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PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD  
OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Wednesday, March 15th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
KenVein, Chairman, called the March 15th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:01 p.m.  
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Marc 
DeMers, Gary Malm, Warren Strandell, Ken Vein, Al Grasser, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Brandyn Heck, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guests:  Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 21 ST, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 21ST, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that he included a copy of a handout from the MnDOT Open House that was 
held on the Kennedy Bridge.  He added that if you drove the corridor you would have seen that 
the barrels are ready to be put into place. 
 
Haugen referred to the handout and pointed out that it does list a website for updates on the 
project.   
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Haugen commented that also included in the packet was some recent correspondence that took 
place between Roland Young and the NDDOT concerning the Kennedy Bridge Project and other 
bridges in the metro area. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
No update on the Sorlie Bridge. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2016 WORK PROGRAM ADJUSTMEN T 
 
Haugen reported that as a result of the FY2016 audit review some adjustments were required to 
the FY2016 Work Program.  He explained that we needed to shuffle roughly $5,700.00 between 
our Planning and Implementation categories and our Program Administration categories, and we 
require approval of that adjustment. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2016 WORK 
PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
Haugen commented that normally we would be approving our audit next month, however, 
because of the new requirement that they report on pensions, it is taking NDDPERS longer than 
usual to get the auditors that information, thus delaying approval of our audit. 
 
MATTER OF U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that this is just to bring you up-to-date on the current status of the study.  He 
commented that included in the packet were two bits of information he would like to focus on: 
 
1) Impact beet harvest has on the study area.   
 
Haugen stated that the section of U.S. #2 that we are studying is impacted by the beet harvest, 
and this gives you a sense of the amount of trucks moving in and out during the roughly six week 
harvest period.  He said that American Crystal did build a new scale in this vicinity to help 
alleviate some of the truck stacking on US Bus 2 that had been occurring, and they have said that 
stacking is now a rare occurrence.   
 
2) Alternatives. 
 
Haugen reported that several alternatives have been looked at, of which the Steering Committee 
has chosen three for further consideration.  He went over the top three alternatives briefly. 
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 Alternatives 2A and 2B 
 
Haugen stated that Alternative 2a involves adding in an acceleration lane and then separating the 
west-bound left turn into U.S. Business #2.  He explained that by separating these out we would 
have improved sight distance and a lane for vehicles to get up to speed when merging into the 
65+ mph traffic heading east-bound, so it does provide some substantial benefit. 
 
Haugen commented that through our public input process we have had a lot of discussion about 
maybe smoothing the curve in the roadway.  He referred to a diagram that shows the various 
options that were looked at, and went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen referred to the middle graphic and stated that this concept is trying to replicate more of 
what you see near the University in Crookston, at the corner of 75.  He explained that this option 
would allow separation, as well as a smoothing out of the super elevation impact that we 
currently see there, and it also provides more stacking distance.   
 
 Alternatives 3A and 3B 
 
Haugen said that these alternatives are similar to Alternatives 2A and 2B with the exception that 
the former allows left outs, but the later prohibits that movement, and therefore focuses on just 
left-ins at the intersection.  He explained that by prohibiting the left-outs, this would be the 
standard distance to put in a new turn to allow those that want to do a left-out to make it over to 
the inside lane in order to do a U-turn and go back.  He added that this would also keep the 
acceleration lanes. 
 
Haugen commented that Alternative 3B is just acknowledging that under 2A most vehicles 
would be turning at the approach into the old golf course, so it is just recognizing that movement. 
 
 Alternative 4 
 
Haugen stated that the traffic signals, which are something that people thought should be 
implemented, showed they aren’t warranted. 
 
Haugen reported that all the other alternatives listed were considered, but from the Committee’s 
standpoint, their top choice is Alternative 2B; where they smooth out the radius, try to put in 
more stacking availability for the vehicles going left into town, and also take away the super 
elevation.   
 
Haugen stated that Alternative 2A was the second most popular choice, and Alternative 3A was 
the third.  He said that the consultant is now taking these alternatives and refining them down to 
a level in which some other items can be identified; such as the Committee’s desire to see some 
of the approach warning systems that are in place, so they can show us some diagrams as to how 
some of those traffic control additions to the main geometry changes can be added to the 
proposal. 
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Haugen commented that this round of focus was on U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2; and 
depending on what options were being done, there was some focus on what should happen on 
Polk County 17 and U.S. #2, but there wasn’t any real alternative that stood alone as to what 
should happen on U.S. #2 and Polk County 17, it was always tied to our getting something done 
on U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2; so the consultant is going back to look at some ways to refine 
this intersection as well. 
 
Haugen stated that one thing they were asked to look into at US 2 and Polk 17 is to try to find a 
way to get some distance between north-bound and south-bound lanes on U.S. #2, so that, 
particularly beet trucks, can stage that crossing.  He said that there has been a lot of discussion 
from people about a considerable amount of trucks blowing through that stop sign.  He added 
that because of the right-of-way constraints, etc., it is going to be a challenge for the consultants 
to get any separation between the lanes. 
 
Haugen commented that there are also some advance traffic detection options that will also be 
looked at, but the thought is, just as in the option of smoothing out the curve, we take and maybe 
move one of the lanes forward to create that spacing. 
 
Vein said that the thing that jumped out for him, if you are going to move that curve, and you 
continue and have a separation at the intersection too before you bring it back together, then you 
are going to combine both solutions into basically one, right.  Haugen responded that that is 
correct, adding that that is somewhat what is being pursued.   
 
Haugen reported that the Steering Committee will be meeting the first week of April and will 
consider the refined top three alternatives, as well as alternatives that focus on County Road 17 
and U.S. #2. 
 
Vein asked if the intent today was to get feedback from this body, or is it just to inform us of 
where the study is at.  Haugen responded that they would certainly accept feedback. 
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT is going to be doing a pavement project on the west-bound 
lane of U.S. #2 in 2021, and it is their hope that we can come up with a solution so that it can be 
done at the same time. 
 
Vein asked what the timeline is for this study.  Haugen responded that it is possible that at your 
April meeting there may be a draft recommendation for your consideration, but certainly there 
will be one for your May meeting.  He stated that the Steering Committee will be meeting early 
in April, and this body will be meeting at your more typical third week of the month, so that 
allows time for public involvement as well.   
 
Haugen said that the Steering Committee, the Technical Advisory Committee, and the City 
Council will all be making recommendations to this body; after which the board will make the 
best decision based on those recommendations and will submit that decision to MnDOT, who 
will then determine if they are going to tie a safety project together with their pavement 
preservation project.  He added that their decision will be based on a financial range of choices 
as well. 
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DeMers commented that he really appreciates all the work that was put into this; and while he 
tends to agree that 2A seems to be probably the most fiscally responsible, it maybe isn’t the most 
elegant; while 5 may be the most elegant, as he thinks round-abouts work well, he wants to make 
sure that we are aware that County Road 17 is going to be, at some point in time that intersection 
will be as important, if not more important than the Business Highway 2 intersection.  He 
explained that he feels this way because there has been a lot of development, and it lends itself 
better to access management, structures; and he knows that Lumber Mart will fight it, but if you 
can straighten Business Highway 2 turn into County Road 17, he thinks you would see more of 
the harvest trucks use it rather than go all the way to Business Highway 2 and back around.  He 
stated that if we can make that corridor a little better for Transystems and harvest trucks he 
thinks it would be the way to go, so certainly the alternatives presented give us a lot, but we need 
to make sure that we are cognizant of it, as well as future development, that property that is just 
south of County Road 17 had a lot of potential, and hopefully if we manage that access right it 
will be good to help promote business and development. 
 
Powers stated that one thing that was brought up, and Mr. Strandell was there as well, is that we 
don’t want to take the problem that we have with Business 2 and push it north, we have to 
address both problems simultaneously.  Haugen pointed out that, while the nuances of funding 
that improvement at Polk County 17 and U.S. #2 is there, statistically it does not have crash 
issues. 
 
Strandell said that his preference would be either Alternative 2A or 2B, but in conjunction with 
warning lights like those at County Road 21 and Highway 75, as they have been highly 
successful and gets ones attention, which is a lot of accident prevention.  He added that this 
would also be the cheapest route to take, and the most effective as well. 
 
MATTER OF I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that highlighted is a paragraph that discusses 
some miscommunication we may or may not be having on 32nd Avenue and the timing of its 
level of service.  He distributed copies of a diagram illustrating the different level of service 
numbers for 32nd Avenue. 
 
Haugen commented that when they wrote the staff report they thought that the question of when 
32nd Avenue degrades, and what type of improvements are necessary was answered, but it is 
actually still being questioned.  He said that the reason for the question is what is highlighted; it 
is from the macro-level analysis that was done.  He added that, if you recall, many months ago 
we looked at the big project and what the impacts are on the network were; and the map on the 
left shows 2025 forecasted traffic volumes, with a 47th Avenue Interchange, and there are three 
numbers shown in each box with the top number being the existing 2015 traffic volumes, the 
middle number is projected 2025 traffic volumes, and the bottom number is projected 2040 
traffic volumes. 
 
Haugen said that on the left side he highlighted the 2025 forecasted volumes without a 47th 
Avenue Interchange, and you will notice they are roughly 13,600 and 24,900.  He pointed out  
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that when you look at the 2040 traffic volumes, with the 47th Avenue Interchange, we find that 
there are similar ADTs forecasted.  He added that in the micro-level analysis, we say that if we 
build a 47th Avenue Interchange, 32nd Avenue would only need minor adjustments to its current 
configuration, with less than a million dollar investment, and it will operate effectively.  He 
stated that the volumes on the right side are slightly higher than the volumes forecasted in 2025 
without 47th Avenue, yet the volumes in 2025 had a macro-level analysis say that the interchange 
can’t operate under its current configuration acceptably.   
 
Haugen stated that we go from a macro-level analysis that tells us that by 2025 32nd Avenue, 
with these volumes highlighted cannot provide an acceptable level of service; but at the micro-
level analysis slightly higher volumes are being shown, yet we can operate at an acceptable level 
with a little investment. 
 
Haugen said that we are trying to nail down, for everyone’s confidence, the right analysis level to 
consider to determine when 32nd Avenue will start having an unacceptable level of service 
through the interchange area. 
 
Haugen referred back to the miscommunication issue, and commented that throughout most of 
the presentations we have had on this, the presentation was really focusing on 32nd Avenue 
having a failing level of service closer to the 2040 timeframe.   
 
Haugen reported that when the Implementation Plan Draft was presented, the message was 
different, it was that 32nd Avenue would start failing before 2025.  He said that we had a long 
discussion about this at the Technical Advisory Committee, and it is a very fundamental question 
of this interstate study; when does the 32nd Avenue Interchange start to experience failing level 
of services, and so we are asking the consultant to prepare a document that sort of allows us to 
look at this graphic and try to understand why one side of these volumes doesn’t allow an 
acceptable level of service at the current configuration of the interchange, while the other side, 
micro-analysis, does.  He stated that this will help us get to an understanding of when the timing 
of 32nd Avenue may or may not be, whether it is before 2025 or later, it will help the 
implementation plan understand sort of the urgency of improvements at the different locations. 
 
Haugen commented that they talked about trying to figure out how far back the first full access 
should be off of the interchanges, particularly when building new interchanges, and we have 
basically agricultural land to work with, we can probably design or plan appropriately and 
present better traffic flow than what we are working from if you take 32nd Avenue, for example, 
where we have access points that are very close to the interchange ramps, so our consultant has 
looked at a couple of different types of documents; the one on the left addresses more of what 
would be considered more of a rural setting and spacing for access, and the one on the right 
would be in a very constrained urban area, and you can see there is a big difference between the 
distance between the ramps and the first full access point.  He said that how this translates into 
47th Avenue, just assuming that the interchange is built, and built at the 47th Avenue alignment 
and not shifted south, you can see that going with the most extreme access pushes it partially past 
the 34th Street extension.  He stated that if you go with the more constrained option, you will see 
that 38th Street flows a little bit better. 
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Haugen reported that the Steering Committee, with direction from the State DOT, is drafting 
language that talks about trying to get this distance for the first full access to line up closer to 
where 34th would be, but also recognizing that there is opportunity for access points between the 
first full one and the ramps themselves; so, for example potentially 38th could access 47th Avenue 
possibly as a three quarter access. 
 
Strandell asked if Merrifield is done and gone now.  Haugen responded that the Draft 
Implementation Plan still identifies it as a project to implement, it is just suggesting that there are 
other projects along I-29 that are of a higher need to be addressed, so Merrifield is being pushed 
to a later stage of the plan.  Strandell asked how many miles there were between 47th and 
Merrifield.  Haugen responded that there are two miles between 47th and Merrifield and one mile 
between 32nd and 47th, and that was part of their earlier discussions and why you see alternatives 
for 47th being shifted south.  Vein asked if this was because of the campground there.  Haugen 
responded that that is one of the principle considerations for the shift of 47th south, but there are 
possibilities of other considerations as to why it shifted; if you were trying to reconfigure how 
this land might or might not be developed, based on a full access being allowed close to the 
intersections, so you might shift the interchange down to allow for some alignment or 
realignment of proposed roadways to make 38th maybe the more predominant roadway.   
 
Strandell commented that he just wants to note that Merrifield addresses beet truck traffic, 47th 
does not.  Haugen responded that most of the beet trucks would not be allowed on the interstate 
because of their carrying level.  He said that the interstate has somewhere around 80,000 lbs, and 
most of those trucks are carrying in excess of 100,000 lbs or more, so the interchange itself is not 
being continued to be identified as a good investment because of the beet traffic, it is being 
identified as a good investment because it is a more direct path for a lot of traffic to get on and 
off the interstate, so there would be a lot of miles and time saved. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is a Draft Implementation Plan, the Steering Committee has reviewed 
it and have provided comments on it, but it is still subject to change in the future. 
 
Haugen said that they will ask the consultant to review the cost values they are showing.  He 
added that another thing to remember is that we are trying to, in this document, account for the 
interstate improvements themselves, not for the other roadway improvements that are necessary.  
He cited 47th Avenue Interchange as an example in that the cost that we might be showing is just 
the interchange itself, while the City might be showing that 47th Avenue needs to be constructed 
from this point to the interchange itself, so that might be a cost that is rolled into the City 
estimate, but we will get that clarified so that there is no confusion as to what the numbers are 
representing. 
 
Grasser commented that, just for additional clarification, the number you saw on the 42nd Street 
Grade Separation was $29,000,000, and the reason that was an anomaly is because they pulled 
that off of an old report, but most of the rest of these are more current.  He added that they shared 
some of their $40,000,000 estimate, and he thinks that is what is showing up now, and when it is 
inflated by year of expenditure then obviously it’s a larger number. 
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Mock asked if the current proposal includes both 47th and Merrifield.  Haugen responded that the 
unconstrained financial point of view, yes.  He stated that in reality we have no dollars to put into 
any of these projects, but from a traffic operations point of view both of those would be of great 
benefit, and are shown to have a very high benefit cost ratio assigned to them, and they also did a 
cost effectiveness in this study to say that if we invested this in 2025, would there be enough 
benefit or use of it by 2040 to justify the cost estimate, and both of those projects came our 
favorable in that analysis as well, so they are great projects, but like everything else we don’t 
have the financial resources to implement them. 
 
Grasser commented that he thinks it is really a question of what timeframe we are looking at, this 
study has a certain timeline that it is looking at, and he thinks that in looking out over 40 years or 
something like that then he feels we are into the Merrifield.  He said that to him it isn’t a 
question if, it is a question of when, but that when takes us outside the study limits of what we 
are looking at here. 
 
Haugen said that where we are at right now is that we are asking for feedback on the Draft 
Implementation Plan from the Steering Committee, and by the end of March KLJ will have 
submitted a full draft document, from the beginning to where we are now, and that will be 
submitted to the Steering Committee for their review and comment.  He said that the importance 
of that is that Federal Highway is a member of the Steering Committee so we have been working 
with them every step of the way so hopefully there aren’t any surprises when we get to the end of 
this project, from that point of view. 
 
Haugen stated that during the month of April, most of the review of the draft document will be 
taking place; in May we have a meeting scheduled with the NDDOT Upper Management so we 
will have the draft document and all the comments from the Steering Committee incorporated 
into the presentation we will be giving Upper Management, then they will give us their official 
feedback on where this process is, then in June we would expect to be presenting a document to 
this body to finalize. 
 
Grasser said that we talked about this at the Technical Advisory Committee, and his input is that 
he thinks that we should push harder for a consideration of the Urban access distance one that’s 
on the interchange as opposed to the Rural one that puts us off half a mile.  He explained that the 
concepts that we have already in place really set us up for the quarter mile spacing there; way 
back, and decisions that we made when we extended south of 32nd Avenue, if you look at 38th 
Street, it has multiple lanes and was envisioned to be kind of the retail corridor going south, 
where 34th was meant to be more of a true collector type street, and again there is the fact that we 
have a school there on 34th, but putting a three quarter intersection at 38th, while is operational 
isn’t going to be conducive to making that a significant potential retail corridor, and we want to 
be careful about having significant amounts of traffic shifting over to 34th Street, really wasn’t 
set up efficiently and he thinks we have more opportunity in the west side of the interstate 
because less things have been put into place there, so on the east side he thinks it will be a 
significant concern on the development side. 
 
 
 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday March 15th, 2017 
 

 9 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 UPWP Project Update 
 
Haugen stated that Mr. Viafara’s updated table giving you the status of the 2017 projects was 
included in the packet. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 15TH, 2017, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:49 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


