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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, March 16th, 2016 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the March 16th, 2016 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:08 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Clarence Vetter, Gary Malm, Warren 
Strandell, Steve Adams, Ken Vein, Mike Powers and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Marc DeMers. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering; Suzanne Bjornstad, Valley Memorial Homes; 
and Jennifer Schultz, Valley Memorial Homes. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 17 TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 17TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
 Haugen reported that the main thing still outstanding is that the final lighting plan has not yet 
been drafted.  He explained that back in December you saw the draft plan, and NDDOT, as the 
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lead agency, still has not produced a final document that, at some point, both City Council’s will 
be asked to review and comment on. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there are two things that he would like to bring to your attention: 
 
1) He explained that at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting last week, MnDOT 
 informed us that, as shown in the picture in the staff report, because there will be a shared 
 use trail located within the truss system now, they were going to test their local 
 maintenance equipment to see if it is able to span the new trail, and provide complete 
 inspection coverage of the bridge, or if they would need to find some other type of 
 equipment to do the inspections.   
 
 2) He stated that, as indicated in the staff report, MnDOT originally planned to do one half 
 of the bridge at a time, and keep the other half open for traffic, but, because of the 
 concrete load they are now thinking that there could be issues with sequencing it that 
 way, and feel that they may need to use an alternative method, one which they term 
 Checkerboard.  He added that with this method there may be times that complete closure 
 of the Kennedy Bridge is necessary, however they will try to minimize that as much as 
 possible.  He stated that, though, that as they work through the design process, they want 
 to let the public know that it could be closed, and that they will keep them informed of 
 what will be occurring. 
 
Vetter said, then, that brief periods could actually be days at a time to allow for the concrete to 
cure.  Haugen responded that there could be that potential.  Vein commented, though, that you 
can use higher density concrete, and you can have it strengthen within hours versus days.  
Haugen agreed, adding that they are just now approaching those details to analyze and come up 
with a plan of action, they are just informing us early and often of the possibility of what might 
occur; so while the previous game plan was to work on one half and keep the other half open, 
they are indicating there is a likelihood that there will be more closures than initially discussed. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2045 EAST GRAND FORKS LAN D USE PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that this is the final step in the approval process for the 2045 East Grand Forks 
Land Use Plan.  She added that the City of East Grand Forks City Council has approved adopting 
it, and now staff is seeking the board’s approval as well. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 
2045 EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: DeMers. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF ND FTA 5310 APPLICATION 
 
Kouba reported that back in February we released a solicitation for projects for the 5310 FTA 
Program.  She said that at the time we weren’t clear as to how much funding would be available, 
but since then it has been announced that the amount of funding available is $375,000 for the 
urban areas out of a total amount of $5.2 million Statewide. 
 
Kouba stated that the deadline for submittal of applications to the MPO was March 3rd, and we 
did receive two applications; one from the Cities Area Transit, and one from Valley Memorial 
Homes.  She explained that since the applications were from two separate entities we did 
convene our Human Services Traffic Coordination Committee to review and prioritize the 
projects for the MPO area.  She stated that they came up with a project listing of:  1) Mobility 
Manger; 2) Replacement Vehicle for the Valley Memorial Homes; and 3) Two replacement 
vehicles for Cities Area Transit. 
 
Kouba commented that all of these projects fall within the guidelines of our Transit Development 
Plan, thus staff is seeking approval of the projects and prioritization as submitted. 
 
Malm asked if the Mobility Manager is a new hire.  Kouba responded that it is not.  She 
explained that this funding has been requested for the past five years, and the position is already 
filled.      
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE ND FTA 5310 PROJECT 
APPLICATIONS, AND TO PRIORITIZE THEM AS REQUESTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: DeMers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT #1 TO THE UPWP 
 
Haugen reminded the board that as we were doing the Transit Development Plan, and trying to 
find additional funds for it, we did indicate that at some point we would have to amend our work 
program to account for the increased cost estimate for the Transit Development Plan.  He added 
that in addition, since that time things have been unclear about our ability to carry-over funds 
from prior years, so he would refer to this table to walk you through where we are standing in 
terms of the funds available to us for 2016. 
 
Haugen stated that in the past we also discussed that in North Dakota the three MPOs do have a 
balance of funds to do planning that is, in the eyes of our Federal Partners, too high; and as we 
discussed we have been trying to work out ways to distribute and utilize those funds.  He  
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explained that, as you will recall, about a year ago Fargo/Moorhead had to forward us $300,000 
to help their situation, and in 2010 Bismarck/Mandan had to forward us $400,000 for the same 
reason.   
 
Haugen commented that last fall the NDDOT announced to the three MPOs that they made a 
decision that they were essentially going to freeze the 2015 funds available to the State of North 
Dakota.  He explained that what they are doing is converting those planning dollars to concrete, 
so the funds are still shown on a paper bank account, but the contractual authority Congress 
grants them has been transferred over to the concrete side.  He added that the NDDOT will tell 
us that we can still access those funds, but in order to access them they have to decide to move 
them back into planning funds and give up some of their concrete authority, so while it is 
possible to do it is logistically troublesome to do. 
 
Haugen reported that what this means for us going forward is; first you see the CPG, our annual 
estimate which is $500,000, and which we received; then you will notice it is labeled FY2016, 
that is current fiscal year.  He explained that in previous years we would have at least that 
$500,000 available, plus whatever we still had previous to that, so because of the gift we got 
from Fargo, which was actually 2014 dollars, that is the $182,000 we are carrying over into 
2016, so instead of having the extra $500,000 to operate from, you can sense that we have a tight 
budget coming forward. 
 
Haugen commented that the other funds we show here are standard Minnesota funding, plus 
North Dakota’s commitment to fund 10% of the I-29 Study cost.  He said that in order to make 
up the difference between the revenue and the obligations we have currently, and what we will 
undertake in 2016, the MPO accessed what we labeled as a “savings account”, which is really 
comprised of two things; a big chunk of it is monies we receive when we bill out our staff hours 
to our federal funds as we bill using an inflated rate to cover sick and vacation leave, and the 
other is monies we have received over the years as profit for the sale of documents, maps, etc.; 
but the bulk was there in an account prior to either Ms. McNelis or myself being employed with 
the MPO, so while we aren’t really sure what the source of it was, it was used way back when to 
assist us with month to month cash flow, and it may have been established to eliminate the need 
for a line of credit we once had with one of the local banks.  He added that in any event, in order 
to balance our work program we are saying that we will have to access the $67,500 from this 
account, however it will still leave the necessary funds to cover total reclamation of all sick 
leave, vacation leave, etc., as well as a few dollars for anything else that may come up. 
 
Haugen referred to a table, and explained that out of the total $922,000 budget, it shows how the 
monies have been allocated to specific activities.  He pointed out that you will notice that we are 
meeting all of our main core function requirements, and also that with the Transit Development 
Plan we are funding it at the level we need to in 2016 to get the project done at the level that the 
two transit agencies are telling us needs to be done; but you will also notice that we are zeroing 
out some things:  1) equipment – we believe we can go these twelve months without a need to 
purchase any major equipment; 2) corridor preservation – we had a small dollar amount here to 
assist both cities by reviewing their subdivision plats, etc., but we feel we can still provide the 
service without having to have a specific line item in our budget to account for it; and 3)  
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technical assistance – this was a small budget item that was kept in reserve for short studies that 
come up over the course of a year, to assist with them if needed.  He added that we also zeroed 
out our intern program as well.   
 
Haugen summarized that by zeroing out some items, bringing in from the local funding source 
the $67,500, we are able to show that we have revenues to cover the expenditures we are 
obligated to do in 2016, so we are still able to complete the Transit Development Plan, we are 
still able to complete the Land Use Plan, we are still able to complete the I-29 Traffic Operation 
Study we have underway, we are still able to maintain full time staff levels that we have, and 
also meet all the rest of our obligations. 
 
Haugen stated that another thing he would like to point out on this table is previously, and we 
have discussed this in the past, where we now have the Communications Plan, that used to be the 
study of the skewed intersection at Washington and Gateway Drive.  He said that we talked 
about using some of those funds to help with the Transit Development Plan, so you will notice 
that instead of completely zeroing that out we are calling for what is termed “Communications 
Plan” be done.  He explained that this is a Federal Highway requirement that came to us in 
December, and with performance based planning we sort of need to monitor and communicate 
from the beginning planning portion of a project all the way through the construction portion of a 
project, and keep monitoring, updating, and communicating about the levels of performance as it 
goes through these various stages.  He stated that what ND/Federal Highway is asking us to do 
is, although we have a fairly decent communication going on at the planning and programming 
stage, to develop a plan that carries a project through and across the implementation or project 
development stage.   
 
Haugen commented that, you’re familiar with a lot of the planning diagrams where when you 
start with a plan you always have the feedback, and performance based planning is really getting 
back and driving home the fact that you have to monitor performance to show that we are 
progressing towards our goals and our performance targets, and that is the piece that Federal 
Highway wants us to spend resources on this year to develop, so it is an effort to make sure that 
we are, not only identify the performance measures and targets, but are also showing how we are 
monitoring and ensuring that at the end what we program will get done, and will assist us in 
achieving those targets that we have identified, and if there is a need to change, the feedback is 
meant to have us go back to our measures and make sure we are measuring correctly, and 
identify our targets to make sure they are achievable, and if they aren’t we can adjust as we go 
along, so instead of every five years trying to come up with these things, it is an annual process, 
and that is partly what you will hear when Mr. Viafara talks about performance measures that we 
have been presenting to you these past several months. 
 
Haugen stated that the last thing he would add is, in the staff report he highlights that we are 
having recent discussions with the NDDOT, and are meeting with them next month, the other 
two MPOs and himself.  He explained that when they told us that they were freezing the 2015 
dollars, in reality all they did was to freeze the Federal Highway side, the Federal Transit side 
still remains available to us, and they are indicating that at our March meeting they will inform  
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us what those dollar values are, so later this year we can revisit our work program as there will 
be more federal revenue to bring back in to the program, and we can perhaps replenish the tasks 
we zeroed out, or tackle something new, but for a short time we are on a very tight fiscal 
squeeze, but we will be getting some relief soon and hopefully will have better knowledge of 
what that will be next week so that we might be able to refund some of the things that we are 
zeroing out today with your approval. 
 
Haugen reported that this has been reviewed by our State and Federal Partners, it was reviewed 
by the Technical Advisory Committee at their meeting last week, and all are recommending this 
body adopt this amendment to the 2016 Work Program. 
 
Mock said that, you mentioned with the Communications Plan, a feedback group.  She asked if 
that is intended for public comment so that people can comment on specific project, or needs in 
general.  Haugen responded that it is going to include that public input component, but he will 
say that it is probably meant to be more for communication among staff, at staff level.  Mock 
asked if he means between the City and the MPO.  Haugen responded it would be between the 
feds, the State, the two Cities, and the MPO, but as with everything we do we do need to have 
the public opportunity for comment. 
 
Malm asked what would be done should the State of North Dakota make more cuts to funding.  
Haugen responded that the only thing that we receive funding for directly from the State of North 
Dakota, in direct State aid, is the contract that we have with them on the I-29 Traffic Operations 
Study, and that is only their commitment to cost share 10% of the total cost of that study, 
otherwise the rest of what we have there is not state fund involvement.  He added that part of our 
discussion next week would be whether the State wants to convert those transit dollars for 2015 
into something concrete wise or not.  He said that there is a provision in law that allows them to 
do that, but it is an onerous process so he thinks that is probably why they didn’t directly do it in 
the first place.   
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE AMENDMENT #1 TO 
THE FY2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM, SUBJECT TO PARTNER 
AGENCY REVIEW. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: DeMers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE TDP CONSULTANT SELECTION 
 
Kouba reported that back in January this body approved an RFP for a consultant for our Transit 
Development Plan.  She stated that they received three proposals:  1) SRF; 2) LSC 
Transportation Consultants; and 3) KLJ.  She said that they held interviews on March 2nd, and 
the Selection Committee selected KLJ. 
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Kouba stated that included in the packet is the scope of work for the project.  She explained that 
the Selection Committee was very focused in on KLJ’s new and innovative methods shown in 
their Scope of Work for transit and transit related projects and such, so that is one of the reasons 
they chose KLJ.  She added that they are looking at getting started as soon as possible, thus staff 
is looking for approval. 
 
Vein stated that he is assuming this would involve qualification based selection, not based on 
price.  Kouba responded that that would be correct, but added that they were under budget as 
well.  Vein said, though that they first selected them on qualifications, then opened the price to 
see that they were under budget.  Kouba responded that that is correct.  She explained that if they 
wouldn’t have been at or under budget, then we would have negotiated with them to get them 
there.  Haugen added that the NDDOT is requiring a new process, as part of a Federal Review, 
and we are doing the same qualification based consultant selection that Grand Forks is now 
doing, and all the local government agencies are doing in North Dakota, so everything now is 
funneled through the NDDOT and put on their website to notify all potential consultants of the 
opportunity and it is all qualification based off this. 
 
Vein asked if there was criteria included in the qualifications for the Selection Committee to use, 
a point system or whatever that is then identified by which criteria is used.  Haugen responded 
that both State and Federal law identify the criteria that can be considered for consultant 
selection, and off the top of his head he believes there are seven criteria, and in our RFP we 
identify those seven, we identify the points that are assigned, the weighting that’s different and 
how some of them are equally weighted in the point process.  
   
Powers commented that, as he recalls, there were three firms, and we asked them these seven 
questions and then rated them, and they were all under budget, some barely, but they were all 
good, but in the end we chose the best one.  Vein stated that, again, if you chose based on 
qualifications, not based on price, the qualifications are the first thing.  Powers agreed.  Kouba 
added that nobody saw any of the prices until we had already selected the consultant. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE EXECUTION OF A 
CONTRACT WITH KLJ TO PERFORM THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE 
AT A COST NOT TO EXCEED $150,000. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: DeMers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is a pretty straight-forward item, however due to timing issues we had 
to publish the public hearing for this meeting, therefore he would ask that the Chairman please 
open the public hearing. 
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MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC 
HEARING. 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
 
Haugen stated that it was also advertised that we would receive written comments up until 11:00 
a.m. this morning, however we did not receive any. 
 
Haugen said, again, that this is a fairly straight forward T.I.P. amendment, as far as T.I.P. 
amendments go, it is not bringing in any new dollars, it isn’t changing any current programmed 
dollars, it is essentially just changing the termini or the end points of the project on DeMers 
Avenue that is going to be done.  He explained that originally it was described as being from the 
Interstate system to Washington Street, they are extending that east termini to 4th Avenue ramps, 
just before you get to the overpass and railroad, so they are extending the project length a little 
bit, and he did highlight that in yellow on the table included in the packet. 
 
Haugen commented that they are also including a little bit more to the scope of work that will be 
done.  He explained that we had requested last December, when we solicited for projects both 
new to the T.I.P. or changes to the current program, and the District and the City also requested 
that they take this opportunity to upgrade the signal system along DeMers Avenue so that we can 
get the video detection going on, and we could update those signals so that we get transit priority 
there, so that is now being scoped in the project.   
 
Haugen reported, however, that there are also some things that we asked for that aren’t being 
scoped in.  He stated that back in December we asked for them to consider doing construction 
engineering for the shared use trail that Grand Forks got TAP funds for, along DeMers Avenue 
from 42nd Street west to 48th Street underneath the Interstate, that construction engineering of the 
District was thinking that these two projects are so close in proximity and overlap each other that 
perhaps they could take on that engineering from this project instead of it being attached to the 
TAP, but that isn’t being done with this project. 
 
Haugen said that another thing is that there was talk, discussion or interest in possible traffic 
signalization of the east/west ramps to Columbia Road off of DeMers, either there or at 31st, 
which is the back door entrance into Altru.  He added that the request wasn’t, perhaps, so much 
hard and fast that we had to install a signal, but to, as part of the traffic operation study that is 
done on this project, to see if there a need to signalize that intersection, that is not included in  
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this scope change, so if that needs to be done it will have to be done with another source of 
funding.  Powers asked for clarification of the location of this intersection.  Haugen responded 
that it is on DeMers Avenue, it is the west ramp to get onto Columbia Road, that intersection, 
directly across from the new apartment building, or right to the west of that, 31st Street, is the 
roadway that gets you by Valley Bone and Joint.  Vein asked if this is or isn’t going to be in the 
study.  Haugen responded it is not.  Vein commented that it needs to be in the study.  Haugen 
stated that this T.I.P. amendment, and the way it was framed in the project description that we 
forwarded on to the DOT, it was our request to have it included, but their decision was to not 
include it in this project.  Vein asked why they would make that decision.  Haugen responded 
that he would have to defer to Mr. Yavarow.  He added that this project is a bit abnormal, as it 
typically would be a District led project, however this particular project is being led by local 
government in Bismarck, and he isn’t sure why the transfer of responsibility occurred, but we 
will try to follow up for you for those answers.   
 
Vein stated that it would be nice to do a complete study, and he would like to know what it 
would take to get it included.  He said that he knows that that when we made the request before 
they said no, but is there anything further that we could do to change their stance because it 
seems to be important.  He added that we have an issue with pedestrians, as he has seen people 
coming off the ramp and actually going around the right-in/right-out to go through, and there are 
some safety issues there that need to be identified and addressed, so he would like to know what 
alternatives we might have to get this done.  Haugen responded that if it is not going to be 
included in this study, or this project; and of course when they do the project development they 
do a traffic operation analysis, etc., so if it isn’t going to be done then it would have to be as a 
stand-alone separate study.  He suggested that we can make a request to the District to see if they 
have funds available to do that study, but having just told you that in a week or so from now we 
would have some information that will tell us that there are more federal funds available, it may 
be something that we could put into our work program if, in fact that’s what we decide to do, and 
we could do a little traffic operation study for that stretch of DeMers.   
 
Vein said that he thinks it is important that we extend this project all the way over to 4th, as it 
should have been done, because we did the bridge, and then we did the area right after the 
bridge, and he is appreciative that that happened, he thinks that’s very important and it seems 
like that is probably a far bigger cost than this little piece of intersection.  Haugen commented 
that he isn’t sure about the amount of work because after the overpass was done there was also a 
project to do the extensions on either end, and on the west side it was to go all the way to 
Washington and on the east side it was to 6th, so they did do a follow-up project after the 
overpass to fix the focus to the overpass, and this project, because the that other project stopped 
at Washington, this project stopped at Washington, so now they decided to push this all the way 
back to 4th. 
 
Haugen summarized, then, that while we are adding things into the scope of work that will be 
done, a traffic signal upgrade, etc., the total estimated cost didn’t change from before.  He stated 
that the only other thing is, you will notice that it was originally planned to occur in 2016, now it 
is being let in 2016 but the physical work will be done in 2017, so the funding is still 2016 
dollars, but the actual work won’t happen until 2017.  Powers asked if he is saying this could 
change in that timeframe.  Haugen responded that some of these are always subject to change, 
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but for right now the plan of action is to wait until the fall to let the project, and do the work in 
the spring. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a term called “advanced construction”, where you do the work 
one year and then pay it with federal funds the following year, this is the reverse of that, you’re 
paying for it out of the federal funds one year, but you’re actually doing the work the next year, 
it is just a bit of an accounting exercise. 
 
Haugen stated that this is the amendment they are asking us to do to the T.I.P. so that they can 
get their federal approvals and get the project into the project development stage. 
 
Vein commented that he thinks we have to approve it, he thinks it is good, but his concern is that 
we didn’t go far enough with the other signalization that we have, so he would approve the 
amendment with the caveat that additional consideration be given for the signals on the north 
side of Columbia Road. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO THE 
FY2016 ANNUAL T.I.P. ELEMENT, SUBJECT TO THE CAVEAT THAT ADDITIONAL 
CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN FOR THE SIGNALS ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 
COLUMBIA ROAD. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: DeMers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE SCOP E OF WORK 
 
Viafara reported that we are asking for approval of the Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Training 
Seminar.  He said that, at the moment the MPO is advancing a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Update.  He explained that this activity is composed of two items:  1) Training Seminar and 2) 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Update. 
 
Viafara stated that concerning the Bicycle and Pedestrian Update, later we will ask, if possible to 
review and approve of the update, but at the moment we would like to let you know that we are 
asking for your consideration of comments that were brought to our attention by the Engineering 
Department.  He explained that those comments are included in the document. 
 
Viafara said that one of the comments that we were asked to address was regarding where the 
members for the roster for the Steering Committee would come from, which organizations, 
agencies, etc.  He stated that in response we added a list of agencies, local governments, state  
and federal agencies, and community members to whom we believe may be interested in  
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participating.  He commented that so far we have extended invitations to some of them, and also 
particularly the community members and other agencies that are the ones cognizant of the 
situation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian activity in the city. 
 
Viafara stated that today we would like to ask you to please review the proposal for the training 
program.  He pointed out that at the end of the document you have all the activities that we have 
undertaken so far, adding that we contacted the National Highway Institute asking them for 
quotes, availability, and the capacity for those proposed training seminars that they offer.  He 
said that they received two quotes from them, at a cost of $700.00 per participant.  He added that 
they did this same thing with Safe Routes to School, at the national level they offer services 
similar to the one we are seeking, so we contacted another company, Sprinkle Consulting from 
Tampa, which is a very well established agency across the nation, in terms of Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Activities.   
 
Viafara commented that the final quote we received, the one that is highlighted, was from Toole 
Design from Seattle, and as you can see there is quite an outstanding difference in terms of prices 
or costs of the event that they were selected to provide.  He said, then, that we are asking you to 
please consider providing approval to the Training Seminar so that we can continue in our 
schedule advancing this particular event.  He added that both staff and the Technical Advisory 
Committee recommend approval. 
 
Vein in regard to the request, the Training Seminar, he knows that Mr. Grasser talked about 
Engineering Staff proposing to participate on the Steering Committee with training, is that what 
it would accomplish.  Viafara responded that we are seeking public involvement, as well as 
agency involvement, and the letter sent by Mr. Grasser kindly suggests that, yes we may count 
on his staff to be members of this particular steering committee, and the interest for them is to be 
on top of what is happening on the training, particularly, because the training involves some city 
standards and engineering procedures that he would like to certainly make sure are discussed and 
brought to the community.  Vein commented that he had a very short conversation with Mr. 
Grasser, and he didn’t get into a lot of depth on the issue, but he knows of the issue and knows 
that Mr. Grasser want to make sure that the issue of bike lanes on University Avenue, which is 
kind of a political issue when it comes to the City Council, is somehow made to work smoother, 
but he doesn’t know if this will accomplish that.  Viafara responded that the first stage is for us 
to become familiar with all the procedures pertaining to the bicycle and pedestrian mobility, the 
procedures in terms of engineering designers and how whoever participates can become a 
positive force in that endeavor in a manner that is satisfactory for the MPO and for the different 
agencies that at the end would be the ones responsible for the implementation of the 
accommodations coming from the proposed improvements in the Plan. 
 
Vein asked Mr. Yavarow if this would work for what the Engineering Department is wanting 
from this.  Yavarow responded that he only had a quick introduction to this issue prior to today’s 
meeting, as Mr. Kuharenko was supposed to have attended but was unable to at the last minute, 
so what he was told was that at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting it was mentioned not 
to proceed with the proposals at this time.  Viafara commented that it stated in the staff report 
that members of the Technical Advisory Committee decided to support the implementation of 
the proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Training Seminar and to table the scope for the plan update. 
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Viafara reported that the reason for tabling the scope of the plan is simple; Engineering made 
comments in writing, which he did include in the packet, and for the last two weeks they have 
been trying to address those comments.  He added that yesterday he was able to meet with Mr. 
Kuharenko to work on, and write out responses to those comments, so now they are waiting to 
see if there are any additional concerns and/or comments on those responses.   
 
Viafara stated that, for the record, the MPO has graciously taken all the comments made by 
Engineering, however, it is very important that you realize that the MPO also has contractual 
agreements with other agencies in terms of production of the materials and procedures we need 
to complete.  Vein said that he understands that you have policies and procedures, it is just that 
what he doesn’t want to do is create conflict, and instead wants us to be unified, and he thinks 
that may involve the need for some discussion with the MPO and City Staff, and he would be 
glad to be a part of that to make sure that we don’t do this thing too quickly or inappropriately.  
Viafara said that is will of the MPO, of the type of planning that we do, which is collaborative. 
 
Haugen commented that in our discussion at the Technical Advisory Committee level last week, 
it was clear that we were moving forward, and we got the committee members to recommend to 
this body to move forward with the training session.  He said that where we are holding back is 
on the final language of the scope-of-work, and going through the rest of the actual update to the 
Bike and Ped section, so it was clear that we were moving forward with the training, at least at 
the Technical Advisory Committee meeting a week ago, and that is what we are proposing to 
you, to move forward with the training.  He explained that the training is intended to get us all at 
a common ground level on the practice of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, via an educational 
training seminar, which is why we are inviting a wide base of participants to that training. 
 
Vetter stated that about three years ago a group of us went down to Fargo/Moorhead for some 
bike/ped training, is this similar to that.  Haugen responded that that session was more hands-on 
training, this is more classroom training.  Vetter pointed out that he noticed that in their “tools 
proposal” they have a workshop on how to develop a pedestrian and bicycle action plan, and that 
it is more for local officials, is that one of the items we are looking at with Toole.  Haugen 
responded that it is, and added that the total cost is roughly $8,500.00, and includes all of those 
items listed in the proposal.  Vetter said that that was a great workshop, and he knows that we 
talked about trying to do something like that up here too, so he feels it is beneficial for local 
politicians and stakeholders to attend these seminars, it was an eye-opener for him. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAINING SEMINAR, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Malm stated that he is confused.  He said that he is looking through this, and you’re talking about 
one thing, and in looking at the document, which portion are you talking about, you only want 
one part of it.  Vetter responded that he wants the whole thing.  Malm said, though, that he keeps  
hearing from the next group, and the City here that they want, you have to get them on board or 
you’re spending $8,700.00 for nothing, except for an argument, is that what we are going to get 
out of it.  He commented that he sat on too many of these bicycle things and everybody has a 
different point of view, and they can never come to an agreement.  Vein stated that, what he is 
thinking, is that that is what the training session will do, is to try to get everybody on the same 
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page, is that correct.  Malm asked who would go to the training session, how do you get people 
to go to that training session.   
 
Vetter commented that he thinks the whole point here is that people are going to be invited.  
Malm said that that is the thing, you can invite a lot of people, but they don’t show up.  Vetter 
agreed, but added that none of them are, they are all staff, so if it is part of your job you go.  He 
pointed out that the list includes planning staff, engineering staff, public works staff; the 
agencies, you aren’t going to have any problem getting them to do, they are more than willing to 
send people to this, so if you can get city staff on board, then we can all be on the same page, 
that is what we need.  Vein added that we probably should have two council people on the list as 
well.  Vetter agreed that that wouldn’t hurt. 
 
Vein said that another thing to remember is that it was the recommendation of the Technical 
Advisory Committee to do this, correct.  Viafara responded it was.  Vein stated, then, that he 
thinks that it is very important that if the Technical Advisory Committee is telling us to do this, 
then there isn’t a good reason not to.  Viafara added that by advancing this component we can 
stay on schedule.  He explained that if we do the training seminar, and then, with the 
participation of the Engineering Department, the issues dealing with the scope of work could be 
clearly refined to the satisfaction of all parties, then we can proceed with all the other activities 
that are coming. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, Powers, Mock, and Adams. 
Voting No: Malm. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: DeMers. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Viafara reminded the board that for the last eight months staff has been providing you with 
updates on the analyses of the different goals and elements that are the components of the Long 
Range Transportation Plan for the MPO area.  He said that so far you have reviewed the first six 
goals, and today we will review Goal #7 – System Preservation. 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and gave a brief overview of the information shown. 
 
Viafara reported that System Preservation entails the condition of pavement, that we have 
already reviewed with you, particularly local roads and the roads that are on National System, 
and today we are updating you on the condition of bridges and decks that are in the planning 
area.   
 
Presentation ensued. 
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Viafara stated that with this information in mind, the MPO staff has a review of the overview of 
the transportation system, and we expecting that next time we convene, we will be giving you 
either the final report or a summary final report of all the analyses of the Transportation Plan. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. I-29 Traffic Operations Study New Material Posted On Website 
 
Haugen reported that we do highlight that on the website we have links to all of the Technical 
Memorandums that were done.  He referred to a three page summary that is also on the website, 
and pointed out that where we are at with the I-29 Study is; previously you saw the Existing 
Conditions Report for today’s traffic, and now we have the Future Conditions, Environmental 
Conditions, and the Alerus Center Event Conditions reports as well. 
 
Haugen commented that as part of this study, and this is our first attempt at this, is to do the 
linking planning and the environmental, so part of the study is identifying the purpose and need, 
but it is also identifying some of the environmental limitations we have to address with this study 
as well. 
 
Haugen stated that he just wanted to let you know that this information is available on the 
website.  He added that because of the length of today’s agenda staff didn’t want to take up more 
time, but we want you to be aware that it is available for you to review.  He said that he doesn’t 
think that it is something we didn’t already know, we know there are issues with our three 
existing interchanges today, and although we aren’t planning on having anything done, by 2045 
those issues will be even more compounded, and that is what the first thing is telling us.  He 
commented that in terms of the Alerus Event Center we are finding out that the events that we 
have on a more regular basis don’t create too much of a traffic issue for us, but when we have an 
event occurring at our peak travel times we do see issues, and the third is environmental stuff.   
 
Haugen said that he just wanted to highlight that this information is available in detail on our 
website. 
 
 b. 2016 UPWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this is just a progress report of our current work; what has been completed, 
what is still being done, and what is still going to be done.   
 
 c. Performance Based Planning 
 
Haugen reiterated that part of our meeting today has been talking about performance based 
planning, we are doing a communications plan, and Mr. Viafara’s report is on performance; and 
the feds are now rolling out their final rules on performance measures and performance targets, 
and yesterday the first set of rules that came out had to do with safety, so now we will be  
working with the State and ultimately we will be asking you to adopt performance measures and 
targets related to safety, and there will be five things now that we will be looking at; fatalities –  
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the number and rate of frequency; serious injuries – the number and rate of frequency; and a fifth 
one they added, that wasn’t in their original proposed rules is that we will now have to keep track 
of bike/ped accidents. 
 
Haugen stated that we are now just starting to get these final performance measures and targets.  
He said that since MAP-21 we have been trying to keep you abreast as to the changing system to 
a performance based planning process, programming process, so the next couple of years we will 
be finalizing what all those measures and targets are, and then depending on whether or not 
Congress changes the system on us again, that will be our method of planning for the 
forthcoming decades.  He added that, just as with everything, it is new, so we are learning, 
you’re learning, and things that we used to do we will no longer do in the future, so bear with us 
as we make these changes to the process.   
 
 d. MPO Executive Director Contract 
 
Vetter commented that Mr. DeMers asked that he bring up the issue of the MPO Executive 
Director’s Contract;  specifically whether or not the issues that were brought up when approving 
the contract concerning wording on pension/retirement, etc., have been addressed, and if so when 
the updated contract would be brought before the board.  He stated that they just don’t want to 
lose sight of this, so is it still being worked on, and will it be brought back to us at some point.  
Haugen responded that this is still being worked on.  He added that staff also informed the board 
that there would most likely be some additional changes made by the City of Grand Forks with 
their employee contracts that may affect his contract as well, so we were waiting for that package 
to come back to you, so it isn’t lost, but are other changes being done to the contracts.  Vetter 
asked if he had a timeline.  Haugen responded that he did not. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 16TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:21 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


