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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, June 15th, 2016 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the June 15th, 2016 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:01 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Warren 
Strandell, Ken Vein, Marc DeMers, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Gary Malm. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand Forks. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 18 TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE MAY 18TH, 2016, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Mock. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it includes some informational items.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that they are still trying to work things out with the aesthetic lighting.  He added 
that once that is done they will be able to close out the Sorlie Bridge project. 
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it includes information concerning the 
fact that the bid letting for the project will likely slip at least one month, and possibly more, 
which means more activity will take place in 2017. 
 
Strandell asked what the date for the bid letting are.  Haugen responded that it was scheduled to 
occur in September, but it looks like possibly November.  He explained that MnDOT was giving 
a very soft delay because they are 60% done with the design right now. 
 
Haugen commented that detour routes are still being determined because they are still finalizing 
how often they actually may have to close down the bridge completely, as well as how long it 
will be closed.  He stated that their last estimate was that it would be closed at minimum of six 
times, but they are trying to find a way to reduce that number.  He explained that the reason for 
complete closure is due to how they pour the concrete and how long it takes to cure; and how 
they have to stage the concrete so that they keep an even distribution of weight.   
 
Haugen stated that, again, 60% of the design has been signed off on by the Historic Preservation 
Commission, so that is a good step.  He added that they are also trying to meet with East Grand 
Forks interests on making the trail connection from the bridge down to the Greenway Trail 
System, trying to figure out how to make that connection. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF NORTH DAKOTA SAFE ROUTES TO S CHOOL NON-
INFRASTRUCTURE CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Viafara reported that this is based on a report presented by Safe Kids North Dakota.  He 
explained that there was a joining of efforts to submit a request for this grant. 
 
Viafara commented that the grant entails support for a number of projects; including pedestrian 
and wheeled sports coordination, support for expansion of safety on wheels program, support for 
the community education resources, and support for the pedestrian safety items.  He added that 
also included is a project requested by the MPO to more or less have a comprehensive view of 
what is happening with the Safe Routes to School around our planning area. 
 
Viafara stated that so far the proposal is still being tweaked to include all the items and 
information needed, so this is just a draft, and the final request will be completed soon and 
submitted for consideration. 
 
Haugen explained that we were only notified of this program the first of June, and Safe Kids 
Grand Forks didn’t receive notification until late May; and we were told that we needed to 
process something during June.   
 
Haugen reported that the Technical Advisory Committee was shown a table that had one cost 
estimate; then based on more information, in your packet was a cost estimate that was slightly  
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lower, and now we are presenting to you today a revised document that has a higher cost 
estimate, so there is some ?? going on here, but the essence of what we are trying to accomplish 
is not all that different, as they went through the draft and the cost changes, it is just identifying 
and finding out what North Dakota is providing versus what we have to provide ourselves, and 
that is why some of those cost revisions are occurring.   
 
Haugen commented that typically North Dakota and Minnesota allow each community to 
uniquely design and purchase promotional and educational material and ?? program; but here 
North Dakota is saying that they are going to have all those things, you just tell us the number 
and quantity you want via your application, so that is causing an adjustment. 
 
Haugen stated that we do need to take action today, but you do have the ability to defer it to your 
Finance Committee if you want them to meet later this month to give final approval, or we can 
have a special meeting of the Executive Policy Board, but in any event by the end of June, we, as 
an MPO, have to forward something on to the NDDOT. 
 
Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand Forks, stated that she is the one that wrote the grants, and worked 
the numbers.  She said that they really appreciate their partnership with the MPO because it 
makes a huge difference, and they can’t work in isolation, and this is the partnership between the 
City of Grand Forks, the MPO, Grand Forks Public Schools, Police, and any entity involved with 
transportation and safety in Grand Forks. 
 
Olsen reported that this application is 100% federally funded through the State of North Dakota 
so they aren’t going to be asking for funds from the City of Grand Forks.  Haugen added that 
Safe Kids has done a lot of these activities in the past in Grand Forks, and are continuing some of 
them through other funding sources, and are also doing things in East Grand Forks with Safe 
Routes to School money from the Minnesota side, so this isn’t something that is brand new, it is 
a continuation, and this is a new funding source, which allows for some things to be re-vamped 
up that were done under previous North Dakota Safe Routes to School grants. 
 
Vein asked if these projects have been through Safety and Service, and do you have concurrence 
from all the organizations involved.  Olsen responded that they do.  She explained that they have 
worked together with all entities on projects funded by both Safe Routes to School and Safe Kids 
world-wide for over ten years.  She added that the trick here was; for five years they have been 
without Safe Routes to School funding, and they have tried do as much as they could with other 
funding, so they are really going to try, with this grant, is to determine what is actually new so 
we aren’t saying, well Altru Safe Kids has been paying for this stuff anyway, why should we 
fund it, so they are really trying to say this is how we want to expand. 
 
Vein said, again, these are non-infrastructure projects, correct.  Olsen responded that that is 
correct.  She stated that one of the things that called to ask about was funding more of the speed 
radar signs like those on 13th Avenue and 4th Avenue, and they aren’t being considered because 
they are permanently placed, thus they are considered infrastructure, so she cannot request those 
in this application.   
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Vein asked if there was any relation with the Grand Forks Traffic Engineer, as that is all 
compatible.  Olsen responded that she works with Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineer.  She 
said that Ms. Williams is on one of their sub-committees, and some of the ideas in this 
application actually came from her, plus they have someone from City Planning, Stephanie 
Erickson, as well.  She added that she will go back to the office and send this out. 
 
Powers asked, again, what the options for acting on this item were.  Haugen responded that you 
can take action on it today; you can authorize the Finance Committee to take action when the 
final document is complete, or you can reconvene a special meeting of the whole Executive 
Policy Board later this month.  He explained that we are hovering right around a $55,000 total 
application cost, and he wouldn’t’ anticipate that going up, and in-fact it should only go down.  
He added that it is just a matter of massaging the wording in the application, as this is a work in 
progress.  He said, again, this is because we all got squeezed by the State and their processes, not 
because we sat on our hands for a month or two, so this is all a matter of comfort level you have 
on approving the only grant request we have coming out of our area, 100% federally funded, and 
it is an organization that has a strong connection to the community, so he doesn’t see any reason 
not to approve it. 
 
Vein commented that he would be inclined to approve this today.  He added, though, that that is 
why he asked about the coordination with the other entities; if we get those people to coordinate, 
he would very much want to follow their recommendation anyway.   
 
Mock asked if this has to go ???  Olsen responded that she doesn’t believe so.  Olsen responded 
that when she gets back to the office today she will send this rough draft to Jody Thompson, Jane 
Williams, someone at the Police Department, and Mark Aubol to make sure they are aware of 
where we are at.  Vein said, then, that they haven’t seen this rough draft yet.  Olsen responded 
that they haven’t, adding that she only sent it to Mr. Haugen and Mr. Viafara to look at first, but 
it isn’t vastly different from anything they have done it the past, or aren’t already doing or what 
should be expanded on, so she doesn’t think there will be any problem.  She added that when 
they talk about wanting to do signage and sidewalk painting and things like that most of it is on 
school property so in terms of Mark Aubol’s work it won’t involve a ton of work on their part, 
but she will go ahead and get it out to everyone, but the three of them have been staying in touch 
on this through this process. 
 
Mock asked if, when you write this grant in this way, do you break it out by school or do you 
write it for the community at large.  Olsen responded that they write it for the community at 
large.  She added, though, that what she has learned over the last five to six years in working 
with the schools is that each school is a little bit different, depending on the principal and the 
demographics of that school.  She explained that you have schools where 90% of the kids do live 
in a walkable and bikeable distance; and then you have schools like Lake Agassiz where you 
have kids that live across the interstate, so they have learned to customize it and not try to deliver 
the same program to each school, and work with the principal.  She stated that most important 
thing they learned is that unless the school takes ownership of the safety, as well as the parents, 
teachers, and kids, Safe Kids can’t come in at the end of the year and ?? safety unless the school 
itself is committee to it. 
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Vein said that not all of the principals have seen this application though correct.  Olsen 
responded that they haven’t but that it will just go to Mr. Thompson at this point.  Vein stated 
that he understands; so you have made some assumptions based on past experience, and you feel 
that they would most likely approve of it.  Olsen responded that that is correct.  Vein said, then, 
the schools haven’t seen it, Ms. Williams hasn’t seen it, the Police haven’t seen it.  Olsen 
responded that they have not seen this draft yet.  Haugen commented that some of those people 
have seen the table, it has been iterated through the individual items and the cost estimates to get 
to a grand total, it has been shopped around.   
 
Vein commented that if there was strong resistance, at least by somebody, how would that be 
handled.  Olsen responded that they would take that into consideration, especially in delivery.  
She explained that what they do is, when they put this together they said, this is what we want to 
do system wide, but the schools aren’t obligated to do anything unless they are directed by Mr. 
Thompson.  She said that there isn’t anything that says that schools absolutely have to have a 
crossing guard, or safety patrol programs, so none of this is etched in stone, but what she finds is 
that principals are pretty excited to be able to have crossing guards, and other safety measures 
put into place.  She added that they did do a principal survey so they are aware that they are 
applying for this, and about a third of them replied back, so she did get input from some of them 
as to what they want, and none of them said they don’t want any of it.     
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL NON-INFRASTRUCTURE CANDIDATE PROJECTS, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Mock. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Malm. 
 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet were the boards that were presented during the 
recent public engagement activities held last week, as well as information on when and where 
those activities were held. 
 
Haugen referred to the information in the packet, and stated that last Wednesday the Focus 
Groups met with interests such as the Human Service Agencies; Economic Development; 
Business Interests, etc., and then they went and held open houses at three different locations to 
get input from not only users of the system, but others who have access to the system as well.  
He commented that they didn’t get great participation, but Ms. Kouba did prepare a write up on 
the results of those activities. 
 
Haugen referred to the information on the individual routes and went over it.  He said this gives 
us a sense of how these routes compare to each other. 
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Haugen stated that the last graphic is the two systems, on a whole, with fixed routes on the left.  
He said that you can see that it roughly costs $2.3 million to operate the fixed route system and 
roughly $800,000 to operate the Demand Response, which includes the Senior Rider and Dial-A-
Ride programs.  He commented that these are the costs to operate the system as a whole, and 
combine Grand Forks and East Grand Forks efforts. 
 
Haugen pointed out that ridership on the fixed route system shows that the most recent trend is a 
decrease per year; and on the demand response system there is a slight increase.   He said that of 
the two systems the demand response is the more costly system to run per ride, so we are trying 
to get people to use the fixed route system more and that is why we have the Mobility Manager 
funded. 
 
Haugen commented that in looking at the individual routes you can see some top performers and 
some troubling routes.  He said that this isn’t something new, as we have known that some of our 
routes run with hour headways, which means it takes you an hour before the next bus comes to 
pick you up, and those are the ones that tend to have less performance than those that operate 
with a 30-minute headway.  He added that it costs roughly around $310,000 to run a fixed route 
system, running it the same days and hours we currently run it. 
 
Haugen said that one route to really point out that is probably most subject to change is Route 
12/13, which operates connecting the southwest end of Grand Forks with the southeast end of 
Grand Forks, from the Alerus Center to the Wellness Center.  He explained that it was funded 
separately through a special grant program under SAFETEA-LU, but that program was 
eliminated in MAP-21, so this route is most likely to be modified significantly, and we can see 
from the statistics that it has a really out-of-range cost per ride. 
 
Haugen reported that what they have heard from respondents thus far in our engagement process 
are things that we already knew going into the service; that most of the people that use the 
system say they want more frequent service, having night service in East Grand Forks available, 
having Sunday service available, and then the most common want is for bus stops to be closer 
together as they are currently too far apart and it is too far for people to get to a bus stop to get on 
a bus. 
 
Haugen stated that they are still in the data gathering stage of the Transit Development Plan 
Update.  He added that there is a survey that is out, and you can encourage people to access it on 
our website. 
 
DeMers commented that at the Steering Committee meetings the option of “blowing” the whole 
system up and starting over was mentioned, is that still a viable option.  Haugen responded that it 
is still a viable option.  DeMers stated that one of the thoughts was that if you look at these 
routes they almost seem like they are a location to location type route system instead of a grid 
based system, and what some of the people on the committee said is that it might be better and 
more efficient, and encourage more ridership to have a grid based system that allows more 
transfer options that are more predictable than the current system, which is confusing to the 
novice rider.  He said that he was encouraged that you are looking at that option because to him 
is seems that if he were going to use transit, and he has used transit in larger cities, the more 
predictable and more like how you would drive it yourself, the more sense it makes.  He added 
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that he can’t imagine not knowing these maps or routes and trying to navigate our system, it is 
kind of intimidating.   
 
Haugen reported that he didn’t mean to suggest that they are only looking at Route 12/13 for 
modifications, he was just highlighting that route as an example. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN 
 
Viafara reported that the purpose of today’s presentation is to keep you up-to-date on the recent 
activities advanced by the MPO in relation to the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Update. 
 
Viafara said that so far Task #1, which was to identify the Stakeholders and establish a 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee has been completed.  He added that it is working, and 
they have certainly provided their assistance. 
 
Viafara stated that Task #2 is the one that we are embarking on at the moment, and it involves 
building public support for plan development. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Viafara commented that the purpose of the plan is to foster accessibility and mobility, improve 
quality of life, foster bicyclist and pedestrian safety, and emphasize the preservation of the 
existing bicycle and pedestrian transportation system. 
 
Viafara referred to a slide listing the national and local goals and performance measures, and 
explained that they are based on the current factor that we are adhering to at this time to ?? the 
ones that are still coming from what we call MAP-21.  He briefly went over the information on 
the slide briefly. 
 
Viafara reported that we have been getting guidance and support from the Advisory Committee 
have assisted us in doing the visioning, setting up the goals and to set up the outreach activities; 
and later they will help us to define and refine the performance measures and targets for the plan.   
 
Viafara stated that the next thing is to do an assessment of what is happening, what can we see, 
what are the trends and then we will proceed to evaluate those needs for the system.  He said that 
it is important for us to identify the strategies and deal with the problems and the funding that 
may occur as a result of our addressing the needs we have at the moment. 
 
Viafara commented that, as stated before, Task 2 involves building public support for the plan 
development.  He said that they have been doing a series of activities, one of them was a 
presentation before the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission on June 9th, and another 
before the East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission, and they also had a presentation 
at the community level on June 7th at Holy Family Church. 
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Vein asked if there was much reaction from the Planning and Zoning Commission.  Viafara 
responded that to one extent it was positive because they gained a couple of new member to the 
Advisory Committee, so on the one hand that is positive, but on the other hand it still is a little 
bit challenging because apparently people are reluctant to really attend.  He said that he doesn’t 
know if it was the time, the location, or what the issue was, but to avoid that, and this is in 
anticipation of these problems, he is organizing a couple of participation events, one at the ??? 
center, and another on June 25th on the Greenway, so they will be coming to the community 
rather than waiting for them to come to us.   
 
Viafara pointed out that he also prepared a questionnaire, and you all received one in your 
packet, and he would ask that you please complete it and return it to him as soon as possible. 
 
Viafara stated that the next meeting is scheduled for July 13th, here in the Training Conference 
Room at 7:00 p.m.  He said that the purpose will be to assess existing conditions and trends that 
we can see on these two networks. 
 
Viafara referred to the questionnaire and went over it briefly, pointing out that Question #9 is 
probably the most important one for us because it allows us to really track where people find 
issues they would like to see addressed. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reiterated that Federal Highway directed us to develop this communications document.  
He explained that the primary purpose behind it is, if you recall our last Long Range 
Transportation Plan had a delay occur, and we had out T.I.P. frozen because of it, so they are 
trying to make sure we have a documented process in place so that this doesn’t happen in the 
future.  He said that the other reason is that we are trying to make a stronger connection between 
what we have in our plans versus what gets built out on the ground, so that was another purpose 
for this communications document, to help identify resolutions as to what is consistent with the 
plan versus what can be built. 
 
Haugen stated that he did send a power point based slide show to you a while back, and he has 
taken the opportunity to use this as a way to introduce how performance management is going to 
change, how we are used to interaction between the MPO and its partners, because it is going to 
cause a change, so instead of us thinking of how things have always been in the past, we need to 
think or react to how we need to react to changes that are coming down the pike in the future. 
 
Haugen reported that he has been meeting with individual TAC members, and partnering 
agencies to discuss the issue with them.  He pointed out that included in the packet is the write-
up that is a result of those meetings.  He said that you will see some familiar items from the 
power point, but in any event the communication document itself is kind of split into two 
sections; the first is basically setting up the organizational set-up of an MPO, first and foremost 
our communication is with the public and is something that we always keep in mind.  He stated 
that we then have the structure of the MPO Board and the Technical Advisory Committee, and 
their responsibilities. 
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Haugen commented that our basic decision format, as you heard in the Bike/Ped and Transit 
Development Plans, as well as in all the studies we do, is that we always have a Steering 
Committee or a Focus Group, or something that is local to the issue; and they advise us 
throughout the process, keeping the TAC informed, who in turn keeps the Executive Policy 
Board informed, so that when it comes time to make decisions we think we have a well vetted 
issued from a local perspective to guide a bi-state MPO through the process. 
 
Haugen stated that the next section addresses that it has always been the intent that when we do a 
plan, throughout the programming and project development, we always ask the question – is it 
consistent with the plan.  He said that sometimes in the past that has gotten a little diluted, now 
with performance measures and performance targets we aren’t just planning, but are also making 
sure that our outcomes are addressing what we are planning for.   He reported that Congress has 
taken several options each time they reauthorize transportation to make a stronger connection 
between the plans and the project development stage. 
 
Haugen said that the last section deals with disputes, which we hope don’t occur, but in the event 
they do occur, how we process them.  He stated that, again, we hope not to have disputes, so we 
try to work through meeting structures not to have them occr, but when they do occur we use the 
process shown in the pyramid as a way to handle them at the staff or local level.   
 
Haugen explained that in the event we cannot resolve a dispute at the staff/local level we would 
then take it to the broader group of the Technical Advisory Committee, and if they can’t provide 
resolution, then the Executive Policy Board would make a decision for the MPO situation.  He 
added that if we do have decisions or disputes that have to rise up to the State level, in the past 
North Dakota was always our lead agency so they were the agency we went to for that direction, 
but with performance based management, and the way that targets are coming where we have to 
adopt a target specific to each State, we can’t rely on just one State always for the guidance 
needed, we have to engage both States so the issues happens to cross both State boundaries, but, 
again the process is basically in this COG flow so that in order for it to work all three of those 
COGS have to be turning to get a resolution, so it is a cooperative, collaborative agreement 
process. 
 
Haugen stated that, finally, if we do have to rise to the federal level, which a few may rise to that 
level, we know what the process is that is coming through. 
 
Haugen reported that at our Technical Advisory Committee meeting last week, there wasn’t so 
much discussion about this specific document.  He said that, as indicated in the staff report, the 
Technical Advisory Committee members were discussing more about how they interact with the 
Executive Policy Board members on issues, and how the bodies that you represent, whether they 
are as best informed as they can be about the issues and the outcomes of what is being presented 
to them. 
 
Haugen said that in the end, and again this is just here for discussion, the Technical Advisory 
Committee is asking to have a special meeting at the end of June to discuss this a little bit more 
and see if there are some things that should be added to the document, or if they need to set the 
stage for other agreements that have to be renewed because of performance based management. 
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Vein commented that he thinks it is great that you are going to have a meeting with the Technical 
Advisory Committee and get their feedback because, he, personally rely on the Technical 
Advisory Committee for a lot of the technical things, and he expects that there is a level of 
cooperation and coordination agreement, per say, as we move things forward.  He added that, 
again, in general he would like to see how the Technical Advisory Committee members respond 
to this, and you can come back with something that he thinks everybody is on board with. 
 
Haugen stated that the draft you have here is a reflection of all the input we received from 
Technical Advisory Committee members already.  He added that when we started this process 
the feds just said do it, and they didn’t give us templates or examples of what they were looking 
for, but he is pleased to report that they are satisfied with the document so far. 
 
Vein said that this will be coming back to us again, correct.  Haugen responded that it would, 
adding that he isn’t asking for any action today, but hopefully they will be asking for final 
approval in July. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON FINAL PLANNING RULE 
 
Haugen reported that we know that with MAP-21, that is when they introduced the requirement 
for performance based planning and programming.  He said that the recent FAST Act did some 
minor tweaks to it, and he will address those, but for the most part the stage was set with MAP-
21, and the Feds then proposed some rules to implement MAP-21.  He added that there is an 
interplay now between these planning rules of how we process things, with the rules that come 
up with each individual measure and target that we have, so this slide is just identifying that we 
know some things are final, we know the safety things are final, we know now that the planning 
rule is final, but there are some other things here yet that are still to be finalized so we don’t have 
all the answers, but we still have to implement some things now prior to waiting for everything 
to be tied up in a bow and given to us. 
 
Haugen explained that the things that we do know, and can share with you, is that they are using 
the terms transformational change to transportation planning with the ?? performance based.  He 
said that it is also very focused on coordination and collaboration among all the partners in the 
planning process. 
 
Haugen stated that, although we know these timelines are ??, and the State has one year to 
develop a target and we have 180 days, the feds are emphasizing that if you really are 
collaborating or cooperating to the maximum extent practicable, their view is that there shouldn’t 
be a need to have that 180 days additional MPO time to do a target setting, so they feel that we 
should be able to set our targets at the exact same time as the State. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a question about who has the ultimate authority, and again they 
stress that it is this collaborative, cooperative process, and they are indicating that there is no one 
agency that has ultimate authority, the State can have its performance measures and targets, and 
we can have ours, and they can be as different as they need to be, or they can be exactly the same 
as they need to be, but there is not one that basically trumps the other. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, June 15th, 2016 
 

 11 
 

Haugen reported that some of the additional things now that we have to do as an MPO, that we 
never had to do in the past, are that we have to start talking about our intercity bus, and we are 
doing that with our Transit scope-of-work.  He added that we have these things, these phrases to 
take into consideration and they aren’t defined well, so we will be getting more guidance down 
the road as to what they mean; but in the next breath they talk about it, about including the word 
liability and strong water impacts, so they are getting at whether or not we have weather related 
incidences that we have to manage better at our transportation facilities.  He said that the last one 
is to enhance travel and tourism.  
 
Haugen stated that a new agreement that will have to be developed is just how, from the feds 
view they are extreme major partners; the States, MPO and our Public Transportation Operators, 
and we have to come up with agreements as to how we are going to go about gathering data, 
setting targets, performing targets, etc.   
 
Haugen said that we have some known dates now, but some other dates we don’t know about 
yet, so they are giving us a two year transition period to make sure that our Long Range 
Transportation Plan is compliant with the performance based planning and programming; or, 
because all targets will have probably been finalized by the end of two years from now, they are 
saying whichever is later, when the last targets final rule is done, then that starts a two year 
window, so for some things, like safety, we now know that in a minimum of two years from now 
we have to have that safety performance included into our Long Range Transportation Plan, and 
then into all of our T.I.P. documents, etc., but some of the other targets we might not have to 
have them in two years from now, it might be two years and six months from now, so the short 
answer is that we certainly are on track to update our Long Range Transportation Plan by the end 
of 2018, but as soon as we adopt something expect to have some amendments to it several times 
in the future as these individual target dates get placed upon that timeframe. 
 
Haugen went over the possible targets and dates briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that there isn’t a consequence financially if we for some reason can’t comply with 
these requirements and regulations, but the one thing they can do, and have done, to us is to tack 
action on our T.I.P.; and that is what they did when we weren’t getting a timely adopted new 
Long Range Transportation Plan.  He said that the incentive they gave us was, we will freeze 
your projects until you finalize it, so they can’t take things away from us in terms of financially, 
but they can freeze things to give us an incentive to get things done in a quicker fashion. 
 
Haugen summarized that this is a work in progress, there are some answers now that we know 
of, but there are still a lot of questions that don’t have answers, and won’t have answers for some 
time, and we will be working our way through these processes, so it will be a fun ride for the 
next several years.    
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 UPWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this is just our monthly progress report we put together to keep you, and 
others, informed of where we are at with our projects. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 15TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:55 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


