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

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

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Chairman, called the January 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:  Ken Vein, Clarence Vetter, Gary Malm, 
Jeannie Mock, Warren Strandell, Steve Adams, Marc DeMers, and Mike Powers.   
 
Absent:  None. 
 
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; Joe McKinnon, MnDOT Project Manager; and 
Darren Laesch, MnDOT Planning Director. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present.    
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 16 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 16TH, 
2015, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Malm, Adams, Vetter, Vein, Mock, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF UPDATED EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR CO NTRACT 
 
Powers reported that, as noted in the information in the packet, the MPO’s employment/benefit 
policies mirror the City of Grand Forks’.  He stated that Grand Forks recently updated several 
contracts for their contracted employees, and we need to do the same with Mr. Haugen’s 
contract. 
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Powers explained that back in the early 2000s Grand Forks decided to convert their Department 
Heads from civil service protection to being contracted employees, and now he thinks they are 
switching back, but in any event Mr. Haugen’s contract is no longer consistent with the standard 
ones being proposed and ratified in Grand Forks. 
 
Powers referred to the contract and explained that Mr. Haugen and himself went over it in detail 
a couple of days ago.  He then went over the proposed changes briefly, adding that the Grand 
Forks City Attorney may be making some additional changes, thus we may need to revisit this in 
the future. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE UPDATES TO THE 
MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR CONTRACT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
DeMers stated that he has two questions.  He referred to #3 Benefits – 1(a) and 1(b), vacation 
hours, and asked if it was PTO that was to be used for holidays as well, or is there also holiday 
pay.  Haugen responded that there is also holiday pay for the listed holidays.   
 
DeMers asked, deferring to Mr. Vein and Ms. Mock, if this was in line with what is being done 
in Grand Forks.  Vein responded that he doesn’t know, adding that there are some things in this 
contract that he has not seen before.  He explained that they talked about this, but for himself, 
although maybe Ms. Mock was more involved at a higher level, but he has not gotten into the 
details of any individual contract, and he doesn’t know who Mr. Powers and Mr. Haugen talked 
to in Grand Forks, whether it was Mr. Hovland or administration, or someone else.  Haugen 
responded that this was the language the Grand Forks City Council approved at a prior City 
Council meeting. 
 
Vein asked if Human Resources reviewed this contract.  Haugen responded that they haven’t 
reviewed this particular one, but these are the same provisions taken from the City’s contracts 
and inserted into this one.  Vein stated that he doesn’t remember the 10% that is going to the 
pension.  DeMers said that that was his next question.  Vein asked if this is in the other contracts 
as well.  Haugen responded that that has always been in the contracts. 
 
McNelis explained that when the contracts were first developed in Grand Forks the MPO created 
one for the Executive Director position, and mirrored the Grand Forks contracts exactly.  She 
stated, however, that when the MPO Executive Policy Board approved the original contract they 
set the amount for the MPO’s portion of the pension at 6% rather than the 10% set for the Grand 
Forks employees.  She added that both the City of Grand Forks and the MPO pay 8.26% into the 
NDPERS Retirement Fund, thus the remaining 1.74% of the 10% will be put into a defined 
benefit fund such as is done for the Grand Forks employees whose go into an ICMA fund at this 
time. 
 
DeMers commented that he just wants to make sure that the vacation, because we are talking 
about four and a half weeks of vacation plus, what is it twelve holidays, is correct.  McNelis 
responded that Grand Forks has nine paid holidays, but added that the 184 hours is for vacation 
only, there is a separate amount for sick leave, so it isn’t actually paid time off (PTO), it is just 
for vacation.   
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McNelis explained that the contracted employees used to have unlimited accrual of vacation, but 
that was changed to the 552.  Vetter stated that that is his question, does Mr. Haugen have $2,000 
- $3,000 dollars of accrued vacation that we are now going to have pay by the end of the year, 
and if so do we have the money to do that.  Haugen pointed out that the switch is, on vacation, 
was from unlimited accrual to a cap of 552; and the second clause is that by the end of 2017 he 
has to decide if he can use what he has in excess of the 552, or ask for reimbursement of those 
hours.  He added that each year we set aside, and take from the grants and others, what the cost 
of vacation is for all employees, so there is an account set up should he decide to take a payment 
instead of trying to take the hours.  He added that this fund is there so we have the monies should 
an employee terminate, be terminated, retire, etc., with a balance of vacation and sick leave. 
 
DeMers stated that he doesn’t necessarily understand NDPERS, he isn’t familiar with their set-
up, but he is wondering what the change on the contribution side does, if it is considered a 
defined benefit program, does that bump you to a different level or something, or, as we were 
talking about, it is actually 6% to the PERS system and then there is 4% that is actually a defined 
contribution, or what is going on with the 10%.  McNelis responded that 8.26% is what the 
employer pays into the NDPERS Retirement system, so there would be 1.74% remaining that 
would go into another plan.  DeMers asked where the additional 2.26% over the 6% in the 
original contract had come from.  Haugen responded that back when the original contract was 
drafted the 6% was 2% higher than what NDPERS required.  He stated that since then that 
requirement has increased to 8.26%, and while the contract was not updated to reflect those 
changes, payroll was updated as per the requirements of NDPERS.   
 
DeMers said that he would suggest that the better language would be to have a separate item that 
would tie you to what the contribution needs to be, and then if we want to do some sort of 
defined contribution plan outside of that have it on its own separate line.  He added that it 
doesn’t help Mr. Haugen if over the course of the contract the contribution is affected by the 
State, and it isn’t really clear in the contract.  McNelis asked if it maybe should say up to 10%.  
DeMers responded that he just thinks there should be two separate items, lines, in the contract so 
7 1(a) would state that the MPO would contribute the required amount of the employer’s share to 
NDPERS, and 7 1(b) would state the remaining percent of the 10%, currently the 1.74% would 
go into a defined contribution plan.  
 
Vein asked if there was any employee contribution to the NDPERS plan.  Haugen responded that 
there is.  He said that currently the MPO contributes 8.26%, as required by law, and the 
employee contributes 7%, as the max allowed by law.  DeMers said, however, that that is a 
discretionary amount, you could do 0%, there is no match, so you could do 0% to 7%.   
 
Vein commented that, in essence, this contract is following, pretty much verbatim what the 
Grand Forks contracted employees have in their contracts.  Haugen responded that is true, with 
the exception of 1b, as there are a couple of the contracted employees that had way in excess of 
the 552 so their contracts are a little bit different than this 1b, and they have very individualized 
payouts, or usage timeframes.  Vein said, then, that Mr. Haugen’s vacation is in excess of the 
552.  Haugen responded it is.  Vein said, however, that it obviously isn’t way excessive.  Haugen  
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, January 20th, 2016 
 

 4 
 

responded that his balance is currently 688 hours.  DeMers pointed out that the last line in 1b 
states “in excess of 522 hours shall be forfeited”, is that correct or should it be 552.  McNelis 
responded that it should be 552, which is three times the 184 hours allocated each year.    
 
Vein stated that he thinks we need to amend the motion to make the correction from 522 to 552 
in 1(b).  Haugen agreed, adding that you also mentioned adding a 7 1(a) and 1(b), as well.  
DeMers commented that it maybe could state that the MPO will contribute 10%, which helps cap 
the cost to the organization, of the employee’s annual salary to the NDPERS Plan, with any 
remaining percentage over the amount allowed by law to a defined benefit plan.  He said that he 
thinks it should be left as a variable, not necessarily a percentage, a variable of whatever the 
State Legislature sets, and then he would say that if the Legislature would go over the 10% there 
would be an automatic increase to the new percent required.  Vein stated that he would think that 
if the percentage changes it would come back to the Executive Policy Board for approval, 
because even if State Law changes we have a contract for this amount, so any time changes are 
required to the contract it will need to come back to the board for approval.  Powers reiterated 
that the last sentence states that it is anticipated that sometime in 2016 the contract will need to 
be updated again, so we will probably be doing this again.   
 
Vein said that he can go either way, he is comfortable the way it is.  DeMers agreed that he is 
too, but sometimes he just likes to make sure that we are saying what we want to say in a 
contract, and not leave it for too much interpretation, but he understands that we have been able 
to make it work in the past, so he is fine with going forward with the typo change. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE AMENDING THE 
ORIGINAL MOTION TO INCLUDE A CHANGE IN ITEM 3 1(B) FROM 522 TO 552. 
 
Vetter asked if we want to make any changes to 7, are we going to break it into two paragraphs.  
Vein responded that he is comfortable with the way it is as it will come back if there are any 
changes made.  Vetter stated that he agrees with Mr. DeMers, he thinks that we should define 
that we are going to meet NDPERS’ requirements, and then in the second paragraph state that 
anything over and above that requirement, up to a maximum 10% contribution will go into 
another defined contribution plan, because NDPERS could actually come in two years from now, 
when the markets turn around, and lower the requirement, so, it is two different things and we 
want that clarified. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Malm, Adams, Vetter, Vein, Mock, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE CONTRACT, AS 
AMENDED, SUBJECT TO ADDITIONAL LANGUAGE FOR  ITEM 7 BE DRAFTED AND 
BROUGHT BACK TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD FOR DISCUSSION AND 
APPROVAL AT THE FEBRUARY 17TH, 2016, MEETING. 
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Voting Yes: Adams, Vetter, Vein, Mock, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: Malm. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, as you are aware, the aesthetic lighting has been installed.  He stated that, 
as you will recall, the initial viewpoint, particularly of the Grand Forks Historic Preservation 
Commission, was to keep it white as much as possible, however if you have noticed the lighting 
at night has not been white.  He said that they have since agreed to a one year trial, and so, as 
you currently see it they have the winter blue theme going on with the lights, and they have also 
set up a holiday lighting schedule, and how the colors will be changed for each.  He commented 
that there has also been a tentative agreement made among the committee that if a local sporting 
team were to win a championship they would allow a color change to that team’s colors for a 
period of time. 
 
Haugen stated that the final document is still being drafted, and once completed will be vetted 
through the two City Councils for adoption.  
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that when discussions were held on the Sorlie lighting, an option was 
presented for the Kennedy that they could just use the same language used for the Sorlie but it 
was noted that the NEPA process for the Kennedy is different, so there may be a little more 
latitude offered for the Kennedy for its lighting themes than was given the Sorlie, so they are 
advising not to just take the Sorlie Light Plan, but instead to figure out the Kennedy Light Plan 
separately. 
 
Vein asked if the NEPA process was different for the Kennedy because of a different 
classification of the roadway.  Haugen responded that the Sorlie is on Historic Preservation 
Register, while the Kennedy is eligible, but not actually on it.   
 
Haugen asked which NEPA process is the Kennedy going through.  McKinnon responded that 
the Kennedy is going through a categorical exclusion, a non-problematic, little bit longer version 
of the NEPA process.   
 
Haugen reported that, you will recall, a couple of months ago the MPO Executive Policy Board 
sent a letter about the bike/ped accommodations, and MnDOT sent a reply, after which this body 
asked that MnDOT come before the board for discussion on their response, and this was their 
first available date.  He stated that Mr. McKinnon is the Project Manager on the Kennedy Bridge 
Project; and Mr. Laesch is the Planning Engineer for the District, so they are here to hold a 
discussion on the bike/ped accmmodations, either as they stand on the Kennedy, or future 
potential of a separate structure. 
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McKinnon explained that he is the Project Manager with the MnDOT District Office out of 
Bemidji, and is involved with the rehab of the Kennedy Bridge.  He stated that they have hired a 
consulting firm, SRF, to assist them with the project; but, as the project got started of course, as 
just mentioned the Kennedy is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, so 
as they looked at what to do with the bridge they had to evaluate if a rehab was feasible and 
prudent, and that study was done and it was found that a rehab is feasible and prudent, and that it 
has to be done in a manner that is consistent with a historic bridge and with the Secretary of 
Interior Guidelines.   
 
McKinnon reported that some of the big deficiencies they found was that the first pier on the 
North Dakota side is severely tipping; that the deck condition was very aged; and then mobility 
of bikes and peds across the bridge needed to be addressed.  He said that these were some big 
needs or deficiencies. 
 
McKinnon stated that as they worked to balance those needs, they came up with a cross-section, 
however he does not have a sketch of it at this time.  He explained, however, that what it would 
show is that there will be four lanes of traffic, and those lanes will be 11-feet 6-inches wide, and 
there will be no concrete barrier in the center as there is today.  He said that there will also be 
two four-foot three-inch wide side shoulders on each side; and a bike/ped facility added to the 
north side that it will be separated by a small concrete barrier, and that will be the same elevation 
as the deck of the driving surface of the bridge.  He said that that trail will be eight-feet nine-
inches wide, and follows all those dimensions that fall into their guidelines as they look at 
bridges. 
 
McKinnon commented that the railings will be removed and new ones put on once the deck is 
completed.  He said that those new railings will look just like the existing ones, as this was an 
important feature of the historic part of the bridge, so they will be constructed to look like the 
existing ones.   
 
McKinnon reported that some structural items underneath the bridge will be worked on, and 
there will also be some pigeon abatement will be done to try to cover up some of the holes that 
pigeons occupy today, and there will be paving and lighting of the bridge structure.  He added 
that there will also be a couple of things done off the bridge, especially on the Minnesota side.  
He explained that if they add that eight-foot nine-inch wide trail; there is no sidewalk at all on 
the Minnesota side, so they will be adding a sidewalk that will go down the on-ramp to the 
bottom; and on the North Dakota side there will just be a short area added to connect with the 
sidewalk. 
 
McKinnon stated that they also looked at adding some signature features, and consulted with the 
local community to see what they would like to see; so a plaque, located in the middle of the 
bridge, and some stamping on the concrete trail are being proposed, and will be run by the 
historical authorities.   
 
McKinnon said that the consultant prepared what they call a Rehab Report, and the final version 
was completed in October of 2015, and it explained in detail those items he just talked about  
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briefly; what is going to happen to the bridge and how they are preserving the historic character 
of the bridge.  He stated that this went before the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, 
and on December 14th, they approved the plan, agreeing it is preserving the historic character of 
the bridge, and are following the guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior.  He added that they 
also heard back from the Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission, and they had some 
items of concern with the rehab that they will be following up on.  He explained that they felt 
that the lighting needs to have an operation plan; and they want us to look more seriously at the 
interpretive plaque, if it is really proper, as they have a concern that it will become a 
maintenance issue and eyesore in the future; and then they want us to look once more at the 
barrier that is going to be between the driving lane and the bike/ped path, whether or not it will 
obscure the vision of the outside railing, so they want it evaluated thoroughly, which they will be 
working with the Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission on these issues. 
 
McKinnon stated that they are at the 30% stage of the plan, so the plan is about 30% done, they 
have quite a ways to go yet and their plan is to let it on September of 2016 so that the project can 
be underway right after that. 
 
McKinnon reiterated that on the Minnesota side they will be building a sidewalk that will come 
off the end of the bridge, will go down the on-ramp to the bottom.  He stated that this is all 
located on the Minnesota State Trunk Right-of-Way, but then as the Federal Highway 
Administration have been involved the concern they had was what the plan is for where that trail 
will go, where will it link up, so they want to engage with the City of East Grand Forks on how 
they can cooperate with them on linking it to the Greenway Trail.  He pointed out that there are 
several options available to do this; and while it won’t be included in the bridge project, they 
want to cooperate and work with the City on how it can be done in the future. 
 
DeMers asked if he is correct that Grand Forks Historical Preservation Commission is opposed 
to having something potentially being an eyesore in the future, because that is a little ironic for 
them to oppose putting something up that may not look good in 50 years, or whatever.  
McKinnon responded that the need for an interpretive plaque in the middle of the bridge is being 
evaluated, and their staff person is concerned about the maintenance and durability of it.  Powers 
asked how big the plaque would be.  McKinnon responded that it would be something for 
pedestrians to observe as they are walking on the bridge.  Powers asked if it would similar to 
what is on the Sorlie.  McKinnon responded that it would perhaps be similar to that, but it hasn’t 
been designed yet, nor have they figured out how to attach it to the bridge. 
 
DeMers asked, going back to the bike path connection; so if we take the connection part of it out 
of the project, are we vulnerable to losing funding, or is it that we wouldn’t be funded and that is 
why we need to take it out, and there is a potential for some funding.  McKinnon responded that 
if you did it with the Federal Highway’s authority, they said that they can understand why you 
are doing it that way, keeping it on the right-of-way, but you need to engage in some discussion 
with the City as to how you are going to work with them in the future to get something so that 
you can connect to the Greenway Trail, they don’t just want us to leave it, or leave it in the hands 
of the City, but perhaps we can cooperate together on something down the road, some short 
connection, but they didn’t want to design it themselves, and with the trees that are there, and the  
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change in grade, and there are some low areas, they didn’t want to put something in there that 
might not be the best for that City property.  DeMers commented, however, that you also don’t 
want to be accused of creating a path to nowhere.  McKinnon agreed, adding that that is what 
their Federal Office in St. Paul said, that it needs to be timely, and they would like to see 
something as they approve the environmental document, some correspondence that they are 
following up on.  DeMers asked, though, if they think there is potential for state funding for 
something on that connect.  McKinnon responded that there is.  He explained that as he talked to 
their bridge and historic staff they have seen this done before. 
 
Vein reiterated that, as he has said before, he has always had issues with the change of the cross 
section of this bridge to accommodate bicycle paths at the expense of the safety of drivers, that is 
just the bottom line he is coming from, and he finds it further kind of ironic that now we have a 
bike path it leads to nowhere, it doesn’t even connect.  McKinnon commented that it connects to 
the City street.  Vein asked if he is saying that the bike path on the north side on the Minnesota 
side will connect to the street.  McKinnon responded that it will.  Vein said, then, that it connects 
to the street but it doesn’t connect to a bike path.  Vetter responded that it will.  He added that 
East Grand Forks is pretty committed to having that connect.  Vein stated, though, that it isn’t a 
part of the bridge project.  McKinnon responded that it is not a part of the bridge project.   
 
Vein said that this is bothersome to him because, for the amount of usage he can see this path 
having, he just cannot understand why they have prioritized the path over the safety of drivers.  
Powers asked if his concern is with the lack of a barrier.  Vein responded that his concern is with 
the narrowing of the lanes and the lack of a barrier in the middle of the bridge.  Powers stated 
that he would agree with that 100%, adding that he sees no reason why we need to have an eight 
and a half foot wide bike path, when studies have shown that three people want to cross that 
bridge on a bicycle in the last six months, when this was looked at last summer.   
 
Powers commented that it seems like every time you pick up the paper, as of late, you see an 
accident on the overpass, where the cars are going all over the place because there isn’t anything 
to help keep them going straight, on their side of the road.  He added that another question he has 
is why we are replacing the rails.  McKinnon responded that if they take the deck off the rails 
have to come off.  He said that they are removing 100% of the in-place concrete, and the deck 
and the railings are on top of that concrete, and you cannot remove one without the other.  
Powers stated that he was just curious because to him there isn’t anything wrong with the 
existing rails.  
 
Vein stated that he also has a question about the dip on the East Grand Forks side.  McKinnon 
responded that they are going to raise the one lane five-tenths of a foot or six-tenths of a foot so 
it matches the other lane elevation.  Vein commented that he was hoping that maybe we can 
make that into a corridor that can be used regardless of the floods, and the raising of that was 
probably the point of his biggest concern, because that what closes the bridge, those lower 
elevations.  McKinnon agreed, adding that that is why they will bring that lane up so it matches 
the other lane elevation.  Vein said that this will be an improvement, but it certainly doesn’t 
solve the entire issue at all.  McKinnon responded that that would be something beyond 
matching that elevation, it would require going higher and would be a separate project.   
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Vein commented that, when we talked about this before, he asked about the possibility of 
looking at what is happening on the Sorlie Bridge, what is happening on the Kennedy Bridge, 
and at the potential for a future bike/pedestrian bridge that would accommodate both, and maybe 
connect with something on both sides.  He asked what the feasibility or potential is for 
something like that.  McKinnon referred to Darren Laesch, MnDOT Planning Director, who 
would have input on future projects such as this.  Vein commented that, knowing it isn’t there, 
and knowing that there are some restrictions with where you are today, he can buy this project if 
there is something that we can plan for in the future.  He pointed out that we used to have such a 
structure with the old Railroad Bridge, but it was removed after the 1997 flood, and now with 
these two bridge projects couldn’t we be planning for something in the future. 
 
Laesch reported that, in looking at federal funding sources, he thinks the only option that really 
jumps out to him would be the Transportation Alternatives Program, and in his District they have 
about $400,000 a year that goes out to local entities for bike/ped improvements, so that would be 
eligible for such an improvement, but probably only half of the bridge would be eligible, so 
North Dakota would have to fund the other half.  He stated that looking at other State funding 
options, as far as on the MnDOT side it would have to be on Trunk Highway Right-of-Way so 
you are almost looking at the Kennedy Bridge and the Sorlie Bridge making improvements on 
there first, and so that is kind of where they look at this because we can accommodate peds and 
bikes on the Kennedy Bridge, so that is why they focus on that to ensure they get a cross section 
to accomplish that.  He added that the Sorlie Bridge would have had a similar process except that 
they discovered the structural integrity was there and that we can get another 20 years out of it, 
but when it comes due for a major rehab they will be looking at bike and ped facilities on that 
crossing as well. 
 
Laesch stated that both these bridges are funded out of Minnesota’s Chapter 152 Program, that is 
why they were programmed, and there was a clause in there that stated that all bridges in that 
program have to be upgraded to have ped and bike facilities.  He explained that if they couldn’t 
get the ped and bike facility on the bridge a separate ped and bike bridge would be eligible, but it 
would have to be within a quarter of a mile of the existing bridge, so that was something that 
probably more strongly considered with the Sorlie Bridge, but that would probably be your only 
option for State and Federal funds from the MnDOT side. 
 
Vein asked if they had a rough idea of what a separate bridge would cost.  Laesch responded that 
he did not look into the cost of a separate bridge.  Vein stated that it was mentioned that one 
could cost up to $600,000 within the District.  Haugen commented that back when they did the 
Sorlie, when they were first looking at doing the bridges, they did an engineering report, and that 
report showed that a separate bike/ped bridge near the Sorlie would cost around $3,000,000.   
 
Haugen reported that, as the MPO has talked with Mr. Laesch, and as you heard last month, this 
year we are going to be updating our local bike/ped plan.  He said that Mr. Viafara will be 
leading that task, and that will be an opportunity to engage both cities and both DOTs on trying 
to see if we still have that desire.  He stated that our current Bike/Ped Plan says that we do want a 
third bike/ped bridge across the Red River, we have two now, and a third one has been planned  
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between the Sorlie and the Kennedy bridges.  He added that MnDOT is updating their Statewide 
Bike/Ped Plan; and the District will be engaging in District bike planning, so this year we will 
have coordination and communication occurring as we update our plan. 
 
Laesch commented that he thinks the best option would be looking more at the Sorlie Bridge and 
whether they can accommodate the peds and bikes from the Sorlie onto this separate bridge so 
that in the future when they do that project they wouldn’t have to be accommodating peds and 
bikes on that bridge, but they would have to have a bridge located pretty darn close to the Sorlie.   
Vein stated that he disagrees with locating it closer to the Sorlie, he would rather see it closer to 
the Kennedy Bridge because in the future then they could maybe align the lanes the way they 
would like them to be because we would have a bridge within a quarter of a mile, or so, and it 
seems to him to make better planning sense. 
 
Haugen reported that the biggest challenge will be accommodating the floodway with a new 
structure.  He explained that in the past that is why they gravitated towards reusing the old 
railroad bridge pier because it didn’t introduce a new obstruction to the floodway, but that 
doesn’t get you closer to the Kennedy Bridge, so there will have to do follow-up studies, and 
there might be a restriction on CPG Planning funds where we might have to ask our State DOTs 
if they could help us figure out more of a hydraulic issue and location of new structure. 
 
Vetter commented that he understands that we aren’t going to have the barrier between the traffic 
lanes on the bridge, but right now we have the barrier lane on the approach on the Minnesota 
side, will we continue to have that barrier on the approach.  McKinnon responded that most of it 
will be removed because of the need to shift, as your heading on the Minnesota side, to go across 
the bridge, you will need to shift the right-of-way so it comes out on the Minnesota side, so the 
concrete curb will be coming out.  Vetter asked if they were going to replace it to match the new 
alignment.  McKinnon responded that you really can’t do that because you don’t have the width, 
they don’t have the ability to have that width across the bridge to have a concrete median.  He 
stated that there may be a small stub of it right at the beginning of it way on the east side where it 
is very wide, but you can’t go very far to the west as there isn’t enough width to have it.  Vetter 
said that he thinks most of the concern on the East Grand Forks side was coming on the on ramp, 
in the winter months, without that median there vehicles will slide across into traffic, right now 
they bump the median and correct themselves, but without it they will slide right into oncoming 
traffic.   
 
Haugen asked if the project will modify the on-ramp.  McKinnon responded that the grade will 
be modified slightly, but by no more than six inches to match the elevation.  He added that he is 
aware that there is some crash history but nothing that stands out.  Vetter responded that it is 
because the existing median saves them now and nothing gets reported, you bounce off the 
concrete and keep going, but now you’re going to have all kinds of crashes when you take that 
median out.  McKinnon stated that he will perhaps follow up a little more on this, but it wasn’t 
found to be an issue when they looked at that location.  Powers said, let the record show that 
there are a few of us here today that are telling you that it is going to be an issue, and he is one of 
them.  McKinnon commented that the concern would be, why are they hitting that barrier.  
Powers responded it is due to winter driving conditions.  Vetter added that it is due to driver  
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error, that is why they are hitting it, but again, they are hitting it and continuing on so there are 
no records of how many hits that are actually occurring.  Powers asked, then, why they put it 
there in the first place.  Vetter stated, again, if you don’t have it there you are going to have all 
kinds of data, and two or three years from now we will be coming back to you saying, look at the 
crash data, you need to put in a barrier, and you should have done it three years ago when you 
did the bridge.  McKinnon reiterated that he will follow up on this some more, but it didn’t stand 
out during the study of the bridge. 
 
DeMers asked, going back to the issue of modifications to the on-ramp, is there a way to make it 
so you have a longer entrance lane, because you have a 45 and you’re right into traffic, there is 
no merge lane.  McKinnon responded that it is just so tight there they don’t have the ability to 
extend it because the bridge is right there.  DeMers said, though, that at some point once you get 
close enough to where you will be leaving the bridge structure with the path, could you move 
that back to where it isn’t impacting the structure anymore.  McKinnon responded, again, there 
just isn’t any room to do that, it is just so small, there just isn’t any room to make any change 
there.  Vein commented that you would have to redesign the on-ramp to do it, you can do it, it is 
just going to be more extensive.  
 
Vetter commented that he just hopes the State is right, that they prove him wrong, he just doesn’t 
think that will be the case.  Laesch stated that the way he looks at this is, it is a four foot median, 
four inches high, so if a vehicle is out of control, it will fly over it, it gives you the illusion that 
you have a barrier between traffic, but it is not truly a barrier.  He added that he doesn’t know 
how slow a vehicle has to go to hit it and bounce off of it, but it would have to be pretty slow, 
anything significantly faster would not stop the vehicle.  Vetter responded that the future will 
tell, and, again, he hopes he is proven wrong. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF MINNESOTA FY2017-2020 T.I.P. CANDIDATE 
PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that last month we approved the North Dakota side FY2017-2020 T.I.P. 
Candidate Projects, this month we are approving the Minnesota side.  He said that last month, 
particularly at the Technical Advisory Committee there were questions about the Recreational 
Trails Program on the North Dakota side, so he included that information in the packet today so 
you are aware of what recreational trail is and to give a little more detail.  He explained that it is 
somewhat similar to the TAP or Transportation Alternative Program, but not exactly the same. 
 
Haugen pointed out that on the North Dakota side there is a project cost minimum of $10,000, 
and a maximum of $200,000 set for projects submittal, and it does go through the MPO vetting 
process, with a due date that has already passed.  He stated that applications are submitted to the 
Park and Rec Department.  He said that on the Minnesota side it is slightly different, it does not 
run through the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. Programs, and the minimum is $1,000 and the maximum is 
$150,000, and the match ratio is 75/25 while the North Dakota ratio is 80/20. 
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Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and went over it briefly. 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the project submittal area, and explained that anything in 
the shaded area that is regionally significant needs to be in our T.I.P. document; so not just those 
in the City limits, but those in the rural area as well. 
 
Haugen commented that, again, as mentioned last month with FAST, there is still 
implementation that has to take place, and we aren’t sure of all the impacts, so what we do today 
is subject to change. 
 
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side the only difference is that the expenses are at a 4% 
cost per year, and the Minnesota side is at a 5% cost per year, which is consistent with our 
planning document. 
 
Haugen reported that for the Transportation Alternative Program only the City of East Grand 
Forks submitted a project to us, and it is implementation of a recommendation made on a 
recently approved Bygland Road Study, and that is for a bike lane on Bygland Road at a total 
project cost of $484,392.00, and the federal request is $344,436.00.  He said that staff is 
recommending that it is consistent with our documents, and since it is the only project that it be 
given the highest priority ranking. 
 
Haugen referred to a drawing that shows a bike lane on Bygland Road, and explained that there 
is an axillary bike route as well to create more of a network on the Point area besides just a bike 
lane down the roadway, that is what the application is requesting.  Powers asked if the bikepath 
is on the south side of Bygland.  Haugen responded that it is a bike lane so it is on both sides of 
the roadway.  Haugen commented that parking will be maintained, most likely, on the westerly 
side of Bygland Road, and then there will be a bike lane for southbound, a driving lane for 
southbound, a driving lane for northbound, and a bike lane for northbound traffic, and that is all 
within the current concrete that is out there.   
 
Haugen stated that there will also be some bike routing signage requested to show how to get 
back to the greenway trails.   
 
Strandell asked how you get this up to a $500,000 project cost.  Haugen responded that it is due 
somewhat to the type of material they are using.  He explained that the painting of the bike lanes, 
the striping, is a thermal plastic, retroreflective, grinded in material in order for longer wear.  
Vetter commented that it is his understanding that they are going to put the bike lanes on this 
summer, and this project is for the grinding and painting of the lanes, and they feel it will last a 
lot longer.  Haugen responded that he isn’t sure if this will be done this summer, but he has heard 
some talk that they would like to do it this summer. 
 
DeMers asked about the axillary lanes, and if there will be striping or just signage, such as on 
19th and Greenway to the bike lane.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He referred to a 
drawing and pointed out that the red lined areas will have mostly signage.   
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Haugen stated that the next review will be on the street side.  He reported that there are currently 
three years that overlap in all of our T.I.P.s, so we look at the current three years to see if there 
are any changes occurring, adding that we weren’t informed of any changes on the Minnesota 
side, however we have several changes on the North Dakota side. 
 
Haugen commented that the new year is 2020.  He explained that East Grand Forks is on an 
every fourth year cycle for the City Sub-Target Program, so 2018 is our current one.  He stated 
that 2022 would be the next one, so there isn’t any potential project in 2020. 
 
Haugen stated that beyond 2020, MnDOT does a 10-Year Capital Program; and as noted there 
are two projects showing up in that 10-year plan proposal.  He said that neither of those two 
projects occur in our Long Range Plan, and Mr. Laesch and himself are working out the process 
to amend the Long Range Transportation Plan to bring those two projects in.   
 
Haugen explained that one of the projects; going back to the Kennedy Bridge issue with the on-
ramp, is MnDOTs desire to replace the bridge over River Road and 4th Street.  He said that he 
mentioned to them that the language that we will want to see is not something that is tied down 
to bridge replacement, but something that includes the potential of raising River Road/4th Street 
to at-grade so that the on-ramps and off-ramps are eliminated as it would be an at-grade 
intersection, but you can see that that bridge is being looked at for total replacement. 
 
Haugen summarized that in the future you will see us bringing an amendment for the Long 
Range Transportation Plan to bring these two projects in; one is just a reconstruction of U.S. 
Highway 2, westbound from Fisher to East Grand Forks, but the second project is where they 
currently just identified replacing the bridge over River Road and 4th Street and we are asking 
them to modify it to make sure the cost estimate is enough to be able to bring it up to at-grade 
level and not replacing the bridge instead. 
 
Haugen reported that there were no modifications to existing projects on the Minnesota side; the 
one TAP application is consistent with our planning documents; and there were no other projects 
to consider at this time.  He added that he did highlight in an e-mail that the TAC did not have a 
quorum at their meeting last week, so the recommendation is only from staff to approve these 
projects as being consistent with the plan and to prioritize them as identified. 
 
Vein asked for clarification on the Kennedy Bridge major rehab project.  Haugen responded that 
it is currently programmed on the Minnesota side in 2017.  He explained that they are going to 
bid it in September of 2016; and on the North Dakota side it is programmed as a 2016 project, 
with most of the work taking place in 2017.   
 
Haugen commented that East Grand Forks has their fourth year cycle for City Sub-Target funds, 
and currently they have it in the T.I.P. to turn some gravel into concrete over by the Water and 
Light Department.  He added that neither State or County has identified any projects within the 
four years of the T.I.P.   
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DeMers asked what the process would be if the City would want to change the 2018 project to a 
different project, is it something that would have to come from the bottom up.  Haugen 
responded that the City Council would have to present the change to the MPO as a consideration 
to amend the T.I.P.  He added that he did give staff the timeline, and explained that the timing 
kind of depends on when they want to do the project.  He stated that the State’s Fiscal Year starts 
in July of 2017, so after July of 2017 you get into the 2018 Fiscal Year, and that is the year the 
City is programmed to receive the City Sub-Target monies.  He said that they need to get their 
NEPA project developed prior to that, and you can’t sign off on the project until it is in the 
T.I.P., so he has identified to City staff this process.   
 
DeMers said, then, that if you want to do a project in the latter half of 2017, you could use the 
2018 funding to do it, and start construction July 1st 2017.  Haugen responded that he told staff 
that we can amend the current T.I.P. up to about July, but when we get to August we are then 
approving a new T.I.P. so we wouldn’t want to amend the old T.I.P. at the same time, so 
depending on when you want to do the project you will need to back date when you want to have 
the T.I.P. amended.  He said that if you want to do the project in 2018, you wouldn’t necessarily 
have to amend the current T.I.P., we could address it in the fall when we adopt the new T.I.P., or 
next year we could amend the T.I.P this time next year to bring it in. 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE LIST OF CANDIDATE 
PROJECTS FOR THE FY2017-2020 T.I.P. AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG 
RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND TO GIVE THEM PRIORITY RANKING, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Adams, Vetter, Vein, Mock, Malm, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: Strandell. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE RFP 
 
Kouba reported that the Transit Development Plan is part of the MPO’s Long Range  
Transportation Plan, and we are beginning the process of updating our Long Range 
Transportation, thus the need to update the Transit Development Plan as well. 
 
Kouba stated that we are putting out an RFP to hire a consultant to assist us with the update 
process.  She commented that there are several points that the local transit agency is requesting 
be looked at with this process as they want to ensure that they can have an efficient system, so 
one of the main things they want looked at the efficiency of the routes to make sure we get the 
most service out of the equipment we have.   
 
Kouba commented that this will be a year-long project in which we will attempt to get as much 
information from the users, as well as the people who potentially could become users, and this is 
the proposal we are setting forth to accomplish this. 
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Haugen reported that he would like to highlight the budget aspect of this project.  He referred to 
the staff report, and pointed out that we currently have $100,000 budgeted for a consultant; 
which was based on earlier conversations a year ago with transit operators to do a standard 
update to a Transit Development Plan, but we met with then last fall and at that point they 
indicated that the system needs to have a major revision done to it, so because of the additional 
work involved in doing a more thorough update we are seeking additional funds to get the budget 
up to $150,000.  He said that currently our intent is to try to get the State of Minnesota to fund, if 
not all of the $50,000, a good chunk of it, and the City of East Grand Forks Transit Operator has 
been communicating with MnDOT, and has been given a favorable replies from MnDOT staff, 
but we have not been awarded the funds at this time, so we are asking this body to release the 
RFP with that dollar amount identified, knowing before we hire someone we will have resolved 
our budget issue, whether we can raise the budget or not.  Haugen added that if MnDOT cannot 
fund the full $50,000, there are some projects in our current budget that could be revised to free 
up the necessary monies to fund the additional work. 
 
Vein asked, if you don’t get the $50,000, would you still do the study and would the RFP 
language change.  Haugen responded that it would be part of the negotiation down to where our 
actual budget would be.  Vein said, then, that the RFP can stay the same regardless of which 
dollar amount, but the scope of work will change.  Haugen responded it would if we can’t reach 
the $150,000 budget.  DeMers suggested that maybe we could start with $100,000, and work up.  
He said that it seems like a lot of the time we end up with consultants that just have nickels to 
spare before they get to our budget number.  He added that he knows the scope of work is 
probably closer to the $150,000 budget amount, but it would be interesting to see what happens 
if you propose a lower amount and then got the additional money and do a change over to the 
RFP at that time.  Haugen explained that the problem would be if we went another $50,000 to 
$100,000 that would be a 50% increase and it would be very difficult getting it through our State 
and Federal partners to amend the contract, as it would appear we didn’t properly scope it out 
and give a fair playing field to all the potential proposers, so that is why we go to this end of the 
process where we identify what the potential budget would be if we get the proposals all bidding 
on the same basic project, select the best firm, open up their cost estimate and if it is way over 
budget then negotiate it to a project that they are willing to be compensated for and one that we 
are willing to accept.    
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE RELEASE OF THE 
TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Adams, Vetter, Vein, Mock, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: Malm. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE I-29 STUD Y FOR ALERUS 
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
 
Haugen reported that in the packet was a copy of the proposed contract amendment for this 
study.  He explained that, as you are aware, we are doing a study of the I-29 Corridor, and we did 
the existing conditions report and presented it last month; but in working with the Steering 
Committee the question was raised concerning whether the Alerus Center traffic, during major 
events, is reflected in that existing conditions document or not.   
 
Haugen commented that as they worked through the Alerus plans, etc., they noticed that none of 
the I-29 ramps are part of any of the Alerus traffic plans, so the short answer is that we really 
don’t know what a major event at the Alerus Center does to the I-29 operations, so an 
amendment was proposed to add an additional $17,000 to the $175,000 budgeted for this study.   
 
Haugen stated that in looking at our budget, and knowing that we are trying to get $150,000 for 
the Transit Development Plan, he mentioned that there really isn’t any funds available from the 
MPO, there isn’t $17,000 available, so the City of Grand Forks said that they would be willing to 
fund 100% of the $17,000, and that is what is being proposed today. 
 
Vein commented that this actually went through the City Council at last night’s meeting, to 
approve the $17,000; but the question has been asked, it seems to him that it should have been in 
the scope of work in the first place, and he isn’t pointing fingers at anybody, but it seems obvious 
that it should have been considered that if you’re going to study I-29, the impacts an event would 
have on the corridor should have been included in the study.  He added that his thinking is, why 
isn’t that somehow an MPO issue and not just resting with the City of Grand Forks.   
 
Vein stated that he heard that with the additional work we are going to do with the Transit 
Development Plan, where would the money come from, but on the same token it still should 
come through the MPO.  He added that he understands that not everybody is going to get 
everything perfect, so as you look at the scope of work and you come back and see that 
something was missed, you add it back in, it needs to be done, the study needs to be done, all of 
that is good, it is just that he is having issues with is why the additional funding would solely be 
coming from Grand Forks when it should be part of the whole MPO funding. 
 
Haugen reported that in our current work program all of the dollars are allocated to different 
activities.  He stated that for this study we did our maximum budget for it, so if we are going to 
add $17,000 to the budget, we would need to take $17,000 from another program.  Vein asked 
what possibilities there are to do that.  Haugen referred to the current MPO Work Program, and 
pointed out the different activities and the amount funded for each; and explained that in looking 
at it earlier we do have $15,000 set aside for technical assistance, which are funds that are 
available for things that come up, little spot studies for our member jurisdictions and such that 
we don’t have to have specifically listed in the work program, that could be moved to cover a 
portion of the $17,000, otherwise we would be taking monies that have been allocated to these 
other activities and reducing them down, and our budget is tight. 
 
Discussion on potential funding options ensued. 
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Vein commented that he thinks we need to approve the $17,000, but he would like to see, at 
some point, if there is a way to find where those funds could come from, or are there no changes 
allowed once we approve the $17,000 from the City to get it from another fund down the road.  
Haugen responded that he thinks that if you make the motion language to state that it should be 
sufficient. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY FOR AN ALERUS TRAFFIC ANALYSIS, AT 
A COST OF $17,000.00 TO BE PAID FOR BY THE CITY OF GRAND FORKS, SUBJECT 
TO A REQUEST THAT MPO STAFF ATTEMPT TO SECURE THE FUNDS NECESSARY 
TO REFUND THE $17,000.00 BACK TO THE CITY OF GRAND FORKS. 
 
Haugen reiterated that we have the ability to go up to $15,000.00 of the $17,000.00, so if you 
would like to make that a part of the motion you would have $15,000.00 covered, thus the City 
would only possibly be responsible for $2,000.00.  Vein commented that if they could get 
$15,000.00, he would feel be fine with that.   
 
DeMers asked for an example of what some of those dollars were spent on last year.  Haugen 
responded that off the top of his head he can’t.  DeMers asked if there was typically a balance 
left in that item.  Haugen responded that last year the Technical Assistance actually rolled into 
the Glasston Railroad Crossing Study, along with the monies saved from not having a Senior 
Planner for half of the year; that is how we funded the Glasston Study.  
 
DeMers stated that he would agree with Mr. Vein; if they are going to do the analysis, but as the 
budget progresses, or at the end have some sort of reconciliation done to see what we can do to 
cover the $17,000.00.  Vein responded that he has no problem with either scenario; when it 
comes to either one he just wants us to take a look to see if there are funds available because he 
thinks it is perfect part of that project, and a significant part of the study, so if do that we can just 
leave what he originally said, and take a look at funding options at the end of the year. 
 
Vetter asked where we got the funding for the original study.  Haugen responded that it is our 
annual allocation of consolidated planning grant funds.  Malm asked what it wasn’t included in 
the first place.  Haugen responded that, as Mr. Vein mentioned, a lot of eyes looked at the scope 
of work, but it was still missed.   
 
Vetter asked if they hadn’t already made some recommendations for corrections to the onramp 
and the lights so that the traffic won’t back up on I-29 anyway, does this study really need to be 
done.  Haugen responded that the 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Study you just saw last 
month does have this information for the northbound on-ramp, a recommendation of a video 
detection pre-emption, but it is just for the one ramp; it didn’t look at the other three ramps.  He 
added that it will look at all three interchanges; 32nd, DeMers, and Gateway Drive, those three 
interchanges.  He explained what the study will actually entail. 
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ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Adams, Vetter, Vein, Mock, Strandell, DeMers, and Powers. 
Voting No: Malm. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT 2045 EGF LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that there is a public meeting scheduled for this evening to present the highlights 
of the draft plan; which is what is available for public comments and input.  She added that this 
was also presented to the East Grand Forks Planning Commission as well. 
 
Kouba commented that they are gathering input on the draft itself; and basically they have the 
updated goals, future land use, how they are going to phase in the future land use, three area 
concepts that are for future usage, and an implementation plan or listing of the goals of how they 
are going to implement these goals, what they need to do, and who needs to be in charge as well 
as who is supporting that entity that is in charge. 
 
Kouba stated that they have two new categories of land use; they are both mixed uses, a mixed 
use of commercial and residential and a mixed use of industrial and commercial.  She said that 
there is a lot of commercial type businesses that are heavily related to industrial, so having them 
close together and being able to complement each other is highly valued; and then there is the 
commercial and residential usages, much like the apartment/commercial space down the street. 
 
Kouba reported that this is just introducing those new concepts, and letting people give their 
input on them and how they think they will work for this area.  She stated that the report is 
available on-line if anyone would like to give a thorough reading of the document, and 
comments will be received until February 1st. 
 
Vein asked if they get a lot of comments from the public when you have something like this.  
Kouba responded that it depends upon on what is being brought forward.  She stated that for 
something like this they might not get as much as they would like.  Vein commented that he is 
just wondering who is even looking at it to comment.  Kouba responded that they do have their 
federal and state partners who do look at, and comment, and then we make sure to track those 
comments as well as what has been done in response to them.  Powers commented that there 
were a lot of people at the public meetings for the Bygland Road Study. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Haugen commented that, instead of the approach they have been using for this item in the past, 
he asked Mr. Viafara to highlight, and put together a power point presentation.  He stated that 
only half of the information will be given today, and the other half at our next meeting.   
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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. 
 
Vein stated that, in general, where we saw traffic volume increases, but we are seeing pavement 
quality decrease, is that a correct generalization.  Haugen responded that it is.  DeMers added 
that this is true on the State system, but the local roadways seem like they are improving.  
Haugen commented that the local system has more new streets on it, where the State system is 
older.  Viafara added that considering the local, you have to remember that some roads were in 
place before the Flood of 1997, and they suffered really drastically after that.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. 2016 AWP Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that this is just a recap, annually on the items that we are working on, the 
progress of those reports, and we are progressing along as the work program identified we would 
be.    
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 20TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:56 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


