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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, May 18th, 2016 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the May 18th, 2016 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:02 p.m. 
 
PRESENTATION OF LETTER OF APPRECIATION AND PLAQUE T O STEVE 
ADAMS 
 
Powers reported that Steve Adams has decided not to remain on the Grand Forks Planning 
Commission, and because he is the Planning Commission’s representative on the MPO Policy 
Board, today will be his last meeting and a new representative will be appointed.   
 
Powers then thanked Mr. Adams for serving the communities of Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks, both as a Grand Forks Planning Commissioner, and as a Board Member on the MPO 
Executive Policy Board for four two year terms.  
 
Powers read and presented a Letter of Appreciation, and a plaque for Years of Service to the 
MPO and the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks to Mr. Adams.   
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Gary 
Malm, Warren Strandell, Steve Adams, Ken Vein, Marc DeMers, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  None. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering and Jane Williams, GF City Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present.    
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 20 TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 20TH, 2016, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it states that staff is unaware of any 
updates at this time.  He asked if anyone present had anything to update on either of the bridges. 
 
Yavarow stated that he was notified that the historic groups had a conference call on May 11th on 
the Kennedy Bridge and they provided a 60% plan review.  He said, though, that they have yet to 
see those plans. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is a fairly straight-forward amendment to our T.I.P.  He explained that 
back in October, when we adopted the current T.I.P. document, solicitation for this program had 
not even been done yet so in our T.I.P. we indicated that we anticipated one fixed route vehicle 
replacement being applied for, but in November we actually vetted through our process a request 
from the Cities Area Transit for four replacement vehicles, however in February, as shown in the 
attached letter North Dakota notified Cities Area Transit that they were awarded funds for three 
replacement vehicles so we need to amend our T.I.P. to show this, as well as that the federal 
investment is $484,000 towards the total cost of $605,000. 
 
Haugen commented that a public hearing was advertised to occur at last Wednesday’s Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting.  He stated that there was no one present at the meeting for 
discussion on this item, nor were any written comments submitted, thus both the Technical 
Advisory Committee and MPO staff are recommending approval of the amendment as presented. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE THE FY2016 ANNUAL 
ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 2017- 2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is the full document.  He said that he also has a 
power point presentation that he would like to give as well.  
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Haugen explained that back in December we submitted these projects as tentative in the 2017-
2020 T.I.P. document, so this presentation is a recap of what the MPOs responsibilities are, what 
our area is that need to have projects identified in order to get federal approval, not just the gray 
area but it also encompasses what you see in the tan area as well. 
 
Haugen commented that, way back when, the T.I.P. process was maybe a six month process, but 
now it is a year-long process that we annually have to take care of.  He said that we still have 
some unknowns, so what we actually do today is subject to change as they implement FAST. 
 
Haugen reported that there are a couple of new things occurring in this document from our past 
T.I.P.s.  He explained that we have always had to address Year of Expenditure, both on the 
expense side, and that remains the same at 4% per year, but due to FAST we are actually seeing 
a forecasted increase in federal revenue, although small, from 1.2% to 2%.  He stated that the 
Long Range Transportation Plan does not reflect that change yet, and some of the projects you 
will see later on aren’t really reflecting, that they are aware of, that 2% increase per year.  He 
explained that this is partly due to the fact that FAST filtered some of those increasing funds into 
certain programs that have yet to be vetted out. 
 
Haugen referred to slides illustrating the projects for discussion, and went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that our regular 5307 Program is to operate the system, and currently they aren’t 
aware of FAST doing that 2% increase on the transit side as it only pertains to the highway side, 
so they are still maintaining as is for the federal participation on the transit side, so for now the 
T.I.P. document states that we are maintaining the current services as is, but are also doing the 
Transit Development Plan update so it is subject to change. 
 
Haugen commented that there are the two regular Capital programs.  He reiterated that we just 
amended into the T.I.P. the change from the last agenda item, but are also assuming in this draft 
that in the next cycle there will be a request for one fixed route replacement vehicle. 
 
Haugen stated that back in April we submitted, to the State, for their consideration these projects 
out of the 5310 Program, but have not heard of anything being awarded yet, so this draft 
document still shows that these are still in the process of being determined. 
 
Haugen commented that although transportation alternatives is no longer the name of the 
program, the project was solicited under that program.  He said that they do have one project, but 
have not heard yet whether or not it has been awarded funding.  He explained that it is located 
out on 55th Street, adding that if it is awarded funding, a future request or future project that 
would be funded somehow, would make a connection. 
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Haugen reported that there are also some Highway Safety Improvement projects, referred to as 
HSIP, and are funded using a 90/10 formula whereas most other projects are funded using an 
80/20 formula.   
 
Haugen stated that there are three projects, but, again they aren’t aware of whether or not they 
have been awarded funding at this time.  
 
Haugen said that the next sequence of slides address street projects.  He pointed out that the first 
ones talk about the fact that we have three years in our T.I.P. document that roll over into our 
next T.I.P. document, so we are addressing changes in the current T.I.P. of that three year period. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Urban Program, in North Dakota, in 2017 the City had identified a 
traffic signal being constructed on 42nd Street and Gardenview, but that is being relocated to 
South Washington and 44th Avenue.  He added that the cost estimate did not change. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Regional side there were a couple of things that we asked for, in 
addition to what is already programmed including traffic signals at two locations, to be done in 
2017, and we were informed that they would be funded.  He explained that one will be located at 
Gateway and 55th, and will be funded in 2020; and one on DeMers Avenue in front of the Boden 
Apartments, potentially will be funded in 2019 and will be located at either the intersection of 
the West Ramp and DeMers or at 30th Street.  He said that a study will still need to be done to 
determine if either of these two intersections should be signalized. 
 
Haugen commented that another request was to do ramp detection at the northbound off-ramps at 
32nd and Gateway Drive interchanges, but those were not awarded funds in this cycle.   
 
Haugen stated that another major project that is still waiting for decisions to be made on it is just 
on the west edge of Gateway Drive.  He said that in our current T.I.P. we listed it as pending 
2018 funds, but construction was still going to take place in 2019.  He added that we also show 
that it is a full reconstruction at a cost of $22,000,000 or more, but there is still a study being 
done to determine whether or not it should be a total reconstruct of the westbound lane out to the 
Airforce Base, or just a pavement treatment.  He said that since we haven’t been informed 
differently, we are carrying that project as it current is in the T.I.P., however he is alerting this 
body of the fact that it may drop down to something more minor than what a full reconstruction 
project would entail. 
 
Haugen reported that the new year is 2020, and the City did submit a mill and overlay on 
University Avenue.  He explained that this project was also requested last year, but was not 
awarded funds, however it is being awarded funds in this T.I.P. cycle, and they did adjust the 
cost for that extra year. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Regional side, the big project they were trying to get funded was the 
reconstruction of the underpass on Washington Street.  He said that, unfortunately, it was not 
awarded funding, however we were awarded funding for pavement work on North Washington 
Street between 1st Avenue North and 8th Avenue North. 
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Haugen commented that North Dakota always wants one extra year of projects included, which 
is 2021, and because we are doing work, hopefully, in the vicinity of the Underpass, the project 
is to do some pavement work to make the pavement smoother, he would anticipate that our 2021 
project will be the Underpass again since it wasn’t awarded funding this time. 
 
Haugen stated that the last thing is Appendix 1, our current 2016 projects.  He referred to the 
tables and went over them briefly.  He did point out that most of our transit replacement vehicles 
are being purchased through the Minnesota State Contract, however because of some 
bureaucratic hiccups occurring with the contract, they are being delayed until that is resolved.  
 
Haugen continued going over the status of the 2016 projects, commenting that on the 
construction side there are some dynamic message signs that were showing up in 2016, however 
they were actually delivered last year, and they are already in place.  He stated that the Kennedy 
Bridge is obviously programmed on the North Dakota side, fiscally in 2016, but obviously most 
of the work will be done in 2017. 
 
Haugen said that Columbia Road, in front of the hospital, is under construction; and DeMers 
Avenue is showing up as a 2016 project, however the bid will be let later this fall and most of the 
work will be done in 2017.  Vein asked what the parameters are for this project.  Haugen 
responded that it is essentially from the Fire Station out to the I-29, so the traffic signal that we 
are studying, that we will have funding for in 2019, will be delayed a couple of years unless the 
State advances some things. 
 
Haugen reported that last week they discussed this at the Technical Advisory Committee; and 
you will notice in the 2017 year the project for a multi-use trail on DeMers Avenue from 42nd 
Street to 48th Street, which was originally scheduled to be done this year, is now going to be 
done next year.  He added that there are a couple of things to note; we labeled it as being on the 
north side of DeMers, but it is most likely now going to shift to the south side of DeMers; and 
the total cost was $809,000, but it will probably be lowered, so when the final T.I.P. comes 
before you this year that slight change will be made in this document.  Vein commented that he 
had a little conversation regarding this bikepath, and he thinks the issue of having it on the north 
side, which is where he would prefer it be, is the issue of railroad right-of-way, and because of 
the complexities and the timeframe of when that would ever be built leaves us with the only 
option of putting it on the south side, but he thinks there is some desire, in long-range they know 
that they are probably going to have to put in additional lanes, should a bridge be built or 
whatever, at that time they may want to consider something on the north side as well, but for 
now it looks like the only way to proceed is to have something on the south side. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT NORTH 
DAKOTA SIDE FY2017-2020 T.I.P., AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL IMPRO VEMENT 
SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Haugen reported that this activity is in our work program for initiation of this year, and it is 
really a product, or tool that helps us with our Street and Highway Plan, and most of the work 
will occur in the next two years, and will give us a good starting point. 
 
Haugen commented that the three North Dakota MPOs and the NDDOT all use Advance Traffic 
Analysis Center out of NDSU to do our Travel Demand Modeling, and this is a scope of work 
that we worked out together to update our Travel Demand Model. 
 
Haugen stated that there are three things to highlight this go around that will are updates to our 
current 2010 Base Year. 
 
Haugen said that the first thing is that our traffic generation is done via socio-economic data, and 
typically that is the number of housing units, and some very generalized employment data; but 
this time around we are going to stratify that information into more detailed specific types of 
housing with specific types of income, automobile ownership, other data on the characteristics of 
residents; and on the employment side we will also stratify employment to more different types 
of employment.  He explained that we currently have retail, other, and industrial; so we will 
broaden those out to a broader range so that our traffic generation then accounts for a more 
unique characteristic of the work being done in those neighborhoods. 
 
Haugen commented that the second item is that at the encouragement of prior communication 
from the State and our federal friends, now, because FAST has actually created a separate freight 
program, we are introducing a freight modeling mode into our traffic demand model, so besides 
just trying to model passenger vehicles, essentially, we are also going to incorporate the 
modeling of truck traffic. 
 
Haugen stated that the third item is, in the past some of you may have been stopped at one of our 
three bridges during one day of travel whereby you were asked where you were coming from and 
where you were going, as well as the purpose of your trip; now with GPS so common with all of 
our smart phones and other things, there are private companies out there that routinely have that 
data collected, and we are going to work with the other two MPOs in the State, and with 
NDDOT, to purchase some of this GPS based data. 
 
Haugen reported that ATAC is using a specific vendor, Air Sage, but we will have to do a 
request without specifying a specific vendor, but essentially it will be the same in that all of the 
trips that are being generated in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks attract, and you can specify a 
specific period of time, ATAC is suggesting over a month period, so that we know fairly well 
where vehicles are coming and going in the metro area over one month’s time, and that will help 
us get our model better calibrated and validated. 
 
Vein asked how the GPS tracking works.  Haugen responded that most people don’t bother to 
turn off, or they actually want their locator on on their phones, and that information is gathered  
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and there are private firms that drill into that data set from whoever your provider is, and then 
they sell the data for various reasons, and one of those reasons is for transportation purposes. 
 
Discussion on GPS and data collection issues ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that the total cost with ATAC for them to bring our 2010 model up to 2015 
is $36,678.00, and will bridge both this year and next year, and we did budget the funds to do it, 
so both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending the MPO Executive 
Policy Board approve the agreement with ATAC to upgrade our Travel Demand Model. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE CONTRACT 
AGREEMENT WITH ATAC TO UPDATE OUR 2015 TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Strandell, Vetter, Powers, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF MnSHIP AND MnSWTP 
 
Haugen distributed a questionnaire and explained that MnDOT is requesting the board members 
fill consider filling it out and return it to him, or mail it to MnDOT.  
 
Haugen reported that the Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan is one of MnDOTs family 
of plans that addresses the relationship between transportation and the environment, economy 
and people in the State of Minnesota.  He added that the other item is the Minnesota State 
Highway Investment Plan, which is really what the sheets before you are geared towards. 
 
Haugen reminded the board that we did discuss these approaches previously; how the funding is 
distributed among the investment categories.  He said that in the past something they have not 
shown in their investment plans, they are now investing in, and one of them he will highlight 
because it will have an impact in our metro area, and that is highway ownership.  He explained 
that that means jurisdictional transfer, and US Business 2 is one on the list of potential transfer 
from being a US Highway Business 2 owned and operated by MnDOT to being owned and 
operated by either the county or the state. 
 
Strandell commented that if they are trying to put that into the turnback program, there is only so 
much money in it, so the more roads you put in the less there is for each of them.  He stated that 
it takes the costs and responsibilities off of the State’s shoulders, but puts it on the gas tax and 
the counties.  Haugen responded that it isn’t funded, currently, but jurisdictional transfer that can 
happen any time, unfortunately there has never been any money in the pot, now they are saying 
that they want to set aside this investment level, so much of a percent of their total program, 
depending on which approach they chose, so that they can do these transfers.  He added that 
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there is a small number of transfers that might go the other way where a city or county roadway 
would be given over to MnDOT as well. 
 
Powers asked what this would do to the county’s budget.  Strandell responded that it wouldn’t 
affect the County’s budget, but this money come from the gas tax, and there is only so much 
money going into the program, so the more roads you put into the program, the less there is to 
maintain what you have.  DeMers said, though, that the County has been doing that to the City as 
well, because you have taken county roads out of the City.  Strandell responded that he isn’t 
aware of any county roads being taken out of the City, but if it was taken out of the City it was 
probably just assigned somewhere else.  DeMers clarified that Bygland was taken out of the 
County program and put into the City’s program.  Strandel said that he is not aware of that 
happening. 
 
Haugen referred to the sheet with the three approaches being considered, and Approach A and 
Approach C do not show any funding for jurisdictional transfer, so it would remain as it 
currently exists as it is today.  He added that there is a program that exists on paper, but there is 
no money behind it, so in fact it is not done. 
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT went around, and this body did participate last fall, to identify 
which approach is preferred, and the one that came out on top was Approach B.  He pointed out 
that on one of your handouts they further refined Approach B, and it does fund jurisdictional 
transfers.  He added that also, as there is always trade-off, they decided that they want to fund 
transfers, but, and you will see this in the report, to do so they will drop the safety program by 
one-third in order to fund some of the other programs.  He said that another one they are 
dropping will be bicycling by three quarters.   
 
Haugen said, then, that the exercise they are requesting you do today is to inform them of 
whether you agree with the pie-chart distribution, if not what would you change. 
 
Haugen reported that the second sheet he distributed is, MnDOT wants to try to be prepared in 
case the Legislature does come up, by the end of the week, with a new transportation program, 
which they are hoping means increased revenue, so they have asked you to inform them, if we 
did get more money, where would you prioritize the investment of those monies.   
 
DeMers said, they want to increase revenue, which he thought was supposed to meet the gap 
between the projected need and what the current revenue is; and now they are going back and 
saying that there is going to be extra revenue how do you want us to spend it, he thought that was 
already determined.  Haugen responded that there is a $20,000,000,000 gap to cover what their 
needs are, but what they are doing is arming themselves to the Legislature to be able to say, this 
is where people want it invested, not just here, but also elsewhere as well.   
 
Vein asked for clarification.  He pointed out that there is a dollar amount, a description, and a 
percentage shown on the chart for each one.  He asked what the dollar amount indicates.  Haugen 
responded that it is the dollar amount that would be available to fund that program.  Vein asked,  
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then, how he would know if that is a good amount if he doesn’t know what the need is in that 
area.  Haugen responded that the they do provide you with some idea of how that meets their 
current performance measures.  Vein asked, when you talk about the reduction, does it also say 
in there what would be needed in that category.  Haugen responded that they do have additional 
documentation available if you are interested.  Vein responded that he doesn’t want to go there, 
he doesn’t have time to go through all the information, he is just saying, isn’t there data that 
would support where your priorities should be, and how much you should do, because a lot of 
that is based on need, and he means need not just want, and then that is where we would put it, 
but this type of format is kind of a guessing game, and he doesn’t want to vote for something that 
may ultimately be negative to what we are trying to accomplish.  Haugen stated that this is where 
the fiscal constraint comes in, there is only so much in the pie, and they have some obligations 
that they have to divide the monies to, they can’t spend it all on one category, so they have done 
some analysis, and even at this funding level for pavement management, they aren’t going to 
meet their targets, but they know that they can’t spend everything on that, so they are doing the 
best they feel they can with the resources they have.  He added that some of the things they took 
money from in order to make up things, like jurisdictional transfer, they probably took from 
either bicycling or safety in order to free up money to do jurisdictional transfers. 
 
Vein stated that he wonders about this method of investing funds as he thinks bridges are kind of 
important, so he would put more into that program, but then again he doesn’t know how much 
Minnesota needs to have in bridges.  Haugen commented that this would fit under Approach A 
that was presented last fall, but you will see with that approach there are also a lot of programs 
that have zero percent funding added.  Mock said that she thinks Mr. Vein’s point is, though, that 
without actually knowing where the need is, it becomes almost a political shellgame, I know 
somebody that likes to bike so I want more to into bicycling verses I don’t want a bridge to 
collapse.  DeMers agreed, adding that he thinks that the dollars aren’t as important as the 
percentages, and how do you relate that without knowing how much goes into it. 
 
Mock said that it is pretty easy for someone to say they shouldn’t put money into the highway 
transfer program unless you are on the county and have to deal with it, but for a lot of people, 
they are going to say don’t put any money in that.  Malm commented that that is why he circled 
the option that says that this doesn’t really affect him because he doesn’t know what they need in 
Minnesota, and he doesn’t know where the money is generated from.  He asked if this was based 
on somebody’s idea of what is going to be in the transportation bill, because they might not even 
get this because they adjourn on Friday, don’t they.  Haugen responded that this is not based on 
what the Legislature might be doing this week, it is based on what has historically happened in 
the State of Minnesota, and principally they do have some mechanism in place, so by the end of 
the week if a new bill isn’t approved, there will still be gas tax revenue collected, and tab fees, so 
transportation revenue will still flow, just not at a higher rate, so that is what this assuming, what 
currently is in place.   He added that they are asking, if they get more funding, how would you 
change this pie-chart. 
 
Vein stated that from his perspective he commends MnDOT for asking these questions, he just 
doesn’t know how you can answer it without a question. 
 
Information only.  
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MATTER OF COMMUTE DATA FOR PERFORMANCE MATRIX 
 
Viafara reported that to-date we have covered information on Functional Classification, 
Pavement Condition, Traffic Volumes, Traffic Counts, and Fatalities and Serious Injuries.  He 
stated that this is in response to a number of goals that have been set for the MPO to follow when 
doing performance based planning. 
 
Viafara stated that we are now discussing Goal #3 – Accessibility and Mobility, and in order to 
do that we want to review commuting share by mode, or Journey to Work.  
 
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. 
 
Viafara commented that you have been given an analysis that entails the population, the tools, 
and the objectives.   
 
Viafara explained that population for the commute to work is compiled of anyone in the United 
States that is 16 years of age or older; that is actively involved in the labor force including 
members of the U.S. Military; and that are or have been working in the week previous to the 
survey. 
 
Viafara stated that for this analysis we used information from the U.S. Census from the Year 
2000; and something called estimates, which were five year groups of estimates for the year 
2005 and the year 2010.   
 
Viafara reported that the idea is to find out where the person, at the moment they are being 
interviewed, is working.  He said that this is a very important issue because in the United States a 
large number of workers need to cross jurisdictional boundaries in order to find places of 
employment, and that poses some challenges for the transportation system, that is the reason for 
doing this analysis.   
 
Viafara commented that, as you can see, a number of questions are being asked, the most 
important is the one on the top – Where did you work last week.  He said that a number of 
questions then ask about the mode of transportation used to get to work, the time the person left 
home for work, how long was the commute, etc.  
 
Viafara stated that challenges for us, as he discovered, is for us to establish a relationship 
between the land use and the places where people work.  He said that there is also a need for us 
to analyze how the system, in terms of capacity, is working; what the level of service is, and 
what the level of congestion is.   
 
Viafara said that another thing we want to do is to establish a connection between the distance 
traveled and the location of people’s jobs; so, overall, here in the United States you can see the 
different modes of transportation being used by community members to get to work.   
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Viafara referred to a graphic that highlights commuting in the United States from 2000 to 2012; 
and stated that you can see the behavior of the different modes.  He pointed out that most of the 
growth came from cars, people driving by themselves to work.  He added that it also shows that 
there was a decline for carpooling; and there was also a steady reduction on the miles drive 
annually by the people going to work.   
 
Viafara stated that there are also graphics that illustrate the behavior at a national level for 
walking and bicycling.  He pointed out that walking has been steadily declining, although it is 
trying to slowly recover, showing a slight increase between 2000 and 2010, but still remained 
below the levels of 1980.  He said, however, that bicycling has been slightly increasing. 
 
Viafara commented that he would like to mention, however, that, as he indicated before we are 
using estimates, and some scholars complain that those estimates sometimes neglect to actually 
provide a full picture of the reality in that particular locality, so with that in mind we will take 
this information, but also realize that it is possible that the reality could be actually quite 
different so, bear this in mind. 
 
Viafara said that one mode that is also growing, is the work at home mode.  He explained that in 
the 1990s we had a small number of people working at home, but in 2010 this number increased, 
showing that another 2 million people are working at home.  He stated that this would assume 
that they would have no use for the roadway system, but some people, in order to communicate 
with them, actually have to do that 
 
Viafara stated that at the national level there are some “trends” that seem to be happening; one is 
that the decline in transit use has been reversed with a modest rebound since 2000 so we can 
expect more slowly increases in ridership across the nation.  He said that another is that there is a 
continuing but low decline in walking to work, and there is a trend of increases in working at 
home. 
 
Viafara commented that in our area, specifically for Grand Forks it shows an increase in workers 
by 12.3%, the number of people commuting by car remained stable, the number of workers per 
vehicle remains stable, the share of walking to work remained stable, but the share of biking to 
work increased as did the number of people working at home (by 48%). 
 
Viafara reported that it was found that 93% of workers in the county remained within the county; 
that the number of Grand Forks people working at home increased by 35%; that people are 
leaving for work around 7:30 to 8:30 a.m.; their journeys take about 12 minutes; and 30% or 
more of the workers actually have more than three vehicles available to go to work.   
 
Vein stated that the question he has, especially concerning the numbers of people working at 
home, those are pretty high percentages, but you go from five to ten is a significant increase 
percentage wise, but it doesn’t mean the numbers are very high.  Viafara responded that that is 
true.  He added that another issue is that this 35% is divided into decades, basically based from 
the Year 2000 to the Year 2014, so the increases are actually around 1.7% per year, so what you 
see is for the entire decade, but every year there is a 1% to 2% increase in the number of people 
working at home, and that number is based on the number of active workers. 
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Viafara said that we also have information for East Grand Forks.  He stated that, again we see 
that the number of workers increase by 16%; the number of people driving alone increased; the 
number of carpoolers decreased; transit share increased from the Year 2000 to the Year 2006, but 
has remained flat since; commuting by bike has remained stable; and walking to work decreased. 
 
Viafara commented that it is important for us to realize that 67% of all the workers that live in 
East Grand Forks need to cross boundaries somewhere as they find work outside of East Grand 
Forks.  He said that those workers have to leave home between 7:30 and 8:00 a.m., and their 
travel time takes about 14.6 minutes, which is about 2 minutes longer than the commute for 
people in Grand Forks.  He added that they continue having 1.6 people per vehicle, and 45.6% 
have two vehicles available to get to work. 
 
Viafara referred to a table, and pointed out that it shows the estimated daytime population and 
employment residence ratios for 2006-2010.  He explained that it shows information for Grand 
Forks, East Grand Forks and the Grand Forks Air Force Base.  He stated that you can see that 
East Grand Forks shows a loss of daytime population of 7.5 percent, the Air Force Base shows 
an increase of 13.5 percent, and Grand Forks shows an increase of 7.5 percent. 
 
Viafara that the next table shows that people living in Grand Forks County tend to remain 
working in Grand Forks; but people living in Polk County tend to work outside of Polk County.  
He referred to the table and pointed out that it shows that the number of workers in Grand Fork 
County is estimated at 37,564.  He added that it also shows that 91% of workers residing in 
Grand Forks County stay in Grand Forks County.  He stated that the employment to resident 
ratio in East Grand Forks is 1 to 0.86 percent, and at least 2/3 of the workers commute from 
Grand Forks to East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen commented that he found it interesting that, as you would expect, most Grand Forks 
residents work in Grand Forks, 2/3 of East Grand Forks residents go to Grand Forks to work, so 
there are roughly 6,000 jobs in East Grand Forks, and there are 6,000 workers in East Grand 
Forks, 2/3 of them go to Grand Forks to work, but the equivalent number of people come back 
over from Grand Forks to East Grand Forks to fill those jobs, so it is an odd community in that 
they have the jobs here in the community, but it isn’t necessarily the people living in the 
community fill those jobs.   
 
Strandell asked if the bridge survey didn’t show that there is almost an equal number of vehicles 
going one way as going the other.  Haugen responded that it did.  He added that our bridge traffic 
does show that at times it is 50/50 or 55/45 split.  Vein added that he wonders how many live in 
Grand Forks and work in Fargo, and vice/versa, but that is going to smaller, and these are the top 
three.  Viafara agreed, adding that it is increasing, and most of the people on this side tend to 
remain on this side.  Haugen pointed out that this table is at the County level, and because the 
Air Force Base is included in the County we will get some unique foreign countries where 
people say they commute to work.  
 
Information only. 
 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, May 18th, 2016 
 

 13 
 

MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that this is an update on where we are at with the 2045 Grand Forks Land Use 
Plan update. 
 
Haugen stated that, as you will recall, we do have three consultants assisting us; WSB is the 
primary consultant, along with their subs, Nelson Nygard and Community Design Group. 
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that we just completed the public engagement, livability and pilot area phase 
of the project timeline.  He stated that we will be discussion the pilot areas and engagement 
responses we received today. 
 
Haugen stated that we had a survey that was both web-based, as well as presented to the 
community at different events to get feedback on what the main thing is they want to see with the 
Grand Forks Land Use Plan update.  He said that there were three main themes that came from 
that information. 
 
Haugen commented that the first thing the public wishes to see is affordable housing, secondly 
they want to improve and expand multi-modal infrastructure and facilities such as bike and 
pedestrian trails, and third they want to more engagement of the public in long range planning. 
 
Vein asked how the survey was presented.  Haugen responded that there were three basic ways 
they presented the survey:  1) web-based; 2) public engagement locations such as the french fry 
feed; and 3) at the pilot site meetings.  Vein said, though, that it wasn’t a scientific survey, but 
there was a somewhat targeted audience that answered the survey, so it doesn’t surprise him that 
you got these results, but he isn’t sure how that is indicative of the whole population.  Haugen 
commented that, again, this gives you some idea of three different engagement times, the 
responses we got, and how they rated the things, so the question was they were able to list the 
top three or top five priorities for the future, and these were the ones that came out on top. 
 
Haugen stated that some other top priorities that were determined via the survey were:  1) where 
should housing be – downtown was the top response; 2) top five industries – any high paying job 
was the top response; 3) what should Grand Forks’ transportation goals be – become more 
pedestrian friendly and walkable was the top response. 
 
Haugen reported that most of the people that participated in the survey said that they have 
resided in Grand Forks more than five years.  He added that they were also asked how long they 
have been living in the current location, and you can see that even though most have been there 
five years, many have moved within the last five years to their current location.  He pointed out 
that the age groups that participated were well distributed, and a good range of income as well. 
 
Haugen stated that the next slides talk about the three pilot sites.  He explained that the intent of 
the pilot sites was to take the text of the plans goals and objectives and try to get a visualization 
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of what the text is trying to inform us.  He said that the three sites chosen were:  1) Grand Cities 
Mall; 2) South Columbia (JR’s Development) ; and 3) Water Treatment Plant. 
 
Haugen commented that the next few slides actually show each individual site, and the 
participation that occurred at the event.  He briefly went over the results obtained from each site. 
 
Haugen then went over the remaining project timeline, explaining that they will be using a sub-
committee of the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission.  He stated that they have been 
provided with these two documents and are scheduled to meet Thursday, May 25th at noon to 
discuss these things.  He pointed out that there is a big break between May and September, when 
we actually start to finalize the plan, that was built into the system to allow for the election 
process and for new members to be appointed to the various committees and commissions, so 
there is a big gap but it was built into the contract scope of work.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 UPWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this, again is the monthly update of all of our activities.  He pointed out that 
included, per a request from the Technical Advisory Committee, is a percent completed column 
and the Fiscal Year the project was identified to be done in.     
 
 b. 2016 Bike Map 
 
Haugen reported that we do have a new bike map for 2016.  A paper copy was included in the 
packet. 
 
 c. Transit Development Plan Meetings 
 
 d. Bike/Ped Plan Meetings 
 
 e. Televising MPO Meetings 
 
Haugen stated that he did forward an e-mail that talked about future MPO meeting locations 
from President Dana Sande in Grand Forks.  He said that he responded to him that we do have 
some restrictions in that we are required to go out and engage the community so not everything 
can be done at one spot, but we are willing, and he suggested to him that, on a quarterly basis, 
the MPO could be placed on the City Councils’ agendas as an informational item. 
 
Haugen commented that the second part of Mr. Sande’s request is that, because the Grand Forks 
City Hall has the capability of televising meetings, we consider holding our meetings there to be 
televised, so that is something for this board to discuss.  He explained that, traditionally how this 
board has operated is that the chair is the one that determines where the board meets, with the 
consensus of the group.  He stated that lately the last several chairs have liked the availability of 
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this space, with the ample parking, and have kept it here, but prior to that every two years we 
were meeting at a different facility.   
 
Powers asked Mr. Vetter and Mr. DeMers, East Grand Forks City Council members, where the 
City of East Grand Forks is at in regard to getting the equipment installed to be able to televise 
meetings in East Grand Forks City Hall as well.  DeMers responded that he knows that they will 
be discussing this at next week’s work session, where they will be getting the proposal to move 
forward with a $25,000 plan, which is the full grant funding to do televising here, both upstairs 
and downstairs, so he would imagine if that goes forward it will be voted on at the next regular 
City Council meeting, thus it would most likely be mid-summer before we would potentially 
have something installed, however it wouldn’t be a full broadcast setup to begin with. 
 
Powers asked Mr. Vein where he wants to meet next year as he will be assuming the Chair then.  
Vein responded that he sees the issue as not as much where we meet, he thinks the idea is can 
you make them public so people can be made aware of what is happening.  He said that he does 
have a tendency to like this location because parking is easy, to be honest with you, and it is 
pretty easy to get in and out, but he would like to hear back from the other council members too, 
but for him the location is fine as he has to drive wherever we meet.   
 
DeMers clarified that he thinks the plan is, if they go forward with the bare bones model at this 
time, the goal would be to sometime after the beginning of the year be able to have some sort of 
broadcast on Midcon or whatever, but nothing has been passed yet. 
 
Haugen commented that prior to this issue being brought up, we have now started recording our 
open houses, such as the I-29 meeting we held at the Alerus Center can be found on the I-29 
website to view.   
 
Hauge stated that another thing, since this has been brought up, last week we had our State and 
Federal Partners visit us and one of the things we are now being required to do is to ensure that  
all of our meetings are taking place at ADA compliant facilities, so some of the things that we  
have gone out to do doesn’t prohibit us from doing that, but we also, at the same time, have to 
make sure that there is a place that is fully ADA compliant to engage the public as well, so we 
are now asking both City Halls to give us a statement that they are ADA compliant, and Mr. 
Viafara is currently out looking for locations to hold meetings for the Bike/Ped update, and will 
be asking those locations for similar statements as well.  He added that he suspects that we will 
start to receive some unwillingness from some of those locations to sign a statement to that effect 
just because most of us lack real detailed knowledge of whether we can sign such a statement or 
not, but the last thing we want to do would be to try to make a judgement as to whether or not a 
location is ADA compliant. 
 
Haugen said, then, that what he is hearing is that Grand Forks does have the capability of 
recording meetings, while East Grand Forks currently doesn’t, so we will have to revisit whether 
or not we want to relocate our meetings to a place that has that capability.  DeMers commented 
that he thinks that is a value that we all want, but does it need to be tomorrow, or a month or two  
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from now, what is the timeline.  Haugen added that you do have the capability of audio 
recording, as you do that currently in East Grand Forks.  Vein stated that he would like to visit 
further about this with Mr. Sande before any decisions are made about moving the meetings.  He 
added that he doesn’t remember having more than a very few from the public attend our 
meetings, and he doesn’t care where they are held, where at City Council meetings you do get a 
fair amount of public attending them, and in any event the meetings would most likely be re-
broadcast because live at noon not too many people are going to be watching.  Powers said, too, 
that most people that would come to our meetings wouldn’t know what we were talking about, if 
you say T.I.P. amendment, they would say what the heck is that.   
 
Haugen reported that most of the things that this body is taking action on, the appropriate City 
Council has taken action on already, and have provided you with their recommendation on what 
action they would like you to take. 
 
 f. Red Lake River Paddle Event 
 
DeMers stated that just as a note of interest, the Red Lake River Corridor Commission has 
recently been reconstituted, and part of what they are doing is to hold a paddle event on June 10th 
from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. down at Lafayette Park if anyone is interested in attending.  He said that 
they have these giant canoes that they can fit twenty people in and paddle up and down the river, 
so he would invite everyone to come and take a look. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 18TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:26 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


