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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the February 17th, 2016 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:01 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Clarence Vetter, Gary Malm, Warren 
Strandell, Steve Adams, Marc DeMers, and Mike Powers.   
 
Absent:  Ken Vein and Jeanne Mock. 
 
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):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 20 TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 20TH, 2016, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Malm, Adams, Vetter, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that there aren’t any updates on either bridge at this time. 
 
MATTER OF 2016 SPRING FLOOD OUTLOOK 
 
Haugen reported that this is something we annually do at this time of year just to give everyone 
the latest information available on the outlook of the spring, but more importantly the last page is 
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a contact list for both sides of the river in the event we do have to do some major flood fighting, 
these are the names of the contact people for the various flood event entities and their phone 
numbers. 
 
Haugen commented that at this time the probability of a severe flood event is very minimal, with 
the worst thing that may happen is that the underpass at River Road and 4th may close, but all 
three bridges should remain open, based on the flood profiles that are being predicted to date, of 
course this is subject to change.   
 
Haugen stated that this information will be on the next agenda with any additional updated 
information, as well as any changes needed to the list of contacts.  He said that the Technical 
Advisory Committee is looking the list over at this time and will inform us if any adjustments are 
necessary. 
 
Powers said that this may not be the correct time to ask this, but he is wondering if when we redo 
4th Street overpass, is there any possibility that we could do something to eliminate flooding in 
the park.  Haugen responded that last month they had discussion about raising it up to an at-grade 
intersection; and so they will be looking at doing this within the next couple of years.  
 
Haugen stated that the MnDOT program is still looking at doing this project in 2025, so unless 
there is a reason to move that project forward, there is time for us to investigate this and try to 
determine if there is a way to do this. 
 
Malm asked about the bikepath, the bike bridge, are we ever going to get it.  Haugen responded 
that, yes, he thinks at some point it will happen, but when is the question. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS 
 
Haugen reported that there are two new projects within our MPO study area that are being 
awarded funds and need to be amended into the T.I.P. in order to ensure the funds are indeed 
eligible for these projects. 
 
Haugen stated that the first one is a County of Grand Forks project.  He referred to a map 
illustrating the location of the project, and explained that it is located in the southern edge of our 
study area, or the southern edge of Grand Forks, near the Country Club.  He said that the County 
is going to convert a one mile stretch of County Road 6 between Grand Forks County Road 81 
and Grand Forks County Road 8 from gravel to asphalt.  He added that this is also on top of the 
flood protection project so he knows the County Engineer is communicating with the Corps of 
Engineers, and the City of Grand Forks on the flood protection point of view on the project. 
 
Haugen commented that the second amendment is to bring in some railroad crossing funds.  He 
referred to a copy of the City of Grand Forks’ Staff Report that was included in the packet, and 
pointed out that it identifies what is being installed where with these funds, including a map and 
letter approving the project.   
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Haugen reported that the Technical Advisory Committee did hold a public hearing last week at 
their meeting, and we did have one individual present that voiced support for the paving of 
County Road 6.  He stated that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
that these projects are consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan, and due to the fact 
that they were awarded funds that are new to our T.I.P. they don’t have a negative fiscal impact 
to the T.I.P., therefore it maintains fiscal constraint, so we recommend this body approve these 
amendments as submitted. 
 
DeMers asked if the County project would be just a paving project, or will they be widening the 
roadway as well.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t know those details, but it is the cross-section 
that is going there.  He added that with it being on top of the dike, it is already a pretty wide road 
versus what a regular township road would be.    
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE AMENDMENTS TO 
THE FY2016 ANNUAL T.I.P. ELEMENT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Malm, Adams, Vetter, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: Vein and Mock. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE 
 
Viafara reported that he included information on the Proposed Bike/Ped Plan Update.  He stated 
that two activities are being proposed; one is to advance a training seminar, and the second is to 
proceed with the bicycle and pedestrian plan update. 
 
Viafara commented that at the moment staff is seeking proposals from several agencies that are 
interested or at least provide these kind of services for us to produce a matrix that will allow the 
MPO to approve these proposed updates. 
 
Viafara stated that there are some pending comments coming from the Engineering Department 
that he would like to bring to your attention, and then to discuss issues that are relevant to the 
Engineering Department and they would like us to proceed to clarify, so for the next time, and 
whenever you see the final document, it will be already discussed all the particulars with the 
Engineering Department. 
 
Viafara referred to the document, and pointed out that it includes the schedule of proposed 
activities.  He added that they are envisioning that they will be working on this for the next ten 
months to complete the updates. 
 
Viafara reported that for the training program, they are working towards having the training at 
least conducted by the end of March. 
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DeMers asked if the scope of this update includes the entire MPO Study Area.  Haugen 
explained it goes out to the Airport to the West; to Highway 220, the Mallory Bridge area to the 
East; the North Washington Interchange to the North; and Merrifield Road (Polk County 235) to 
the South.  He stated that that is the area we are planning on including, but most of the outer 
ringing area won’t need much done.  
 
DeMers asked if this is for recreation as well as utilitarian use of bikes and peds.  Viafara 
responded that is not only for those, but also for transportation purposes and economic 
development.  He stated that all of the elements will be considered.   
 
Viafara explained that this is all very important because people are now trying to move from one 
mode of transportation to another, which means transitioning vehicle transportation into bicycle 
transportation activities.  DeMers added that he thinks the recreation ties in with economic 
development probably tighter than the transportation to economic development because this 
could be used as a destination place. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF ND FTA 5310 PROJECTS 
 
Kouba reported that they are currently in the process of solicitation, which means we are just 
gathering projects that are backed by agencies, as well as the City of Grand Forks, and are 
working with the NDDOT as well since they are in charge of the funds right now and actually 
approving where they go, so we are working with them and are gathering those projects up for 
eventual approval, but this is just mostly information that the funds are available. 
 
Kouba stated that she knows that the City of Grand Forks is working on something, and they 
have had questions from other agencies as well. 
 
Powers asked if he was correct that March 8th is the deadline.  Kouba responded that that is 
correct. 
 
Haugen stated that he just wants to alert everyone that next month you may have more than one 
applicant coming before you.  He explained that in the past six or more years it has only been the 
Cities Area Transit that has submitted applications for our review, however, as Ms. Kouba 
mentioned, there are a couple of other agencies that are very interested in pursuing these funds, 
so at your next meeting you will have a recommendation as to how the projects rank in priority, 
but just so you are aware there may be some competing interest for these funds for the first time 
ever in this MPO area. 
 
Powers asked for an example of which agencies might be interested.  Haugen responded that a 
nursing home wants to replace one of their vehicles, and they are eligible for these monies.  
Vetter asked, if we approve the nursing homes application and bought a vehicle, would they have 
to make that vehicle available to other agencies that are getting these types of funds then.  
Haugen responded that, technically the answer is yes, but operationally there isn’t a hammer to 
force the coordination.  He added that they have asked the people that we have already worked  
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with, Cities Area Transit, to see if what the City is already providing can’t do the trip purposes 
that they are trying to get their vehicles for.  He said that they will have a conversation, and they 
will probably say they can’t meet exactly our needs and will try to get their vehicle replaced.   
 
MATTER OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN RFP UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that the agenda item is probably mistitled as you have already approved the 
release of the RFP for the Transit Development Plan, but if you will recall, and the minutes 
should reflect it, we said that we were asking for the release of the RFP, but that our current 
work program only shows $100,000 budgeted for consultant work, however the two transit 
operators had asked us to do a more in-depth review and possible complete restructuring of the 
route structures so we agreed that we would try to increase the budget to $150,000.  He added 
that we also mentioned that MnDOT, at the time, seemed quite confident that they would find 
$50,000 for us to augment our $100,000, but as of today they have not given a definitive answer, 
and they made one thing clear, that from MnDOTs point of view if we were ever to be eligible 
for $50,000 they couldn’t give it to us while the RFP was out on the street. 
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT asked us if we would consider pulling the RFP, and we asked them 
if we pull it would they guarantee us the $50,000, and if the answer is yes then could they give us 
an idea of when they would give it to us, but they haven’t responded to those questions yet, 
although they have alluded that we are no longer a high priority for them to fund a transit 
development plan, and that their process probably would take months to get us to the $50,000, so 
as of now staff is recommending that we just maintain the course, the RFP proposals are due 
Friday. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that he did identify a project that we could delay, 
and shift those monies to the Transit Development Plan.  He stated that that project is looking at 
the intersection of Gateway Drive and US #2 and Mill Road to see if there is a way to improve 
the site lines and operations at these intersections.  He said that one of the things that is still kind 
of a major roadblock with this project is whether or not the Mill Spur will have rail activity 
crossing Gateway Drive any longer, or how frequent it would occur, and the State Mill and 
BNSF are still negotiating back and forth about rates for the unloading facility that might be on 
the Glasston Subdivision, so it seems like this could be delayed. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that next month staff will be requiring action either on the $50,000 from 
MnDOT, or if on a recommendation to delay the intersection project and shift the monies to the 
Transit Development Plan Update. 
 
Haugen reported that while this hasn’t gone as smoothly as we hoped, he thinks there is a way 
for us to still achieve the Transit Development Plan that is necessary for us to do this year and 
not harm our work program and other studies that would be ongoing, but right now he doesn’t 
believe we have a recommendation for you for any action.  He explained that this was actually 
put on the agenda in case there was a need for us to pull the actual RFP that is out on the streets, 
but it doesn’t sound like that would do us any good, and we still have the ability to receive the  
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RFP proposals, but not take any formal action on them other than to turn them back to the 
proposers, and therefore we wouldn’t have this issue of having an RFP out on the street that 
MnDOT is concerned about, which might give us a small window of opportunity for MnDOT to 
still fund us the $50,000 by next month, but he kind of gets the impression that there really isn’t 
a will anymore on MnDOTs part to assist us with this Transit Development Plan, so no action is 
recommended today.   
 
Haugen stated that next month we will most likely have a need for action to delay this project 
and shift the monies up to the Transit Development Plan.  He added that while this study is a 
good study to do at some point, he thinks it is just not right for doing this year, and our transit 
operations is higher priority for us to get squared away and improved for the long term than 
doing this study. 
 
DeMers asked, if the potential thought is to delay the Mill/Gateway Study to generate the extra 
$50,000 to do the Transit Development Plan, we hope that either we don’t need the original 
study of the Gateway/Mill or we can do it at a later time, can you back-pay from the funds from 
MnDOT.  He added that he would just imagine that having the MnDOT funds back the 
Mill/Gateway Study would be less likely to happen, correct.  Haugen responded that the MnDOT 
$50,000 that we are talking about is from their Office of Transit, and so they would not be 
involved at all in the Mill/Gateway Study.  DeMers said, then, that they are two separate actions, 
you can’t do both, you can’t delay one and then backfill it with these funds.  Haugen responded 
that that would be correct. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Viafara stated that this is a continuation of the previous presentation done at the last MPO 
Executive Policy Board meeting and will discuss our activities concerning Goals:   2) Security; 
4) Environmental/Energy/Quality of Life; 5) Integration and Connectivity; and 7) System 
Preservation. 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
DeMers referred to Goal 7 System Preservation, the bridges, and asked if they were going to add 
the Minnesota Bridges as well.  Haugen responded that there are two different slides, and the 
map shows both North Dakota and Minnesota Bridges.  DeMers stated, however, that there are 
some Minnesota Bridges missing, there are two on Bygland that are missing, the one on 10th 
Street is missing, the underpass trestle bridge are all missing and are all classified as functional 
bridges.  Viafara said that this is the one they got from MnDOT, but they can request they be 
added to the list.  DeMers commented that, just in talking to their engineers there is all those 
bridges, again there are the two on Bygland that aren’t on the map.   
 
Haugen referred to the map and, as Mr. DeMers listed the missing bridges, pointed out where 
they are located.    
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Powers commented that in regard to the Sorlie Bridge, it appears the last inspection was done in 
June so he would assume that what was done to the bridge this past summer isn’t reflected in the 
information shown in the report.  Viafara responded that that would be correct.  Powers said 
then, that next year the little red dot will be gone, correct.  Viafara responded that that would be 
correct.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 UPWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this is a schedule that shows all of the work activities that we had 
scheduled to be done in 2015, and you will notice five of the projects have been completed, and 
the others, the two land use plans, have been carried over into 2016 as was expected.  He stated 
that this was the case with the I-29 Study as well. 
  
 b. Distribution Of 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan Report 
 
Haugen stated that he has paper copies of the Final 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan Report 
if anyone is interested, please let him know and he will get one to you. 
 
 c. 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Engagement Activities 
 
Haugen reported that last week they held several engagement activities on the 2045 Grand Forks 
Land Use Plan.   
 
Powers asked if these activities were well attended.  Haugen responded that some were and some 
weren’t, depending on the site.  He explained that the one on Monday, February 8th, was to look 
at Guy Useldinger’s development where the Discovery School was built, where one of the pilot 
sites the consultant is assisting the City of Grand Forks on.  He stated that they held the event at 
the South Middle School, and if you will remember the weather was kind of iffy that day, but it 
had cleared somewhat by evening so they went ahead and held the meeting, so they had about a 
dozen to a dozen and a half people there, with Mr. Useldinger being one of them, so they had a 
nice discussion about how greenfields are turned into housing and commercial developments in 
Grand Forks.  He said that the event with the largest attendance was the one that was held at the 
Grand Cities Mall site, with around fifty or so people attending.  He added that the biggest draw 
with this site was the possibility of locating the new library there.  He stated that the last event 
was held at Grand Forks City Hall to discuss what should be done with the current Water 
Treatment Plan when it gets decommissioned in about 2020, and had the lowest attendance with 
about a ten to twelve people attending.   
 
Haugen commented that Hope Covenant Church, the owner of the Grand Cities Mall, has some 
pretty big plans, whether the Library is there or not, they have envisioned a lot of community 
activities taking place within their site.  He said that they also see a lot of green on the site, trying 
to incorporate some of the more innovative stormwater management techniques, and trying to 
somehow bring indoor/outdoor activities together on the site.   
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Haugen reported that they had six tables set up, and the attendees were given an aerial photo of 
the site, along with a bunch of different materials to use to represent different land uses, and 
asked to come up with some ideas of what they would like to see done to the site.  He added that 
they weren’t informed what Hope was trying to envision for the site, they were given more of a 
blank slate, and they all came up with similar concepts of trying to green-up the site, bring water 
to the site, and all six tables wanted the Library located there.  He said that a lot of them also 
wanted to see buildings “in front of the sea of asphalt”, which was the term used to describe 
putting store frontage up and down that section of Washington, and possibly some senior 
housing on the site, either attached or not attached to the mall.  He added that the other activity 
was to ask them three questions, which is what the post-its were for:  1) what excites you with 
the site; 2) what do you see as negatives with the site; and 3) what would you hope to see done 
with the site.  He said that there were a lot of ideas and concepts posted. 
 
Powers asked where the library would be located on this site.  Haugen responded that most 
people had the library going where the old steakhouse building or American Tire buildings are 
located, or where the hot tub building is located.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 17TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:49 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


