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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, August 17th, 2016 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the August 17th, 2016 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:03 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 Gary Malm.   
 
Absent:  Jeannie Mock and Steve Wasvick. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Wayne Gregoire, Bert’s Trucking; and Trent 
Peabody, Lumber Mart. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 Scheduled Activities  
 
Haugen reported that these are some activities being schedule by our State partners.  
 
He stated that, so you are aware, for the next several months there are opportunities, and some 
things that are optional for you to attend.  He said that the first one is MnDOT is seeking 
feedback on their Multi-modal Transportation Plan, their Highway Investment Plan, and their 20-
Year Greater Minnesota Investment Plan, and so they have some webinars scheduled next 
month, and if you are interested in participating MPO staff will be viewing them so you can 
come over to our office if you wish, or if you want we can give you the link so you can do it at 
your leisure.   
 
Haugen stated that the second one is next month the NDDOT Director has asked to be able to be 
in attendance and have a discussion with you so we decided that we will complete our normal  
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business at our meeting, and then when we are done we will have discussion with the NDDOT 
Director.  He said that he also invited the MnDOT District Engineer to come also, if he is 
interested, so there can be a kind of balance between North Dakota and Minnesota, so please try 
to schedule some extra time for our September 21st meeting. 
 
Vein asked if there was an agenda of what is planned on being discussed, and is it correct that he 
is asking for two hours for this meeting.  Haugen responded that he has asked for up to two hours 
of your time, and his agenda is being worked on.  He explained that this is being done around the 
State, and there is a generic agenda with the first two topics are what projects they are going to 
do in the community over the next two years, and since we are the MPO we kind of already 
know what is going on over the next four years because of our T.I.P. document.  He said that he 
also wants to talk a little about funding, again because we are different than say Valley City or 
Beulah, which don’t have interaction with the DOT staff on a regular basis, so we are working 
the agenda to be more pertinent to what the MPO wants to talk about. 
 
Haugen reported that the third item is, if you recall we had our financial audit last year, and one 
of the requirements of the Federal Highway finding, and again it was an audit of not just our 
MPO, but the other two MPOs and the NDDOT as well, and one of the findings is that MPO 
staff has to attend training on administering planning grants.  He added that they asked that we 
extend an invitation to our board members as well, so if you are interested the dates are October 
18th and 19th, and it is in Bismarck and is scheduled to take place the afternoon of the 18th and the 
morning of the 19th so there will be an overnight stay, and, again, if anyone is interested please 
let us know and we will make the arrangements for you to attend. 
 
Haugen explained that the training is about what is eligible to be in our work program, what is 
eligible for reimbursement from the feds, etc., so it will be a fairly technical, bureaucratic 
training, but they are offering it to you as well if you are interested. 
 
Vein asked that Mr. Haugen send an e-mail with all of these events to the board.  Haugen 
responded he would do that. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 15 TH AND JUNE 24TH, 2016, MINUTES OF 
THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH AND 
JUNE 24TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Vein, Strandell, Malm, DeMers, Vetter, and Powers. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF 2015 MPO AUDIT 
 
Haugen reported that Janelle Mulroy, Brady Martz, is here to present the findings of the 2015 
MPO Audit.  He stated that, as the staff report indicted, typically we would have this in the 
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spring, but there were a couple of things that caused it to be delayed, and they are noted in the 
staff report. 
 
Mulroy referred to the 2015 MPO Audit Report, and explained that she would just be going 
through some of the highlights of the report.   
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Mulroy referred to Page 2, and pointed out that there is an opinion paragraph, and that is where 
they give their clean, unmodified opinion based on their audit of the financial statements.  She 
said that they are also reporting the fact that this year the MPO was required to implement a new 
accounting standard regarding the accounting and financial reporting for pensions, which will 
significantly change the financial statements, and she will point that out as we go the report. 
 
Mulroy referred to the Management’s Discussion Analysis section, and said that on Pages 5 and 
6 there is comparative information presented here, but the financial statements themselves are 
not comparative, so you can compare the 2014 and 2015 calendar years at a pretty high summary 
level. 
 
Mulroy referred to Page 5 and pointed out that under the 2015 column you are showing an 
“unrestricted net position” of a negative $45,000, and that is the result of implementing that new 
standard on pensions.  She explained that there is now a net pension liability on the books of 
$176,000 at the end of the year and so that factors into the net position going forward.  She stated 
that you actually did show income for the year, but with that change it rolled into the negative 
position. 
 
Mulroy referred to Page 6, and reported that again there is summary level information for 
revenues and expenses, and you can see there is a change in net position or net income for the 
year 2015 of $12,836, so as she mentioned you did show income, but when you implement that 
new standard and include the pension liability it puts it into a negative position at the end of the 
year. 
 
Mulroy reported that the financial statements begin on Page 9, with the balance sheet and 
statement of net position, and pointed out that there are three columns on Page 9; the General 
Fund, Adjustments, and Statement of Net Position.  She explained that the General Fund 
numbers are presented more on the short-term focus basis, more on how you budget for the 
operations; and the adjustment columns show, in your case, liabilities for the net pension liability 
and compensated absences that aren’t required to be reported in the General Fund column.  She 
stated that the last column, Statement of Net Position, which shows total assets at the end of 
2015 of $347,000, total liabilities of $379,000, and then the total net position works out to be a 
negative $45,000 at the end of 2015.  She explained that there is that net pension liability 
reported under the long term liability section of $176,000.  She added that there are also deferred 
outflows of resources and inflows of resources reported here that haven’t been in the past, and 
those items, as well, relate to that pension standard. 
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Mulroy referred to Page 10, Revenues and Expenditures, and pointed out that, again there are 
three columns, with the third being the Statement of Activities column.  She explained that it 
details out total revenues of $963,000 for 2015, the majority of that are $753,000 from federal 
sources; and there are total expenses of $950,000, which is a difference of $12,836 net income 
for the year.  She added that they are also showing the prior period adjustment or restatement to 
the beginning of the year balance, again for the implementation of that pension standard, so that 
keeps showing up everywhere in the report this year. 
 
Mulroy reported that the next several pages are the notes to the financial statements.  She said 
that the only thing she would like to call to your attention is on Page 15, Note 4, Pension Plan, 
and explained that this is where you can find a whole lot information on the Pension Plan and 
NDPERS.   
 
Mulroy referred to Page 23, Note 8, and explained that it talks about that prior period adjustment 
that they made to implement that Standard at the beginning of the year. 
 
Mulroy referred to Page 24, Budget to Actual Comparison; and explained that overall for the 
year there was a shortfall of budget compared to actual revenues of $305,000; the shortfall, 
actually a positive in that you spent less then you had planned to of $299,000, so at the end of the 
year you ended up with income of $43,533, you budgeted for $50,000 so that was just a little 
short of the overall budget.  She said that, again, those numbers are a little different in that those 
are the shorter-term focus numbers that don’t include the pension numbers and the compensated 
absences so that is why they may look a different. 
 
Mulroy stated that the next two pages are additional required supplemental information that 
relates to that pension standard, so it shows the schedule of the employer contributions to the 
PERS Retirement Plan, and the proportionate share of the overall plan. 
 
Mulroy commented that the next section is a letter in regard to the Government Audition 
Standard.  She referred to Page 28, first paragraph, and explained that there is one significant 
deficiency, which she will go through with the next couple of pages, other than that it was a 
clean report. 
 
Mulroy stated that Pages 29 through 30 is a letter in regard to their audit of the federal program.  
She said that, as mentioned, you did spend $753,000 of federal money for the year, and the 
threshold is $750,00, so you came real close but you were over that $750,000 mark which then 
requires that program to have its own audit, so at the top of Page 30, they do issue an opinion 
based on their audit of that program, and it is a clean opinion so there were no findings, and they 
found the MPO to be in compliance with those program requirements. 
 
Mulroy reported that Page 32 has notes to the schedule of expenditures of federal awards; Page 
33 summarizes the previous two letters; and Page 34 talks about the one significant deficiency 
she mentioned, and that is just the fact that the MPO uses the Auditors help to prepare the 
financial statements, and implement their proposed adjustments, so there is an auditing standard 
in place that says that when they do this they need to inform the board of it. 
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MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO RECEIVE AND FILE THE 2015 MPO 
AUDIT REPORT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that included in the staff report are updates on both the Sorlie and the Kennedy 
Bridges.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that in regard to the decorative lighting, there has been another draft of the plan 
that details what colors can be used on which dates.  He said that it hasn’t been finalized yet, but 
based on the draft there are again some desire to add some dates to the potential list of light 
changes, and there is also discussion about a more simple protocol so that when someone does 
want to suggest a change in dates it can flow a little smoother than the current agreement is 
written. 
 
Haugen commented that December will be the next time that the NDDOT staff person 
anticipates another draft available for distribution. 
 
Haugen reported that also noted is that North Dakota did submit the Sorlie project for an award, 
and it was given a regional award and has now been forwarded on for national consideration.  
 
Vein asked what the award was specifically for.  Haugen responded that it was for the amount of 
monies that were saved in going from a potential replacement project to a rehab project.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was a letter from Roger Hille, MnDOT, on the status 
of the Kennedy Bridge project.  He said that, as we have discussed at previous meetings, the bid 
letting is being moved back, and there has been some discussion about a November letting date, 
and he is only the peripheral of this discussion so he isn’t sure what all it entails, but he felt it 
important that you know that as it gets moved back further, if you recall North Dakota is using 
FY2016 funds for this project, and the federal fiscal year ends in September, and so there is still 
opportunity to obligate monies even in November, but as we get later in the year it becomes 
more difficult for the North Dakota funding source to stay in place; and Minnesota’s funding 
source is FY2017 monies, so from their perspective the project can wait until the end of June, so  
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as this project is getting from the design to the point where they can obligate the funds it is 
starting to become critical, from the North Dakota side, of when that date occurs, so there is 
some discussion at the State level about getting this project to obligation in timely fashion. 
 
Haugen stated that the aesthetics will be included as part of the project cost.  He explained that 
right now the aesthetic lighting is being done as part of the regular project cost, adding that at 
one time it had been discussed that perhaps the aesthetics would be considered as an add-on that 
both cities would have to contribute towards, but right now the plan is to absorb it into the 
overall project cost, and no city share is being requested. 
 
Haugen commented that the aesthetic lighting plan, at one time it had been discussed that it 
would be a separate lighting plan, but now as they have experienced some of the work and public 
action to the Sorlie lighting plan, that they are thinking that it can be one document that governs 
both bridges, so there may not be a separate lighting plan now, you may just see one that covers 
both bridges. 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet were the latest schematics of the cross-section, 
and also how the aesthetic lighting would be attached to the trusses. 
 
DeMers stated that he has two questions; first going back to the original lighting agreement, how 
are the color changes made and who does it.  Haugen responded that when we requested that 
they consider aesthetic lighting on the Sorlie and Kennedy, it was something new, particularly to 
North Dakota, and so internally they first hinted that perhaps they could do this but that it might 
come at a cost 100% to the local entity.  DeMers said that he was referring to who flips the 
switch.  Haugen responded that on the Sorlie it is Grand Forks that operates the lighting changes.  
DeMers asked if it is something that has to be done at the bridge.  Williams stated that she thinks 
it might be handled by Community Development staff, but she isn’t sure, but it does have to be 
done at the bridge.  DeMers commented that he would think that as part of agreement if the two 
Mayors can agree to a change it should just happen, it would give some deference to both sides, 
and allow both Mayors to weigh-in on the changes. 
 
DeMers said that his other question is for Mr. Vein.  He stated that he knows that the Grand 
Forks City Council discussed the Kennedy Bridge project at their meeting, and that a letter was 
drafted, or a resolution, or such; and he would ask for an overview on what happened at the 
meeting.   
 
Vein responded that he appreciates the opportunity to discuss this issue, and in-fact was hoping 
to be able to present something.  He stated that Grand Forks has had issues throughout the whole 
duration of the project, although formally they have approved things through the MPO, but in 
actuality concerns were brought up about a year or so ago. 
 
Vein commented that the main concern has been the new cross-section, which takes away the 
center median and reduces the lane widths; and he isn’t going to say it makes it unsafe, but it 
does make it less safe.  He said that they talked about this at their City Council meeting, and the 
fact that we are up for an award for saving money on the Sorlie Bridge, well guess what, we are  
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saving probably more money on the Kennedy Bridge by going from a full reconstruction to a 
rehabilitation project.  He asked what the original cost estimate for the reconstruction of the 
Kennedy Bridge.  Haugen responded that it was around $29,000,000 with a 50/50 split in cost for 
each State.  Vein said, though, that originally we talked about reconstructing it, that was more 
than $29,000,000 wasn’t it.  Haugen responded that that was the number was placed as “the” 
number towards the most expensive project option they envisioned at the time, and that was 
replacement of the Kennedy, $29,000,000. 
 
Vein stated that it seems, though, that with both bridges there have been some compromise, and 
he doesn’t think pedestrian or bicycle traffic is accommodated to the level it should be.  He said 
that he knows that they did look at a cantilever on the Kennedy, but couldn’t do it for some 
reason.  Haugen responded that it was mostly geared towards maintenance, and, if you will 
recall, part of the driving force behind the Kennedy was a time issue, and as he just discussed 
about North Dakota having 2016 dollars in, the Kennedy Project was being shepherded through 
the process to get to an environmental review that was the most expedient way to move a project, 
and so adding things on that required more historical oversight was not favored, but from the 
technical side of view it was kind of an issue of maintenance, the impediment to maintenance 
vehicles inspecting the structure after it was attached.  Vein said that there are various reasons 
for it, and he kind of question those, but the fact of the matter is that in order to accommodate 
bike and pedestrian traffic they made a change in the cross-section that he didn’t feel was; if you 
look at the bridge, it has been there for fifty years, it had a good cross-section that was safe for 
traveling, and now we are going to change it for the next fifty years by narrowing it, which he 
doesn’t think makes a lot of sense.   
 
Vein commented that ultimately, we took two bridges that were scheduled for replacement and 
just did rehabilitation to them, with fairly significant cost savings, and the Council disagreed 
with the new cross-section, and the City of Grand Forks voted to not approve plans and specs, 
whether they had any authority to do that or not, that was the agenda item before them, and they 
so declined to approve it as a City Council, and then passed a motion, unanimously, that they 
should look at a different cross-section, and also at a separate pedestrian bridge, so that is what 
they are trying to do, to have some communication up the ladder, at least on the North Dakota 
side with that.  He added that he had a slight conversation with Mr. Grasser before he came 
today, just because he would like to see it potentially go between them and the Governor versus 
the DOT because he thinks it is a political issue at this point, so that is where they are at, they 
will be writing a letter to whomever letting them know of our concern. 
 
Vein stated that he does, 100% support the replacement of the pier that is moving because if 
there is a safety issue, that has to be done, and there would be no reason why we wouldn’t move 
forward with that, but the other things they talked about is the fact that there is going to be 
significant downtime on this bridge, where you will be at one lane of traffic in each direction, 
and there will be times when there is no traffic on the bridge while they are doing this, and that is 
going to be even more critical, and he doesn’t know how that traffic is going to be rerouted 
through our communities, but that is significant and he would like to know what the impact of 
that will be because it will impact our downtowns, and all of that for our communities, so it 
seems to him that we should know that information before we proceed with the project.   
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DeMers commented that there is also the rescue services that will be impacted as well.  Vein 
agreed, adding that all of that needs to be considered, those are things that will be significantly 
impacted to do this, and that safety issue should be identified, and he thinks that maybe we, as an 
MPO, should identify those issues as we go forward as it has been programmed because ten or 
twenty years from now no one is going to care when North Dakota had their money allocated or 
not, but we will be stuck with the consequences. 
 
DeMers asked if Mr. Vein felt it would be beneficial to run the same track in East Grand Forks, 
because if that is the case he would be curious to get the language and stuff that Grand Forks has 
already done and take it to his council as well.  Vein responded that he knows he is late, and he 
will be the first to admit that, but he would rather at least try than not to, and he did think it 
would be great if both communities felt the same way, and it isn’t one versus the other, but 
where they are currently at he isn’t sure what the exact wording was on the motion, but they have 
to go back and look at the tapes to get that so he doesn’t have it at this time, so that is an issue for 
them.   
 
Vein said that in the end what he would like to see us do is to build, again, a pedestrian bridge 
that serves both communities that gives good access across, and leave the bridge as it is. 
 
Haugen put up a slide of a letter the MPO sent on this issue, and the response we got when they 
came to our December 2015 meeting to talk about this.  Vein asked who responded to the letter.  
Haugen responded that it was the District, Joe McKinnon.  Vein said that that is why he was 
thinking that we should go up the ladder a little bit because our DOT Director answers to the 
Governor, and if it is going to be political then let’s go to the Governor and tell him we aren’t 
satisfied with the direction the DOTs are going with this.   
 
DeMers stated that he would talk with his council, with Mr. Vetter, and see if this is something 
we want to do; whether it is fruitless or not, he thinks the effort needs to be made.  Vein stated 
that he does want the pier fixed, so let’s get that done.  Haugen commented that at one time that 
pier project was going to be a separate project, a couple of years ago actually, and then it got 
delayed and rolled into this bigger project.   
 
Vein commented that East Grand Forks might want to talk this over, Grand Forks made their 
decision, and will pursue it.  DeMers said that he just wanted to make sure he knew what Grand 
Forks was doing.  Vein stated that if we, as an MPO, maybe at a separate meeting, want to 
identify this concern, again, as Mr. Haugen suggested, we have already said this once, but if we 
are going to take another crack at it again, potentially, because they will hire a profilist, then 
what.   
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that a copy of the final version of the document with the last edits highlighted 
still in red.  He stated that this has been vetted through the Technical Advisory Committee and 
we also made sure that Federal Highway was comfortable with the language being amended, and 
they are.   
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Haugen stated that Federal Highway asked us to prepare this document this year, and we went 
through a rigorous process of drafting and redrafting the document, and we now have a final 
document that staff and MPO Technical Advisory Committee are recommending this body 
adopt. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE ADOPTING THE DRAFT 
COMMUNICATION PLAN, AS PRESENTED, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
  
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING ST UDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is the Final Glasston Railroad Safety Crossing Study Report.  He said 
that, if you recall, we did this study in response to two potential major facilities on the Glasston 
Subdivision; the first one is the Nitrogen Plant, and the other is the Mill’s desire to locate an 
unloading facility on the Glasston Subdivision, so we did the study, and it concluded with 
recommendations that if those things happen there will be an increase in trains, there are some 
things that we can do to mitigate that increase.  He added that the study was done, essentially, a 
year ago but there were some edits and changeovers for the consultant that led to the delay of the 
final report being presented to you for approval.   
 
Haugen commented that those proposed facilities, when we started this study, were probably 
more promising to be completed, but right now it probably isn’t as promising, so we are seeking 
approval of the study, and if those things, or something similar come to be that causes an 
increase in train traffic on the Glasston, at least we have a study to start with. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE FINAL GLASSTON 
RAILROAD SAFETY CROSSING STUDY, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF SELF-CERTIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that every year, as part of our T.I.P. approval process we have to certify to our 
State and Federal partners that we are fulfilling all of the requirements of an MPO.  He added 
that ever third year we have to do a detailed report documenting how we are able to self-certify 
compliance, so you will see a response to each of these requirements we have to meet, how we 
are meeting those requirements. 
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Haugen referred to a slide that illustrated the requirements we need to follow as we proceed 
through the year of our Work Program.  He said that as we’ve documented, we believe we have 
fulfilled every one of them, thus the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending 
that the MPO Self-Certify its compliance. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE ADOPTING THE SELF-
CERTIFICATION, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE 2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Haugen stated that he has a presentation that highlights what is in the T.I.P. document.  He said 
that our responsibility is to make sure things are consistent with our plans, and that these are our 
priorities that are being funded. 
 
Haugen commented that the area in which we study and have programming responsibilities is not 
just inside both cities, but we do extend out into the rural area as well.  He added that this is a 
twelve month process.   
 
Haugen said that we do have FAST, and it is still being implemented so there are still some 
things that we don’t know how they will impact the program, so what do today might be subject 
to a change down the road. 
 
Haugen reported that we have to do some year of expenditure on both the revenue side and the 
expenditure side.  He said that one change that was discussed when we did the draft document is, 
with the FAST Act we are actually forecasting an increase of federal funds coming in to the 
MPO area on both sides of the river, and we are still maintaining a 4% expenditure increase on 
the North Dakota side and 5% on the Minnesota side, and that is the same as what is in our 
planning document. 
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Haugen stated that shown highlighted, are the total programs on each side of the river that will be 
expended.  He explained that because of the Kennedy Bridge project we do have a pretty 
significant increase in funding that would be atypical in a typical four year T.I.P. cycle. 
 
Haugen then went over the projects briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that the only change from our draft is that we had requested three vehicles to 
be funded out of the FTA program; our priority was the first vehicle should go to Valley 
Memorial, and then two for CAT, but the State overruled our priority and funded the two for 
CAT and didn’t fund the one for Valley Memorial.  He said that their reasoning was that these 
are for more general public use and their preference is to finance general public used vehicles 
over more privately used vehicles.  
 
Haugen stated that on the TAP program, the North Dakota side had one project submitted, and it 
was funded.  He pointed out that the project is on 55th Street, from University to the AMTRAK 
Station.  He added that East Grand Forks did have a project, however it was not funded. 
 
Haugen referred to a map and pointed out where the North Dakota TAP project was located.  He 
explained that this was originally going to be on the north side, and was originally going to cost 
$900,000, but due to some issues it has been relocated to the south side with a lower dollar 
amount, so to plant a seed, perhaps that savings you have could finish off another portion so that 
you have one project done. 
 
Haugen commented that on the HSIP side, this is primarily a North Dakota program, and three 
projects were submitted, and all three were awarded, but it was awarded as one project, but all 
three were awarded monies as requested. 
 
Haugen stated that there are some changes.  He explained that every T.I.P. covers a four year 
period, but it is a rolling three years plus one; so in 2017 Grand Forks is asking to relocate their 
federal funds from 42nd Street over to Washington Street and 44th.  He said that they have asked 
that a couple of additional projects be included; traffic signals at 55th Street and Gateway were 
requested in 2017 and are being funded in 2020; we requested in 2017 DeMers and Columbia 
Road in front of the Boden Apartments, so we are going to fund it, just not the year we originally 
requested; ramp detections at 32nd and Gateway were not funded in this T.I.P. cycle.   
 
Haugen reported that on the North Dakota side there was a project on U.S. #2, west of 69th that 
was originally listed as a complete reconstruction on the westbound lane, but it has been re-
scoped to just a hot bituminous pavement mill and overlay so the cost has gone down from 
$23,000,000 to $9,000,000 and there is about a three mile stretch that is located in our study area, 
with a $2,500,000 in federal funds. 
 
Haugen said that on the Minnesota side East Grand Forks is asking that its sub-target project be 
switched from 10th Street. N.E. to Bygland Road.  He explained that we discussed this back in 
the spring that Minnesota changed how it is funding transit capital, and that it increased by about 
$100,000 that is available to East Grand Forks as part of their sub-target program, so they are 
asking to switch the project to a round-about on Bygland Road and Rhinehart Drive, as per the 
study that we did last year. 
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Haugen commented that 2020 is the new S.T.I.P. year on the North Dakota side, and the City of 
Grand Forks has requested, and it is being funded, to do an overlay of University Avenue from 
Downtown out to State Street, or just past the Wilkerson Complex.  He said that also on the 
regional side we requested the reconstruction of the underpass on Washington Street that was not 
programmed, however there was pavement work on North Washington north of 8th Avenue to 
Gateway Drive, then it skips up to the flood protection bridge. 
 
Haugen stated that new projects on the Minnesota side, there were none for the FY2020.  He 
added that in 2020 North Dakota is looking at a mill and overlay of North Washington between 
1st and 8th Avenues, and we will likely see, because the underpass was not reconstructed in this 
T.I.P. cycle/S.T.I.P. cycle, this request in FY2021. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side, the next agenda item will discuss this in more detail, 
but they are talking looking at doing work on U.S. #2 from Fisher to 5th Avenue N.E., East 
Grand Forks.   
 
Haugen referred to the Environmental Justice map, explaining that it shows all of projects in 
relationship to our Environmental Justice areas, so we do have some project that will be inside 
our Environmental Justice areas.  He said that they are all within the existing right-of-way 
reconstruction so they aren’t impacting negatively, or adding any additional capacity, etc., so the 
impact would be minor, or it will be positive in-fact because of a better transportation facility. 
 
Haugen referred to a table, and explained that it shows, by year, whether it is a transit or street 
project, and how the expenditures are spread out between both states. 
 
Haugen said that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend you adopt the 
2017-2020 T.I.P., as presented. 
 
Vein asked about the flood protection bridge on North Washington, and why it needs repair as it 
isn’t very old.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t know exactly what it all entails.  Powers asked 
which one they are talking about.  Haugen responded it is the one up around 40th Avenue North 
on U.S. 81/North Washington.  Vein said, again, that it is relatively new and they are already 
having to do repairs to it.  Haugen commented that the best he can come up with is it may be the 
same work they do on almost all the concrete streets where they stitch in the rebar so the panels 
are more uniform and stay in place, that may be the intent, but it is fairly minor work, it is more 
preservation work for the pavement that is up there. 
 
Vein said that the other project he is wondering about is the Gateway Drive westbound lane was 
changed from a reconstruction to an overlay project, what is the rational for that change.  Haugen 
responded that they produced a document that said that they can maintain a drivable surface by 
just doing the mill and overlay versus reconstruction as the pavement isn’t in bad enough shape 
to warrant it.  Vein commented that once you have, usually a concrete base, you can do that 
forever, so you get to the point of, when do you replace it, because you are already doing that on 
University Avenue and it has to be four or five times that it has been done there. 
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Vein stated that the fact that they aren’t reconstructing the underpass on Washington Street, he 
remembers when Frank Orthmeyer was here, that was up for reconstruction, so you can tell how 
long ago that was, and it still isn’t being reconstructed and being extended, is that right.  Haugen 
responded that it is, and he would say that he thinks that this T.I.P./S.T.I.P. cycle it got caught up 
in a paperwork shuffle between the District and the State, and he thinks that if the paperwork had 
been more thorough and timely there would have been a great chance it would have been funded 
this cycle.  Vein asked if there is a better chance, then, of it getting funded in the next T.I.P. 
cycle, or is there anything that can be done to make sure it does get done.  Haugen responded 
that he does think it has a much better chance in 2021. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 2017-
2020 T.I.P., AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE 2016 UPWP AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that as we discussed regarding future projects in the T.I.P., MnDOT is looking 
at working on U.S. #2 from Fisher to East Grand Forks, and as part of that work they just 
completed a District Safety Plan, and in that plan identified high crash locations, and the 
intersection of U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2 was identified in that plan. 
 
Haugen commented that in the plan their solution to the safety concern of that intersection is to 
close that intersection so U.S. Business #2 would no longer intersect with U.S. #2.  He stated that 
as a subsequent response to some inquiries they then developed this concept of relocating that 
intersection up to Polk County 17’s intersection with U.S. #2, so as part of this projects evolution 
it needs to be brought into the Long Range Transportation Plan, and we know there would be 
some strong interest in what happens on the U.S Business #2 and U.S. #2 intersection, so we 
asked MnDOT to appear before the East Grand Forks City Council to get some initial feedback, 
and based on that feedback we visited, as staff, and offered that the MPO, since we have to bring 
it into our Long Range Transportation Plan, would be willing to work with MnDOT on 
determining whether or not there are any other viable alternatives instead of complete closure of 
the U.S. Business #2 and U.S. #2 intersection.   
 
Haugen stated that in order for the MPO to undertake this study we first have to amend our work 
program to show to the feds and our state partners that we do have the ability to undertake this 
study and these are the new sources we are allocating to it, and that is why we need to amend our 
work program, to show that we do have the $70,000 available to undertake this study.  He added 
that MnDOT will be providing the local match so there will be no costs to either East Grand 
Forks or Grand Forks, or the counties.   
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Haugen said that, assuming you approve this, in the next agenda item we have to go out and hire 
a consultant, so the actual physical study will be starting sometime in November, and will carry 
over into the next year. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT #2 TO THE 2016 UPWP, SUBJECT TO PARTNER AGENCY 
REVIEW. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF RFP FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that, having just approved the amendment to the 2016 Work Program to include 
this, the next step is for us to advertise for consultant services.  He explained, again, that the 
primary focus will be the intersection of U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2, however to do a proper 
study we know that this intersection is in close proximity to some of our solutions so we need to 
conclude that.  
 
Haugen referred to a map of the area, and pointed out where the alternative intersection MnDOT 
is proposing, and added that there is a Polk County Safety Plan as well that has some 
improvements suggested outside of whether Business #2 is relocated to it or not so we need to 
incorporate that. 
 
Haugen stated that in looking through MnDOT’s District Plan and the Polk County Safety Plan, 
there is also a rather significant improvement for Highway 220 so we are asking you to look at a 
broader study area then just U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2, so the RFP is drafted with that scope 
in mind, it is drafted adding a consultant cost of $60,000, and the study is drafted as a PEL Study 
so we are taking it, just as we did with the I-29 Study, through a preliminary environmental stage 
so that we can actually eliminate alternatives from further consideration.  He said that if we don’t 
go through a PEL route our study would be just informative, and when there is a project 
development that starts they have to go back and revisit some of these alternatives that, from our 
planning point of view, have been determined not to be viable alternatives, but because we don’t 
do the PEL inclusion, they have to look at them again. 
 
Haugen commented that we are also asking the RFP to include some animation as well.  He said 
that, if you recall, on the North Dakota side of the U.S. #2 study we included animation and it 
really helped identify what the alternatives are really trying to do in terms of traffic operations 
and safety improvements, so the $60,000 budget includes a safety analysis of traffic operations 
analysis, and going into the preliminary environmental issues so that we can actually weed out 
some alternatives from consideration, and it will give us some animation that will assist us in 
informing what these alternative concepts are trying to do traffic operation wise. 
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Haugen said that we have to follow the North Dakota qualifications based selection process even 
though it is completely a Minnesota side project, with Minnesota match, as North Dakota is our 
lead agency and we have to follow their process.   
 
Powers stated that what we are basically doing, then, is to okay a $60,000 study.  Haugen 
responded that the previous action was to approve the study, now you will be approving the RFP 
to do the study. 
 
DeMers asked if there is any estimate as to what broadening the scope to the north, to basically 
the section line road that enters from the north, would be.  He said that he was just thinking that 
the geometry of those curves is similar, so you’re going to have the same type of problems, 
similar problems on it because of those curves, and, granted there isn’t quite the business traffic 
as it isn’t U.S. Business #2 that comes off there, but there is potentially business that could occur 
in that area so he thinks that if you’re examining that road, that other curve will be as much of a 
factor as the other, and certainly as much as the intersection of the bridge.  He added that you’re 
talking about the same thing, the bridge intersection is a little bit different problem, but he thinks 
it is valid, but he also thinks the one to the north is going to be much more similar to this and if 
you’re going to do a study you might as well do the same thing.  Haugen responded that staff had 
discussions with MnDOT staff about what the length of the study should be, and the one area he 
believes you are talking about is also a Polk County intersection, just as you come to the curve, 
and the Polk County Safety Plan does address that, and does have recommendations, so it was 
felt that maybe we wouldn’t have to go that far north because that has already been looked at and 
there is already a solution.  He added that that solution is not as controversial as the ones being 
discussed here.  DeMers asked what the solution is.  Haugen responded that it involves adding 
some lighting and some geometric improvements, with lighting being the major improvement, 
illuminating the intersection.   
 
Haugen stated that he didn’t highlight that Minnesota does also want to revisit the Gateway 
Drive Access Management Plan that is in place, so 5th Avenue N.E. signalized intersection, their 
District Safety Plan wants to convert that to a signalized reduced conflict intersection, so there 
will probably be a lot of local input into that possibility, but we didn’t want to take on too big of 
a package so that is why we focused in on these two major intersections that are MnDOT 
controlled intersections for the most part, and they are funding the local match on it. 
 
Haugen commented that if you want to expand this to include that we can, it wouldn’t cost much.  
DeMers asked if we would be talking $5,000 or are we talking more.  Haugen responded it 
would be around the $5,000 mark.   
 
DeMers stated that to him, we’ve got someone looking at this so it wouldn’t hurt to have them 
look at this too.  Vein agreed, adding that really, that way you would be consistent with your 
improvements enough determine a different type of solution and different access.  DeMers 
commented that they are slightly different, but both have access onto a curve of a divided major 
U.S. Highway.  Haugen added, again, the movements and the crash history for the Polk County 
Safety Plan that was done; the crashes are quite different on this curve than the one up on the 
Polk County intersection.  DeMers said, though, that the cause of that is probably just because of  
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development, right, and at some point, which we are already learning now, we will have to find 
somewhere around there to expand our business park infrastructure, and then all of a sudden we 
have crash data because we have expanded our traffic counts, so, he gets that, but he just feels 
that another $5,000 to bring that in and have some sort of consistency through that same 
north/south border makes a lot of sense.   
 
Strandell commented that he hasn’t seen the Polk County study, that is done in-house by the 
engineer, but he doesn’t think they will ever see it as a county board member.  Haugen stated that 
that is one of the issues of these safety plans, that they are done by a consultant and are basically 
internally reviewed, and things like complete closure of a U.S. Business Highway doesn’t get 
any public input on it, and that is how we end up with some of these documents, and you, as a 
governing board member see what those things are. 
 
DeMers asked if this would require that we amend the previous motion.  Haugen responded that 
he thinks it would be cleaner if you do that.  He suggested that you could reconsider the previous 
action to add an additional $5,000 to the budget.  DeMers said that we should continue with this 
item and go back if we have to. 
 
Trent Peabody, Lumber Mart, said that theirs would be one of the affected businesses if you did 
so chose with this study to close off Business #2.  He said that he stated at the last Council Work 
Session that he is adamantly opposed to any thought of closing off that intersection, and he does 
agree with Mr. DeMers, that you aren’t looking at the whole picture, and that you need to, as a 
City, go back further into the community, maybe go back to what he refers to as the stoplights at 
the former Ryan Potato Company and come back around the Mallory Bridge.  He added that the 
intersection that Mr. DeMers is talking about is a high traffic area, and starting tomorrow, go out 
and just sit and watch the beet trucks go through that intersection, you’re waiting for an accident 
to occur, and while illuminating it might help at night, it won’t help during the day; but if 
illumination is what it takes to improve an intersection, throw some lights down at the 
intersection of U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2, it’s not the answer.  He stated that the biggest issue 
that you have, common sense wise, and he was born and raised here and has seen a lot of those 
accidents, is speed – slow the speed down.  He said that you are spending a lot of money on a 
study that won’t combat a common sense issue, and there are just as many accidents at County 
Road 17 and 2, if he isn’t mistaken, but if you think that you’re going to close Business #2 down 
you are going to have another problem on your hands, and that is called condemnation, and you 
will be running businesses out. 
 
Haugen stated that what we are trying to do is to take what is in these safety plans and bring it 
out into the public light, and get the public engagement, plus the governing bodies’ engagement 
on it.  He said that a Steering Committee would be formed, and we would be seeking business 
owners from the affected area to help guide the study process.   
 
Peabody commented that he does have a problem with the information being given out.  He said 
that he appreciates Mr. Strandell keeping them informed and in the loop, but he never once 
received a letter of intent, or had any discussion at his business telling him what is going on, or a 
phone call other than the contact from Mr. Strandell.  He added that none of the other businesses, 
to his knowledge, have been informed of this either.  He said that this is a pretty quiet program, if 
you want the input, hire the people it is going to impact, have them involved with this process 
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from the start.  Vetter responded that that is what this does, this does the study and gets the input 
from everyone out there.  Powers added that we are just getting started. 
 
Haugen explained the study process. 
 
Vetter reported that Mr. Haugen did come to him months ago when the State came out and said 
that they were looking at closing this, and asked him if we wanted to bring this in front of 
council, and he said definitely, by all means, so we don’t want to sweep it under the run, we want 
everyone to know about it, and that was our first step, to make the council aware of it, and then 
based on that discussion the State said that they needed to do further study, and that is where this 
is coming from.   
 
Peabody stated that he does agree with Mr. DeMers’ comment that we need to expand the scope 
of the study so we can get the whole picture.  He pointed out that you have an Industrial Park 
that is going to be growing, and you will need to expand it to handle the growth of the 
community and will need another access coming out there rather than a frontage road ?? forcing 
everybody to bottleneck at that point, it’s just common sense with what we are seeing with ??, 
whether that is another 30 years down the line or whatever we need.  Vetter added that there is 
the County building there too, so should there be a frontage road going to a different access point 
for them.  Haugen reported that there is an access management plan in place that kind of controls 
that section of U.S. #2, all the way to the Kennedy Bridge, so as we discussed with the study 
limits, as staff we know that going north of here we already had a recommendation that seemed 
reasonable for this intersection, and then we will ultimately be asked by MnDOT to revisit that 
access management plan, they want to make changes to it, so if the desire is to add the $5,000 to 
go north one more mile that would be fine. 
 
Wayne Gregoire, Bert’s Trucking, reported that he has been affiliated with Bert’s for forty plus 
years, and it is a family run business and isn’t a great big conglomerate but they have been able 
to provide well for our families and our employees families, and his issue is that you cannot have 
a business on a cul-de-sac.  He said that cul-de-sacs are for residential, homes, that’s where you 
develop those types of things and the reason why you do that is because you want there to be less 
traffic; but they aren’t in the type of business where they can get by with less traffic.  He stated 
that not only do they need the frontage, but their customers’ equipment is getting bigger and 
bigger all the time and they need to be accessible, and he can envision a big sign downtown 
saying “Dead End” and “No Through Traffic”, and they would be tall weeds in no time flat, so 
they need to have accessibility. 
 
Gregoire commented that in all the years that he has been active with the company he has been to 
several of these meetings, one was right after the flood and they talked about the cul-de-sac 
concept, but over the forty-plus years that he has gone to these types of meetings, about the 
safety of that intersection, they have expressed their concerns, but they have never seen any 
improvements made to the intersection, and there has to be a way to make it safe and keep it 
open. 
 
Gregoire reported that Crystal Sugar is adding a third scale, so they will have three entrances to 
the plan on Business #2, and the majority of their truck traffic comes from U.S. Business #2 onto  
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U.S. #2, although there is some on 17th, and believe him, they shoot it, they don’t stop, but that 
road is just a county road, there are no parking lanes so that would have to be improved and 
widened while Business #2 already has 10-foot parking lanes so you can sit off to the side on 
concrete or asphalt, it’s there, and, again, they just can’t afford to have the intersection closed, 
they need to work on keeping it open. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO AMEND THE STUDY LIMITS IN 
THE RFP FOR THE U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY TO INCLUDE THE AREA UP TO 
10TH STREET N.E. AND THE SECTION LINE ROAD INTERSECTION. 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
Malm commented that he feels that we don’t involve enough people, on all of these projects, that 
know what is happening out there, and then you hire a professional from somebody else, called a 
consultant, and he comes in with his works, he never lived here, and sometimes he thinks we’d 
be smarter if we did it ourselves and have our engineering take a look, and have the people that 
live in the area rather than somebody from Minneapolis tell us how to direct traffic.  He said that 
he doesn’t live in Minnesota, but…  Powers said that he had that same discussion just before the 
meeting with Mr. Haugen, so they are on the same page, but, again he thinks that on a project of 
this magnitude, we have to have some professional direction.  Malm said, but then we need some 
people who say, he’s out there with a business, and he is out there with a business, and he can 
say “wait a minute, we’ve got to look at this from a, you know”; the simple solution is, yes a 
roads a road, you do that all the time, you’re doing something that is easy, and for those of us 
who are elective bodies, we want it cheap. 
 
DeMers stated that he thinks that is the importance of the Steering Committee; and especially on 
something like this, these guys have got to be out there.  He added that every study group he has 
been on, the hired consultants listen to the steering committee because they are there every 
meeting, and they hear it over and over again, and they might not get everything in there, but 
they tend to listen so he thinks that would be the best way to do this, and he agrees that 
sometimes a little common sense is needed, but when it is tied to federal and state funding that 
isn’t going to meet their stamp of approval. 
 
Malm commented that we do this all the time and then you come back, they come in, these guys, 
that’s their livelihood, but when you get into residential districts people don’t worry so much 
about it, and he drives all the time to go over the Point Bridge, and those historical people won’t 
let us fix the road, and for two blocks you’re flying in the air, they listen to the historical people. 
 
Powers stated that what Mr. Peabody and Mr. Gregoire said, that’s why we are here, to represent 
their input.  Malm agreed that that is good because their livelihood is there, but if somebody lives 
there, if there were about twenty houses out there, well that would slow traffic down, you know, 
those people, we are talking about from East Grand Forks who want to get on to Highway 2, 
otherwise you have to go all the way back and come in down there at that miserable intersection 
further down. 
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Vein asked if we need to amend our earlier motion now.  DeMers responded that he thought we 
still have to approve the main motion for this item first.  Haugen said that when he talked about 
amending the previous motion earlier to add $5,000 to the budget, he is now thinking that there 
might be enough room in the $60,000 budget to leave it as it is and see what we get back as a 
proposal and scope-of-work, then if we have to add more money we can reconsider it at that 
point. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE RFP FOR U.S. 
#2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY, AS AMENDED. 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
Haugen commented that from a staff perspective our next steps would be, other than issuing the 
RFP, to seek the membership on the Steering Committee so we do have someone from the East 
Grand Forks Council, and you gentleman may want to be on it as well.  He added that now that 
the study and RFP have been approved, you will be kept informed at each step of the process. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2017-2018 UPWP PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that we have to develop by the end of November our next two year work 
program.  He stated that he would like to highlight, however, that we have our Long Range 
Transportation Plan due then, and we also have to be in full compliance with the FAST Act, 
therefore we will be allocating almost all of our resources to that activity.  He said, though, that 
we do think there might be as much as $60,000 to do things, just like the study we just identified, 
so we are asking you and your staff to see if there are any particular projects for 2017 that you 
might want us to consider. 
 
Haugen stated that, as an MPO, we do ask that any project you would like considered be vetted 
through the appropriate governing body so that everyone is on board should the MPO decide to 
do the project, that the appropriate agency makes the request.  He added that they need to be 
submitted to the MPO by October, so you might see some activity at your council or commission 
meetings where staff is asking you to approve study requests of the MPO.   
 
Haugen commented that, unfortunately this is going to be a small dollar amount this time, but 
three years from now the funding should be a lot closer to a couple hundred thousand dollars 
available to allow for more studies. 
 
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 current work program activities. 
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 b. NDDOT Participation On MPO Executive Policy Board 
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT has requested consideration that both State DOTs be listed as 
Ex-Officio Members of the MPO Executive Policy Board.  He said that currently we do have 
two Ex-Officio Members, they are the two Mayors.  He explained that Ex-Officio in our by-laws 
means that they are invited to attend, but they aren’t able to be voting members.  
 
Haugen stated that the NDDOT had some recent intense discussions with FM/COG, and as one 
of the solutions asked if it would be beneficial to FM/COG to have Ex-Officio membership on 
their board, and FM/COG did bring them on as Ex-Officio members.  He added that they have 
been a long standing Ex-Officio member on the Bismarck/Mandan MPO, but even though they 
have been long time members it has been a long time since they have participated at the 
Bismarck/Mandan MPO Board level. 
 
Haugen said that if you are interested in pursuing this, the formal thing that would have to be 
done would be to amend the by-laws to bring them in.  He explained that to amend the by-laws it 
takes two meetings, thus if you are interested we would draft an amendment to your by-laws for 
your consideration at your next meeting, and then it can be formally amended at the following 
meeting. 
 
Haugen reported that if you decide to approve they be Ex-Officio Members, it is unlikely that 
someone from the Headquarter Offices would be attending any of your meetings, but would most 
likely get the District Engineer, or someone representing the District Engineer. 
 
Vetter asked if we invite them on a month-to-month basis to our meetings already.  Haugen 
responded that we do.  Powers commented that the way Mr. Haugen explained this to him is that 
it is kind of like the Mayors are Ex-Officio, and how many times have you seen either Mayor 
here.  Vetter stated that if they are already getting invited, what would be the difference, and why 
would we want to go through the headache of amending our by-laws, they are already invited, if 
you want to come, come.  Vein added that the DOTs are part of the Technical Advisory 
Committee as well, so most Technical Advisory Committee recommendations that come here 
they are already aware of.  Malm asked if they both attend the Technical Advisory Committee 
meetings.  Haugen responded that they do on a fairly consistent basis.  Malm said that he agrees 
with Mr. Vetter’s comment, we’ve never seen either Mayor here yet. 
 
Haugen asked if the board wanted to take some form of formal action to convey a message back, 
or do you wait until they show up and present their request formally, in person.  Vein asked if 
they were planning on requesting.  Haugen responded that this is their request to consider adding 
them on as an Ex-Officio Member. 
 
DeMers said that he just doesn’t understand what the benefit is.  Haugen responded that possibly 
having them show up at your board meetings, initially on a regular basis.  DeMers agreed that he 
thinks there would be a benefit of having them at our meetings, but he wonders if there might be 
a conflict of having them on both a Technical Advisory Committee and the MPO Executive 
Policy Board, granted they are non-voting members, but…  Strandell said that they must want to  
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have some influence.  DeMers agreed, adding that that is what he is wondering, what is the 
benefit here, if you’re already getting an invite, do they want it stamped with a gold seal, cause 
he doesn’t understand what the difference is.  Vetter asked if, at a federal level, is there a 
preference in dealing with the grants or anything if they are Ex-Officio Members.  Haugen 
responded that there isn’t, adding that in a larger metropolitan area of 200,000 or more an MPO 
is also called a TMA (Transportation Management Area), and in a TMA the States do have to be 
on the MPO Board, but we aren’t 200,000 therefore it isn’t a federal requirement, but if it is good 
enough for a TMA why isn’t it good enough for a small MPO.  He said, however, that even our 
federal representatives on the Technical Advisory Committee are Ex-Officio members, and that 
was at their request. 
 
DeMers stated that, unless you flesh out some even mediocre benefit he doesn’t think we want to 
amend our by-laws do we, but he thinks a “no” sends a wrong message too.  Vein added that he 
would think they would be sending anyone out of Bismarck.  Haugen responded that he agrees, 
adding, however, that they might request that they can participate by phone.  Malm said he 
would be against that, explaining that he thinks it is one of the biggest mistakes we make, 
allowing members to participate by phone.  He added that he has to put up with it about once a 
month.  Vein agreed, but added that while being the one on the other end it is hard to participate, 
but on the same token sometimes it is nice to build strong relationships, and you work together 
closer, and they understand more of where and why we are doing the things that we do, like on 
the bridge for example, so there can be advantages to having them here, especially since they 
can’t vote.  Malm said, though, that they are invited to come every time we have a meeting, so if 
they want to they can come.  DeMers asked if there is something, through their budgeting, or 
their organizational stuff, if they have a membership they have a requirement to attend. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO RECEIVE AND FILE THE 
REQUEST FROM THE NDDOT TO BE EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD. 
 
Powers stated that he would rather make a yes or no decision.   
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Vein, DeMers, and Malm. 
Voting No: Powers. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Mock and Wasvick. 
 
Strandell said that he has one last comment, and he just has to tell Mr. Vein that he agrees with 
what was said about the bridge, and he would think that his Polk County Board would feel the 
same way, it just plain isn’t a good plan to narrow those lanes, and he would much rather go with 
a rehab of the current project and then try to get a pedestrian bridge in a separate action, it makes 
much more sense to him to do that. 
 
Vein commented that another thing is that there really isn’t even connectivity on the sidewalks, 
on either side.  Haugen responded that there would be on the North Dakota side, and it is part of 
the project that you have to make a connection to the Greenway Trail on the Minnesota side.   
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Vein said, though, that the trail goes north/south and the sidewalk goes east/west, so it really 
isn’t solving pedestrian traffic that goes east/west, it is just giving you another place to turn 
around if you’re in the Greenway and you want to go back and forth. 
 
Powers asked if everyone remembers that study that we did a year or so ago, that did traffic 
counts, pedestrian and cars; well he found on the very bottom line in fine print that there were 
three pedestrian crossings on the Kennedy.  Vetter said that that is because it is not allowed.  
Powers agreed, but added that they did a projection, assuming it were allowed in the future, how 
many crossings would there be, and it went anywhere from 30 to 300, but he thinks we are 
sacrificing moving the traffic in order to get a pedestrian crossing, which is way too big.    
 
DeMers commented that he definitely feels the pedestrian aspect of this is important, he thinks 
that if you look at the development along there, especially from and East Grand Forks 
perspective; we have a pool there, a grocery store along that corridor, restaurants, and he thinks 
we want to promote pedestrian traffic along there, but he doesn’t if the way you’re doing it is the 
best way, but I think we want people from Grand Forks to come over and he is sure there are 
kids riding their bikes over to the Riverside pool too, so he thinks it is a good goal, just doesn’t 
think the execution is right. 
 
Haugen said, just to clarify, when we see this report on the Kennedy Bridge, the current cost is 
$23,000,000, that is an all-inclusive cost, but if you look at the T.I.P. document it stays at 
$18,000.00 for the construction portion of the project, so the cost is not escalating, the numbers 
are just being reported different.  Vein stated that earlier Mr. Haugen said that the cost estimate 
for replacing the Kennedy was around $23,000,000.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  Vein 
said that he can’t believe that.  Haugen explained that three or four years ago that was the 
estimated cost.  Vein said that they were talking about building the 42nd Street Underpass at a 
cost closer to $50,000,000, so he isn’t sure that amount is right.  Haugen referred to a table 
showing the estimated costs of a more modern type bridge. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 17TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:40 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


