felt they did, but under the original budget error we didn’t have the 
money available to help Grand Forks out, but now that we discovered this additional revenue, 
Grand Forks wants us to assist them with their Land Development Code as well, so we added an 
additional $110,000 back into the Land Use item to take care of this. 
 
Haugen reported that he spread the remaining funds throughout various administrative items and 
studies that we have going on.  He pointed out that for each of the Land Use Plans they increased 
the consultant budget $10,000 each; for the Bygland Road Study they added an additional 
$5,000; and for some of the administrative activities they increased the budget line items to 
reflect what our most recent budget costs have been for each. 
 
Haugen stated that the only other change is to the text.  He explained that in the text of the work 
program you approved they did mention that they would be finishing the access study in 2015, 
however the table didn’t reflect that line activity, so it is being brought in.  He added that this 
does not impact the budget, but it does need to be included in the spreadsheet in addition to the 
document text. 
 
Haugen reiterated that, in a nutshell, what is going on here is that our original error was double 
counting the Land Use Plan costs; we also had a bigger than anticipated bill in 2014 that took 
some carryover monies away that we had budgeted for; we have confirmed with Grand Forks 
that they do want their Land Development Code updated as part of their Land Use Plan update; 
we also increased some of the consultant costs for these already programmed activities; and 
increased a little some of these other type of admin costs to round out the project.   
 
Haugen said that the recommended action, he believes, is to approve, but also to still know that 
the NDDOT and Federal Highway have not completed a full review of the work program 
changes, so there may be some subtle changes that they may require, although he isn’t 
anticipating any, but we should still approve it subject to their review. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2015-2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 
SUBJECT TO PARTNER AGENCY REVIEW. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF EXTENSION OF PAVEMENT MANAGEM ENT 
CONTRACT WITH GOODPOINTE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
 
Kouba reported that back in June this body approved a contract for getting a pavement condition 
analysis done for all of the roads in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  She explained that there 
have been some delays along the way; there was an original delay of the right-of-way imagery 
we had done the previous summer, some of those images had gotten lost in transfers so they had 
to come back out and redo them; then we also updated some of the mapping information they 
had, and there was a glitch in trying to get the condition and the maps to come together, so they 
have been having some data tweaking issues, so it has pretty much delayed everything else along 
the line. 
 
Kouba stated that as of right now they have gotten the condition analysis done for Grand Forks 
and East Grand Fork; but, unfortunately the East Grand Forks one hasn’t been inputted into our 
data base, so that needs to be done, and the report has to be completed, thus the need to extend 
the contract to March 31st, 2015, although they do plan on having it done before that date. 
 
DeMers asked if this is something that runs parallel with, or along with the stuff that the East 
Grand Forks’ Consulting Engineer does as well, because he was under the impression that, a 
couple of years ago they were going to proceed with doing our own pavement analysis.  Kouba 
responded that they are using the Goodpointe software and the information that we have 
inputted, or have had Goodpointe input into our data base.  DeMers, said, then that it is the same.  
Kouba responded it was. 
 
Haugen reported that this is just a time extension, it does not involve any increase in funding. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE EXTENSION OF 
THE PAVEMENT CONDITION ANALYSIS CONTRACT WITH GOODPOINTE 
TECHOLOGY CORPORATION TO MARCH 31ST, 2015. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF 2016-2019 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
 Minnesota Side 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side, this month was the deadline for the Transportation 
Alternative Program submittal.  He stated that there were two projects that were being worked on 
for submittal, however both of them were not forwarded for submittal, so for now we have no 
Minnesota candidate projects.  He added that next month we will have the same basic programs 
we are now discussing, discussed on the North Dakota side. 
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 North Dakota Side 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side, just to highlight what our responsibilities are 
as an MPO, we review these to make sure they are consistent with our Planning Documents, and 
we also prioritize the projects within its proposed funding program.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the MPO study area, and pointed out that the grey area is 
the Federal Aid Adjusted Urban Boundary.  He stated that there are some programs that are only 
available to do projects in this area, and there are some programs that only allow projects within 
the brown and tan area, however anything in the wider boundary that needs or uses federal aid 
must come through the MPO process, so it isn’t just for project within the City, it also covers our 
full study area. 
 
Haugen reported that in the past it used to be sort of a six to nine month process, compressed, 
starting in the fall and ending in the spring, but it has now evolved into a twelve month, 
continuous process. 
 
Haugen stated that there are still a lot of big unknowns, which have been conveyed to this body 
for the last several years, and unfortunately they are still unresolved.  He said that MAP-21, our 
federal legislation that authorizes transportation programs expires at the end of May this year.  
He added that there is funding for all of 2015, but there isn’t any money after May 31st if they 
don’t authorize the program, so what we do today is subject to change, and he is expecting that it 
probably will change. 
 
Haugen reported that we have, for the last couple of years, had to do the year of expenditure 
adjustment.  He explained that in the old days we would scope out a project and price it at 
today’s dollars, program four years from now, and then be surprised, perhaps, that the cost 
changed; now we are trying to inflate the costs up to what we think those costs will be in the 
future.  He commented, however, that, as noted, and you will see in a later list of projects there is 
still an issue with the year of expenditure still occurring.  
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, listing the projects, and to a power point presentation and 
went over the projects briefly (a copy of the list and presentation are included in the file and 
available upon request). 
 
Haugen said, then, in summary, for the TAP Program there are three projects, prioritized as staff 
and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend; for HSIP we are showing the 
staff/Technical Advisory Committee recommended prioritization scenario, however we maintain 
their priority order within the two categories; for Regional Road, again there are some slight 
changes to the current T.I.P, and the new projects are DeMers Avenue and U.S. Business 2, or 5th 
Street, which are both within our long range plan and timeline; for Urban Roads, the new project 
is the Mill and Overlay of University Avenue, and the Illustrative Projects trying to account for 
the year of expenditure and the 80/20 split for the Columbia Road Project.   
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Haugen stated that these are the candidate projects, in the priority order staff and the Technical 
Advisory Committee are recommending, and that they are consistent with the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and should be given priority ranking as discussed. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE LIST OF 
CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2016-2019 T.I.P. AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH 
THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO GIVE THEM PRIORITY 
RANKING, AS SUBMITTED. 
  
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT RFP FOR EAST GRAND FORK S LAND USE 
PLAN UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that in our work program this is what Mr. Haugen was discussing earlier, the 
Land Use Plan Update for East Grand Forks.  She stated that they are hoping to have it 
completed by the end of the 2015, with a draft available in October for review.  She added that 
there will be some public input meetings held during the process. 
 
Kouba said that staff is recommending approval of the RFP as submitted. 
 
Vetter referred to Item #3 in the staff report, and asked why we are singling out the property 
north of 23rd Avenue N.W. and east of Valley Golf Course, and he was wondering why.  Kouba 
responded that it was requested by the East Grand Forks City Planner due to some possible 
development in that area.   
 
Vetter stated that the next item on our agenda today is the Bygland Road Study, and he was 
wondering if the Bygland Raod Study wouldn’t be an integral part of the Land Use Plan Study as 
well.  Haugen responded that they are similar, the consultant(s) will be under contract at the 
same time, and will be aware of each other’s work, but the Bygland Road Study is more of a 
transportation focus, so that is why it needs to be a separate RFP. 
 
Haugen explained that, going back to that one area, the way it is worded is that through the 
process three areas will identified, only to assist the consultant in understanding potentially what 
those areas, or what one area might be, that is that one area that is highlighted, but it doesn’t state 
that that is in-fact one of the three areas.   
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE 
EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT RFP FOR BYGLAND ROAD 
 
Haugen reported that this is the RFP for the Bygland Road Study that is included in the work 
program.  He explained that it is basically going from the signals at 1st and 3rd to the Middle 
School, looking at all of the intersections along there, the turning movements, and looking at the 
potential for multi-modal connections that would include not only bike/ped, but also interplaying 
with the transit routes that utilize Bygland Road and cross Bygland Road. 
 
Haugen stated that one unique thing about this study is that East Grand Forks has asked us to 
consider what different solutions might be if there were ever a bridge constructed at 32nd 
Avenue.  He said that he discussed this at the Technical Advisory Committee last week, quite a 
bit, and the only reason they are looking at 32nd is because any other bridge location would be 
Merrifield, as currently identified, and in all the past studies Merrifield has had little impact on 
Bygland Road, so it made sense to look at just the one bridge at 32nd. 
 
Haugen commented that there will be two scenarios run; one based off what our current 2040 
Long Range Transportation Plan is, and that is with no additional bridges; and a second based on 
a bridge at 32nd. 
 
Haugen said that the timeline for this study is a little quicker than that for the Land Use Plan. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE 
BYGLAND ROAD STUDY, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL FO DRAFT RFP FOR AERIAL PHOTOGRA PHY 
 
Kouba reported that this is a project that we generally done about every three years, updating it 
and refreshing our imagery so that we can see where the city is growing, where there are new 
roads, what new infrastructure is out there, and it has been requested by both cities. 
 
Kouba stated that there is a budget of $50,000 for the project, and it shouldn’t take very long.  
She said that they generally do the imaging in April or May, before the trees leaf out and there 
isn’t any snow left on the ground. 
 
Mock asked if there was any partnering with UND on this kind of thing.  Kouba responded that 
they haven’t done anything with UND on this in the past.  Haugen asked if Ms. Mock was asking 
whether or not we are making sure we cover areas that the university is interested in; or is it 
more a question as to whether or not the university is capable of doing the project.  Mock 
responded that she is wondering if maybe the university has grad students that are already getting 
some of this product.  Kouba responded that not a lot of them are, the only one that she knows of 
that would be doing any kind of imagery would be the Upper Mid-West Aerospace, and they do 
mostly farm land, and generally focus on certain areas, so they aren’t really prepared to do 
something of this scope. 
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DeMers asked if, once we get this project completed, is it marketable, can we sell it to anybody, 
is anybody interested in it.  Haugen responded that it is copyrighted by us, but it is still a 
government product so we are regulated on what we can do with it, although we obviously allow 
our local agencies, and our State and Federal Partners to have access to it.  DeMers is just 
thinking of Google Earth, knowing that they like to buy this kind of information up.  Haugen 
responded that we have never been approached by them to purchase any of our imagery.  
DeMers stated that this is something that we maybe should look into.   
 
Strandell said that he sees there is a $50,000 cost for this, who is paying for it.  Haugen 
responded that it is part of the work program, so it is 80% federal funds and 20% local match. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE 
AERIAL IMAGERY PROJECT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. EGF Functional Classification Update 
 
Haugen reported that, as you are aware, we have been going back and forth with MnDOT on the 
Functional Classification for East Grand Forks.  He said that where they are at right now is that 
they have reached an agreement on everything except for those Principal Arterial Stubs; 220 
North and Bygland Road, so they are going to the Arbitration Committee next.   
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT asked him earlier this week to prepare a package of 
information for the five member committee.  He stated that the committee is made up of 
representatives from the City, County, Federal Highway, RDC’s and one other entity that he 
can’t recall at this time.   
 
Haugen reported that after he submits our arguments as to why we think 220 North and Bygland 
Road should remain Principal Arterials, MnDOT will produce their arguments as to why they 
feel they should be dropped down to Minor Arterials, the committee will review the information, 
and may decide without our having to appear before them or we may have to appear before them, 
so right now he is preparing that information, and will submit it to MnDOT in the next ten days. 
 
Haugen stated that other than these two roadways, the rest of the reclassification has been agreed 
to by City Council and were presented to this body last month. 
 
 2. Legislative Session 
 
Haugen reported that for both North Dakota and Minnesota legislative sessions are on-going, and 
both have significant proposals for increased funding potential for transportation.  He said that at  
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this early stage it is difficult to know what might come out of it, but if anyone is interested he can 
certainly share what he has seen in terms of the different proposals for each side of the river, but 
it does appear that there is a big movement for additional transportation funding. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
 3. Merrifield Road Interchange 
 
Vetter asked if there has been anything new on the Merrifield Road Interchange.  Haugen 
responded that Merrifield Road is probably on everybody’s back burner, but not on the forefront 
for funding.   
 
Vetter asked if there is any other area being discussed.  Haugen responded that the City of Grand 
Forks’ official list only mentions two structures, 42nd Street Grade Separation and a 47th Avenue 
Interchange, otherwise he isn’t aware of anything else.  He added that he doesn’t think that 
Grand Forks County has submitted any kind of priority list of any sort. 
 
Haugen reported that eventually, if you look back in the work program, you will see an I-29 
Traffic Operation Study that is scheduled to begin this year; and Merrifield and 47th and the 
existing 32nd, DeMers and Washington and U.S. #2 interchanges will all be looked at.  He said 
that in the future, the existing ones, will all have some capacity problems so we will look at 
doing a real good study and determine what projects should be in what sequence to alleviate 
those capacity issue. 
 
 4. Additional Discussion On Lunch Vendor Options 
 
Powers asked if anyone had any thoughts on this issue.  Consensus was that whatever option 
works best is fine.  Powers said that he would suggest that Peggy, Earl and himself go over there 
and discuss the issue of accepting our checks with the owner of Seasons.  He added that if he still 
isn’t willing to accept our checks, then we will look at other options. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 21ST, 
2015, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:06 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Adams, DeMers, Powers, Strandell, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


