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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, April 20th, 2016 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, in Chairman Mike Powers’ absence, called the April 20th, 2016 meeting of the 
MPO Executive Policy Board to order at 12:00 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Clarence Vetter, Gary Malm, Warren 
Strandell, Steve Adams, Ken Vein, Marc DeMers, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Mike Powers. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering; David Kuharenko, GF City Engineering; and 
Dean Braseth, GF. Library Foundation. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 16 TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 20TH, 2016, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that on the Sorlie, as announced in the media, there are some issues with the 
controller that controls the aesthetic lighting on the bridge and they are testing and replacing 
equipment as needed.   
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Haugen commented that it was noted to MnDOT that when they do the work on the Kennedy 
Bridge, they look into getting a simpler controller system for the lighting than what they have for 
the Sorlie. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reminded the board that last month they talked about MnDOT testing their Snooper 
equipment in relationship to the new multi-use trail inside the truss, and whether they would be 
able to access a complete inspection of the bridge.  He reported that, unfortunately, they 
discovered that their current equipment doesn’t fit within the confines, so as part of the Kennedy 
project they will be investigating whether or not there are other means, or other equipment that 
will allow them to be able to continue inspecting the bridge. 
 
Haugen commented that we also discussed the possibility that they may need to do complete 
closure of the bridge at times during the rehabilitation project; and it now seems fairly certain 
that there will be periods of complete closure during the project.  He stated that right now they 
are suggesting six periods of time when they will need to close down traffic across the Kennedy 
Bridge completely for about a 48 hour period.  He explained that this is due to how they have to 
pour the new deck. 
 
Haugen stated that there will be more input and more information forthcoming about the detour 
planning, etc., that will be circulating through the community, but as we progress right now, 
while it was originally hoped that they wouldn’t have to close the bridge at all, the reality is that 
there will be the potential that it will happen at least six times, for 48 hours each time. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF BIKE/PED PLAN SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Viafara reported that a copy of the complete scope of work was included in the packets.  He 
explained that this document reflects the comments received from the City of Grand Forks’ 
Engineering Department.  He stated that the MPO, in conjunction with engineering staff, worked 
very closely trying to fine tune this document. 
 
Viafara said that he would like to convey our appreciation for the support to the training program 
that took place two weeks ago over a three day period, April 5, 6, and 7.  He reported that the 
training pertained to pedestrian and bicycle issues, as well as complete streets.  He added that 
anyone that requested a copy of the materials from the training program should have received 
them, but if there is anyone else that would like them please let him know.   
 
Viafara reported that the attendance for this training seminar, in their opinion, was positive with 
about ten to twelve people attending.   
 
Viafara said that the Technical Advisory Committee, and MPO Staff, ask that you consider 
approving the Bike/Ped Plan Scope of Work, as presented. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE BIKE/PED PLAN 
SCOPE OF WORK, AS PRESENTED. 
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ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Powers. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT MINNESOTA SIDE 2017-202 0 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we are dealing with just the Minnesota side draft T.I.P. today, but we hope 
that at your next meeting we will be able to address the North Dakota side as well, however there 
is a bit of a delay on the North Dakota side due to some questions on funding availability. 
 
Haugen stated that in the packet, for the Minnesota side, there are very few projects contained 
within the T.I.P, and really the only addition is the end where we add in projects for FY2020.  He 
said that you will see that in FY2020 we are basically continuing the regular transit programs 
that are in there every year of the T.I.P.   
 
Haugen referred to the project tables and pointed out what the annual amounts are per year.  He 
stated, that, of course, FY2017, with the Kennedy Bridge project, is an atypical funding year, but 
the other three years are more typical of what we see in the T.I.P. on the Minnesota side, 
unfortunately not much investment is going on.  He commented that every fourth year East 
Grand Forks receives the City Sub-target program funds, and in this T.I.P. cycle they receive it 
during FY2018 and they do have a project programmed, currently that project is on 10th Street, 
but there is some discussion with the East Grand Forks City Council of amending that project to 
implement some of the Bygland Road Study recommendations that we just approved. 
 
Haugen stated that as part of the T.I.P. process we give a progress report on where the projects 
that are currently programmed are at within the stature of implementation.  He pointed out that 
the first page covers the transit programs; the first one being the fixed route operation, the second 
is the demand response services, both of which are out in operation and are ongoing, and the last 
one is the purchase of a transit vehicle.  He commented that MnDOT has a state procurement 
process that is currently in some kind of bureaucratic hiatus while they iron out some issues, so 
the purchase of this replacement vehicle is delayed until that has been resolved.  He said that 
there is also a second set of vehicles that were purchased through the transit state-wide 
procurement, but that too is on delay. 
 
Haugen reported that there is a Safe Routes to School project that is trying to do education and 
encouragement of walking to school in East Grand Forks.  He said that that project also includes 
the purchase of bike racks and signage, and it is still in project development and a technical 
memorandum needs to be drafted to get clearance from Federal Highway to purchase those 
items.   
 
Haugen stated that the last project is in relationship to a lift station that is being replaced at 5th 
Avenue and 10th Street, whereby the are going to lower the former railroad crossing on 5th 
Avenue with state funds.  He added that construction on this project is about to begin soon. 
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Haugen commented that we did advertise that a public hearing would take place at our Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting last Wednesday, and that written comments would be accepted 
until noon that day.  He said that no one attended the public hearing, nor were any written 
comments submitted, and the Technical Advisory Committee and MPO Staff recommend 
approval of the Draft Minnesota Side 2017-2020 T.I.P., as presented. 
 
Haugen said that he would just like to note that, again in FY2018, with the City Sub-Target, that 
we do show a federal amount here of $787,000; however recent decisions within MnDOT 
Headquarters will allow this amount to be increased to $850,000.  He explained that what 
happened at the sub-target level was, previously MnDOT required that both the counties and 
cities that share this sub-target have to purchase transit vehicles for the district area as well, but a 
couple of weeks ago the Central Office decided that they were going to purchase all of the 
vehicles for the next couple of years using State dollars, thus not having to transfer out highway 
dollars, so this meant that for those two years the City Sub-Target would be able to absorb what 
used to go out for transit capital purchases.  He stated that the ATP has not yet taken formal 
action on this decision, so that is why we need to still show the old value, but he does want you 
to be aware that when we get to Final T.I.P. approval it will show a different value for federal 
participation.  DeMers asked, with the change in federal dollars, will there be an increase in the 
local match as well, or is that a fixed amount.  Haugen responded that you will always have to 
provide the 20% local match.  DeMers said, then, that the local match amount will increase as 
well.  Haugen responded it would. 
 
DeMers asked if it would be better to hold off on amending this change into the T.I.P. or should 
we do it now, are there any time constraints on either option.  Haugen responded that he is pretty 
sure that the ATP is just about done finalizing their decision, and, in-fact Mr. Strandell sits on the 
ATP as well, and they are doing an e-mail vote on it right now, correct.  Strandell commented 
that he hasn’t seen anything that opposes it.  Haugen said that he thinks it is a de-facto, done deal 
that you will get the increase, but, getting back to the question, when do you need to start gaining 
the federal approvals of the project, so depending on what those timelines are, we should either 
wait until the new T.I.P is drafted, or make an amendment to the existing T.I.P., so it is kind of in 
your engineer’s court as to when they can start delivering the project, and getting approvals to 
make the necessary T.I.P. change.  DeMers asked, again, is it better to wait until next month to 
have the City go through with changing this project in this T.I.P. schedule, or…  Haugen 
responded that we can leave it as it is for now as this document is a draft, and there may be other 
changes or new projects added or some projects removed between now and August when we 
take final action, but, again, if the City needs to, or wants to do a different project sooner than 
waiting for the August approval, we can amend the T.I.P. between now and then.        
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT 
MINNESOTA SIDE 2017-2010 T.I.P., AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Powers. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that there is two bits of information; the first is something that we are 
requesting action on, and the second it just to update you where we are at with the process. 
 
  a.     Contract Extensions 
 
Haugen stated that we need to do a contract extension.  He explained that there are no financial 
modifications to the existing contract, but the completion date needs to be moved back due to 
some delays that occurred as we have been going through this project, so we are asking you to 
amend the contract with KLJ to extend the completion date to the end of FY2016. 
 
Haugen said that we also have a subsequent contract with the NDDOT to provide 10% of the 
local match, thus we need to amend that contract to show this new completion date as well.   
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE CONTRACT 
AMENDMENTS WITH KLJ AND THE NDDOT TO EXTEND THE COMPLETION DATE 
OF THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY TO THE END OF FY2016. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Vetter, Strandell, Vein, DeMers, Mock, Malm, and Adams. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Powers. 
 
  b.     Study Update 
 
Haugen stated that copies of executive summary pages from three documents that are available 
on the MPO website were included in the packet.  He added that there is also information from a 
public open house that was held at the Alerus Center last Thursday evening.  He said that he 
would like to give a brief presentation using a condensed version of the presentation that was 
given at that open house, focusing primarily on future conditions along the I-29 Corridor. 
 
Haugen commented that they had about 6-8 people attend, the bulk of which were associated 
with the Merrifield Interchange area, and staff from City and State. 
 
Haugen reported that where we are at in the process is that we have identified our needs and 
opportunities; we have assessed the existing conditions; and have looked to the future and what 
we think, if everything were to remain as it is today, the future traffic conditions would be like.  
He stated that the next time you see a report on this it will be talking about testing different 
alternatives to see what they do to the corridor, and which of those alternatives we wish to 
pursue, how much will they cost, and how can we afford them, etc. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
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Gateway Drive 
 
DeMers asked how this information merges with the Railroad Study we did, does this take into 
account any of those changes.  Haugen responded that it does.  He explained that they are 
indicating that, with the potential for the Fertilizer Plant and the State Mill, traffic backup at 
railroad crossings will be a more frequent occurrence.  
 
Vein commented that there was an individual at City Council that mentioned an agreement many 
years ago about trying to move some of those tracks either north or south of town, have you 
heard of such a thing.  Haugen responded that the only discussion that he is aware of was one 
that occurred after the flood of 1997, where there was a brief discussion about relocating the 
railroad yard south of town.  He added that others have talked about relocating the tracks west of 
the interstate, if the State Mill and the Fertilizer Plant come to be, that perhaps the railroad 
corridor could be shifted west of the Interstate.  He added that the Fertilizer Plant would want it 
west of the interstate but the State Mill would want it to be east of the interstate. 
 
Vein asked where the ADTs would start reducing as you go further west.  Haugen responded that 
they start reducing a little at 69th, but not much, but the real change would be when you get out to 
the airport.  Vein said that you will need a north/south route someplace.  Haugen agreed, adding 
that we would still have a conflict with Gateway Drive unless you grade separate.  He said that in 
our current study, which Mr. DeMers brought up, our recommendation is to do a grade 
separation.  He commented, too, that with the U.S. #2 Study, the recommendation is to add this 
north/east loop to solve some of the backage on the ramp here, the northbound to westbound 
traffic, and again we are revisiting those things, but we think they are good solutions. 
 
DeMers Avenue 
 
Vein asked, could, or might one of the outcomes of the study be to expand the I-29 Bridge.  
Haugen responded that it could.  He added that if we can’t find alternatives that divert traffic 
away from here, then we would be looking at trying to find space to get four lanes.  
 
Haugen stated that we do know that the City of Grand Forks has been working with the DOT and 
Feds to try to come up with a grade separation, but we also know that in the analysis of this 
configuration in 2040 these intersections have a failing level of service, so part of our study will, 
again, not just look underneath the interstate, but also see what we can do at these intersections 
to improve the capacity operations. 
 
Vein said that he knows that there has been some discussion about trying to just sink that 
intersection, to try to stay away from the 4F plans, will that be addressed at all during this, or are 
you just going to use the existing layout.  Haugen responded that he would have to get back to 
him on this, but he thinks the assumption is that this has been identified as sort of a, not official, 
but preferred layout.  Vein stated that he knows that there has been a lot of misdirection for that, 
obviously it is confined so there isn’t an easy solution, but some kind of sunken intersection 
would keep some level of normalcy, although you would still have an issue with snow.  Haugen  
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responded that, just to backtrack on his previous answer; yes because they will have to evaluate 
these intersections because as they are recommended in this layout they don’t give us the level of 
service we are looking for so we will have to look at them again, and dropping down to the same 
grade might be one alternative they will look at.   
 
17th Avenue 
 
Haugen stated that there aren’t really any issues with the existing interchange, and looking to the 
future, as long as we don’t have any new structures, it appears there aren’t any in the future 
either.  He added that when we look at the area near 17th Avenue there is a plan for some growth, 
but it isn’t a location where there is a high level of growth occurring. 
 
32nd Avenue 
 
Haugen commented that not until around 2040 do we see any capacity issues at 32nd Avenue.  He 
added, however, that at two interchanges, Gateway Drive and DeMers, we see capacity issues in 
2025. 
 
Haugen reported that one unique thing about this corridor versus the others is the seasonality of 
the traffic and also the daily variation.  He said that we start to see a different pattern here on 
Saturdays than we do the other corridors, and then with event traffic as well. 
 
Haugen stated that we do have a recommendation, in previous plans, to modify the interchange, 
so that is one of the things that they will be looking at to see if it is still doable.  He added that 
another big issue is that this isn’t being driven from a capacity standpoint, it is the crash history 
that is occurring out there today, and as volumes increase the crashes are assumed to increase as 
well and we will be looking into it further. 
 
Haugen commented that in a couple of weeks there is actually going to be a 32nd Avenue Safety 
Audit conducted, and there will be multiple agencies reviewing past studies, and they will 
actually walk the corridor to take a look at all the main intersections to try to come up with some 
sort of response to improve safety along the corridor. 
 
47th Avenue 
 
Haugen reported that the City of Grand Forks hired SRF to do some work at this location, 
however some preliminary work, some draft work that hasn’t been formally adopted, does show 
that an interchange would, from the analysis, provide a diversion of traffic off of 32nd that would 
help the four additional minutes of delay there, as well as the level of service.   
 
Haugen commented that the one thing our study is doing is, as you introduce interchanges you 
attract traffic to and from other interchanges, so we will analyze why we are doing the whole 
corridor study instead of just a single two interchange locations. 
 
Haugen said that the other thing we are dealing with, beside the campground, is the desire of 
Federal Highway to keep the ramps a mile apart.  He explained that we think of the overpass 
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bridges being a mile apart, but the actual desire is that the end of a ramp to the end of a ramp be a 
mile apart as well. 
 
Merrifield Road 
 
Haugen stated that they are looking at Merrifield both with and without a bridge, and are trying 
to account for the possibility that one could occur without the other, and how it impacts the 
volumes on the roadway. 
 
Alerus Event Traffic Study 
 
Haugen reported that they did the Alerus Event Traffic Study during the Jason Aldean concert, 
which had about 70% of event maximum attendance, so it was a pretty well attended event, and 
found that under 2015 conditions there were no deficiencies along the corridor, nor in and around 
it, and the primary reason for that is because the event started at 7:30 p.m., so most of the 
weekday pm peak traffic is done by then.  
 
Haugen stated that they also looked at a similar event occurring in 2040, and found that there 
wouldn’t be any issues then either. 
 
Haugen said that they also looked at what is being termed “maximum congestion”, and if we had 
100% capacity of the event center occurring during the actual pm peak period, our busiest time, 
then we would have issues at these intersections. 
 
Haugen stated that this study is more unique than any other we have done in that we are trying to 
better link the planning and the environmental documentation, so one of the things we hope to 
do, in this report, is to actually weed out alternatives that no longer have to be pursued or studied 
in future project development.   
 
Haugen reported that, going back to the U.S. #2 Study, even though we did come up with a 
recommendation of alternatives, because we didn’t do this type of report linkage, whenever an 
individual project goes through project development we have to reopen that kind of analysis and 
revisit all those issues again, and we can’t really weed out any alternatives right from the start, so 
with this study we hope to bring it much further into the project development stage so that some 
of alternatives can be weeded out and not pursued any longer.  He said that this will help us with 
our fiscal constraint requirement because as we start weeding out alternatives, we start getting a 
better picture of what the financial impact will be and what our financial ability is to do the 
alternatives. 
 
Malm asked if Mr. Haugen was aware that the Merrifield Interchange group is trying to reignite 
the bridge question.  Haugen responded that he is aware of that, and added that they think there 
may be an opportunity with the Minnesota Legislature convening to try to do a transportation 
package, to move forward with a bridge, but with what the Nielsville Bridge is experiencing,  
one state might have revenue available and the other may not.  Strandell reported that there will  
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be an effort made to obtain a TIGER Grant that would virtually pay for the entire Nielsville 
project if awarded, including some improvements to the roadway on the North Dakota side as 
well.   
 
Malm asked what a TIGER Grant is.  Haugen responded that it is a national competitive process 
in which Congress has set aside a couple hundred million dollars for projects to compete against.  
He said that there are typically requests for fifty times the amount that is available, and the 
success rate for any application is less than 2%.  He added that the NDDOT is submitting a 
request for the Pembina Crossing Station improvements project too, and he knows the City is 
probably going to submit one for their bus barn project as well. 
 
MATTER OF SAFETY PLANS AND PERFORMANCE 
 
Haugen reported that April 14th our final rules went into effective for how we address safety in 
our performance planning and performance measures and targets.  He stated that included in the 
packet is information regarding these rules, adding that he will go over it briefly. 
 
Haugen said that there are actually two parts to these rules:  1) first is what is known as the 
Highway Safety Improvement Program, and 2) second reflects the performance measures and 
targets. 
 
Haugen explained that this is setting the stage, now, for all the rest of the performance measures 
and targets that we are required to do under FAST.  He stated that MAP-21 is really achieving 
data driven performance, but it also requires the States and MPOs be more collaborative in the 
processes of developing those targets. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Haugen commented that the Highway Safety final rule requires that every five years we revisit 
the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and also incorporated a roadway element requirement, so this 
is something that has local staff a little excited because it is going to require a national data base 
of all the elements of each roadway segment regardless of jurisdiction, so all local roads will also 
be inventoried and have certain data elements that have to be included into this national data 
base. 
 
Haugen said that for the Performance Measures, initially they proposed only four, but they 
subsequently decided on five.  He added that one of the things that it is also doing is, there has 
not been a national definition of what a serious injury is, so now they are coming up with a 
national definition and the implementation schedule for it.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide, and pointed out that it lists the five performance measures:  1) number 
of fatalities; 2) rate of fatalities per 100 million VMT; 3) number of serious injuries; 4) rate of 
serious injuries per 100 million VMP; and then the new one 5) number of non-motorized 
fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries.  He added that these are all based on five year 
rolling averages so every year, just like we do with our T.I.P. every year, we will have to do a 
performance target every year using the rolling 5 year average. 
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Haugen commented that one of the things that is may be unique to North Dakota is the 
requirement that it also be identical to another document called the Highway Safety Plan, and 
these last three elements have to be exactly identical to what is in the Highway Safety Plan.  He 
says it is unique because the Highway Safety Plan folks, which are the NHTSA, don’t like to see 
any type of targets that are reflecting any actual increases, and in North Dakota, unfortunately 
our serious injuries and deaths have been on the increase primarily because of the increased 
activity in the western part of our state, so as North Dakota has been trying to develop these 
measures and future targets, they have been told they can’t have a target that doesn’t show a 
decrease in fatalities, and for North Dakota it doesn’t seem possible given what is going on out 
west.   
 
Haugen reported that North Dakota and NHTSA have had discussions; in particular with Federal 
Highway involvement, on this final rule, and there is now some movement on the NHTSA side 
where they say that if your data is really driving towards saying that you can’t achieve even 
maintenance, then that is what the data is driving this towards.   
 
Haugen stated that, getting back to the targets, at a State level they can decide to do an urbanized 
or non-urbanized area, they aren’t required to and they can come up with just one set of numbers, 
but the important thing to note is that they are using the term “urbanized”, so that is a separate or 
different geography than an MPO study area, so obviously the State and the MPO should be 
working very closely with whether there should be urbanized rates that are different than if an 
MPO decides to do their rate because the geography is going to be different, and there will be 
different numbers. 
 
Haugen commented that, because we are a bi-state MPO, we have the double the options 
available to us.  He explained that of the five measures we can agree to support all five of them 
that the State develops, or we can agree to do one of the five, two of the five, three of the five, 
etc.  He added that another thing to note is if the MPO does their own targets, and this is 
something that we will probably see with all the other performance measures as well, what they 
do for targets doesn’t officially get part of the performance evaluations by the feds to see if they 
are making progress, and it doesn’t impact the penalty clause, so again it is saying that probably 
now more than ever, because of how these targets and the impacts there will be more 
coordination between the States and the MPO. 
 
Haugen stated that, again, to get at sort of that penalty clause, there are five performance targets 
that have to be identified annually, and they are saying if you meet four out of the five, or if your 
performance is better than the previous year, you are okay.  He referred to a slide illustrating this 
and went over it briefly.  He pointed out that the penalty clause is a little softer than was 
anticipated and basically says something like – Congress gives $100,000,000 to your State for all 
of the five core programs, safety being one of those five, and they also say that they are only 
going to allow you to obligate 90% of the money, under current law the State could decide to 
program zero dollars out of safety and spend everything else out of the other programs, and still 
meet their 90% total funding commitment, so this penalty clause says that if you don’t meet the 
targets for safety, you have to spend 100% of your safety obligation, and if you want to spend 
more in another program you would have to take it from a different program than safety. 
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Haugen commented that the fear was that they would actually be taking dollars from other 
programs and then pushing them into safety, so all they are saying is that you have to spend 
safety dollars. 
 
Haugen went over the schedule briefly.  He said that August 31st is when the State has to submit 
their targets, and obviously that means they will have to work with us to decide what type of 
targets, and what they will be by that date, and then the MPO has until February 17th to figure out 
if we want to support the States targets entirely, or if we want to manage our own targets.  He 
commented that the first time that the penalty clause comes into effect is in 2020.  He stated that 
the last date, 2026, is when the get back to those data elements, and that has to be fully 
operational.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 UPWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this is just a progress report of our current work for your consideration.     
 
 b. Performance Based Planning 
 
Haugen reported that earlier today he sent an email regarding the Minnesota Statewide Planning 
and Highway Investment Process, and he just wants to reiterate that if you are interested you can 
go to the www.minnesotago.org website and participate in some future stakeholder forums they 
have scheduled, or some webinars, or online surveys if you want. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 20TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:55 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


