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PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD  

OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Wednesday, May 17th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the May 17th, 2017, 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:  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; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guests:  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 19 TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 19TH, 2017, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE N.D. CPG DISTRIBUTION FOR MULA 
 
Haugen reported that for the last three-plus years the NDDOT/FHWA-ND has been concerned 
about the amount of consolidated planning grants that are on the books, so they have taken some 
steps to try to deal with the issue; however, there is still a balance that they are trying to resolve 
so they have asked all three MPOs to take a look at how we might be able to come to an 
agreement on an approach to ensure that the balance gets spent down and doesn’t build up again.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and went over it briefly. 
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Haugen explained that, just as a refresher, when we talk about consolidated planning grants, they 
are the federal funds that we get to operate.  He added that discussion of consolidated planning 
grants from this point on will be just those affecting the North Dakota funds, although both 
Fargo and us do get some Minnesota federal funds, but all the numbers you see from this point 
forward are just the North Dakota dollars. 
 
Haugen commented that, as part of the federal act, they give a minimum guarantee regardless of 
population of the state or the size of the state; so because North Dakota is a minimum guarantee 
state it allows us to have a fairly healthy MPO Planning Work Program. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide, showing our current formula, and explained that we are currently 
using 2016 federal dollars, a total of about $2.5 million.  He said that each MPO is given a base 
amount of $120,000, and then the remainder is distributed by the percent of population; which 
for 2016 calculated to be $557,379.08 for us.  He added that in 2017 we did not have any 
additional FTA funds so the amount we are to receive is a little less at $454,421.04. 
 
Haugen reported that even though NDDOT and FHWA de-obligated 2014 monies, some of the 
MPOs still have large balances sitting on their books.  He stated that, to their credit, the other 
two MPOs have really ramped up their consulting contracts; in fact Fargo is to the point where 
they have about $1 million dollars of either existing contracts, or soon to be contracts, approved. 
 
Haugen commented that NDDOT and FHWA don’t want to open up the 2017 Grant until some 
of the old dollars are exhausted and off the books; which leaves the GF/EGF MPO;  since we 
don’t have that backlog of dollars, unable to access the money that is supposed to be available to 
us in 2017, and this is why the formula issue has been put back on the table. 
 
Haugen stated that as a short term solution to the problem, the NDDOT is allowing the GF/EGF 
MPO to use the 2014 de-obligated funds; which will give us about $330,000 to use for the next 
several months to pay our bills, but as we still can’t touch our 2017 dollars, it is just an interim 
solution that the NDDOT is providing to bridge the situation, but, again what the NDDOT and 
FHWA really want is a change in the formula. 
 
Haugen reported that for the past several years we have discussed the possibility of making a 
change to the formula because over the last six years we have received $300,000 from each of 
the other MPOs.  He said that if you averaged that out, it would be about $100,000 a year that 
they have had to gift us so that those funds can be spent in a timely fashion. 
 
Haugen stated that the way the proposed formula change would work would be instead of the 
GF/EGF MPO receiving a $120,000 base amount, it would double that to $240,000, while 
keeping the $120,000 base amount for the other two MPOs, and then distributing the remaining 
monies using the same percentage based formula.  He pointed out that this would equate out to 
just shy of a $100,000 increase for us. 
 
Haugen said that Bismarck/Mandan is not thrilled with this proposal, and did provide the issues 
shown as their reasoning.  He pointed out that in the staff report he also identified that 
Fargo/Moorhead also had similar issues, but there is an update to this that he will explain later. 
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Haugen explained that what Bismarck/Mandan is saying is that there are still too many 
unknowns into the future so in their opinion they don’t feel there is a need to change the formula, 
and are suggesting that if the NDDOT and FHWA can give us these de-obligated funds for the 
short-term, then they can give us the de-obligated funds for a longer period of time if there is a 
need to do so. 
   
Haugen commented that Fargo/Moorhead staff initially suggested this same proposal to their 
Technical Committee.  He said that last Wednesday their Technical Committee met and they did 
not forward that proposal to their FM Board, which meets tomorrow, but instead they proposed 
three different options to consider:   
 
1) Raise everyone’s base allowance to $400,000; the only MPO that shows a loss is 
 Fargo/Moorhead, and for us would mean an increase of about $15,000 more than what 
 we proposed several years ago. 
 
2) Use the lowest MPO budget as a base, and once that is deducted everyone gets that base 
 and then what is left is distributed.  They use the word “operations” and what that is is 
 staff salaries, office space, office supplies, etc., not the consultant costs – this would raise 
 the base up a bit, but again the only MPO that has their funding decreased is 
 Fargo/Moorhead. 
 
3) Make sure each MPO; regardless of whether it was the minimum or not, uses the 
 operations budget as a base.  These calculations are still unknown as they are still trying 
 to determine what Bismarck/Mandan’s base is since they are not a stand-alone entity like 
 Fargo/Moorhead and us, they are part of the City’s structure, so to get their operations 
 budget they need to do some more reviewing.   
 
Haugen stated that the Fargo/Moorhead Board will review these proposals.  He added that there 
is a difference of opinion between the staff and what their Technical Committee is 
recommending, as staff is in favor of Bismarck/Mandan’s proposal instead. 
 
Haugen commented that just yesterday there was another proposal that the Directors from 
Bismarck threw out, and that is to increase the base amount to $240,000 for all MPOs, which 
does help, but doesn’t address the bigger issue which is that Fargo/Moorhead is still spending 
2015 dollars, and even though they have ramped up their contracts to add in another million 
dollars, once that 2017 grant is opened they will get another million dollars that they will have to 
spend, and this will continue in 2018, 2019, etc., and there is a limit to what they can get under 
contract. 
 
Vein asked who makes the decision.  Haugen responded that the NDDOT will make the final 
decision.  He added, though, that they are trying to allow the three MPOs to come up with a 
solution before stepping in.  Grasser asked what the NDDOT thinks of the Bismarck/Mandan 
proposal.  Haugen responded that it doesn’t change the formula, and that is what they would like 
to see done.  He added that from the NDDOT’s perspective, they don’t see how Fargo/Moorhead 
can spend their monies, and they don’t want to continue to have so many grants open. 
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Mock said that when you talk about the original formula, it seems like after the base amount the 
remaining monies are divided out by population percentage, which is maybe the same thing as 
increasing the base amount, but why wouldn’t you just suggest those percentages be set using a 
different calculation.  Haugen responded that he isn’t sure what the answer to that is, but he is 
guessing that it is because each year the total dollars vary, so by having a base then we are sure 
to have a known amount and then your variation is calculated out on those percentages, so by 
increasing the base you lessen the percent of impact.  Mock said she understands that, and the 
Fargo/Moorhead proposal could be one way to address this so that we are all at the same base 
level, but another way to address it would be to do a 33% across the board, because it looks like 
that is essentially what is happening over the past few years is that you have taken the excess 
away.  Vein asked how that would impact the monies we get if we were to do this approach, 
because right now the one we are talking about does give us $114,000 more a year, and he sees 
that as a good thing.  Haugen referred to a spreadsheet and explained that by not changing the 
base amount, but changing the percentages instead, it would raise our amount by roughly 
$230,000.  Vetter commented, though, that there is a rationale with the percentage that if you 
have more urban area you will need more consulting, but maybe that doesn’t hold true.  Mock 
pointed out, though, that they aren’t spending their funds. 
 
DeMers stated that he would be in favor of which ever proposal gives us the most money, but, is 
the problem how the money is allocated or is it the constraints upon which the money can be 
used.  He said that he doesn’t know if it is a federal or state issue, or whatever, but he would 
imagine if there was an opening of rules or the purpose for what the monies could be spent on 
they would spend it more effectively.  He added that if it has to be spent on just planning; and 
we’ve seen it here, it seems like sometimes you are looking at the same areas over and over 
again, just in different ways, so maybe if there was a way that you could still be looking at 
planning, but maybe transitioning into something a little more than just planning itself, that 
would help, so maybe the issue is not in allocation but more in how it can be better purposed to 
serve people’s needs.  Haugen responded that the two principle things behind this build-up is that 
Bismarck/Mandan was not willing to come up with the local match needed to spend their funds, 
and Fargo/Moorhead was a combination of staff turn-over and a misunderstanding of whether 
there were funds available for local entities to provide a match to spend the monies down; so it is 
not really what can be funded with these monies, but more how those two MPOs were not able to 
spend because of other constraints than what the federal rules would allow. 
 
Grasser asked if locally, here, do we kind of have an unlimited local match.  Haugen responded 
that, no we don’t have an unlimited local match, but we’ve had a fairly consistent budget for the 
local match, and then those years that we got those additional funds, both entities were able to 
come up with their .10 cents on the dollar without much discussion or issue.  Grasser asked if it 
is our intent that if we get any additional monies it will be spent doing studies.  Haugen 
responded that we can’t build things with these funds.  Grasser said he is just wondering if we 
will be doing studies with consultants or are we adding staff.  Haugen responded that that would 
be a discussion we would have to have, if we were to get these additional funds, whether we add 
staff or just do studies, in the past we haven’t added staff, we have always added studies. 
 
Kuharenko commented that he saw that Bismarck/Mandan had a concern of Minot becoming an 
MPO in 2022, is that correct.  Haugen responded that they do state that concern.  Kuharenko  
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said, then, that if you end up looking at an increase in your base amount, would the total amount 
available, because of new MPO coming in, would it be increased or would we be splitting the 
same sized pot between four different MPOs.  Haugen responded that they would essentially be 
splitting it four ways instead of three, assuming that the feds don’t increase the federal program 
substantially, but just the incremental increase that we have under FAST.  Kuharenko said that 
this would mean we would be changing the formula now, and then possibly another five years 
down the road changing the formula yet again.  Haugen responded that we will be changing the 
formula in 2022 regardless of Minot becoming and MPO or not; every ten years is a minimum 
that we need to consider a change to the formula.   
 
Haugen reiterated that the NDDOT and FHWA would prefer we change the formula, and his 
recommendation would be to go with the recommendation the Fargo/Moorhead Technical 
Committee is proposing.  Vein added that we would only be making a recommendation, but the 
NDDOT would have the final say in which proposal will be approved.  Vetter stated that he is 
uncomfortable making a recommendation because we are the one that will get the extra monies.  
He said that he doesn’t want Fargo/Moorhead or Bismarck/Mandan to be upset with us because 
we are putting forth a proposal that is going to give us all this extra money.  He added that he 
knows they realize they can’t spend all of theirs, and they have to do something, but he would 
rather let them come up with a formula and present it. 
 
Grasser commented that he is a little uncomfortable too, as it sounds like Fargo/Moorhead ran 
their proposals through a separate sub-committee, and because this is a lot for him to digest and 
he isn’t sure he understands all of the permutations of the different decisions, and none of this 
was vetted through the Technical Advisory Committee, he is a little uncomfortable making a 
decision.  Vein asked if this went through the Technical Advisory Committee.  Haugen 
responded it didn’t.  Vein asked if there was a reason why we wouldn’t do that.  Haugen 
responded that in the past it was felt that this type of thing was a finance issue, and isn’t so much 
a technical issue, so it wouldn’t go through the Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
Powers stated that he is inclined to agree.  He added that if the NDDOT is so intent on changing 
the formula, why don’t they give us a little direction, why don’t they come forward instead of 
waiting for us to propose something that might bite us down the road.  Vein said that it sounds 
like the intent was for everybody to kind of do this willingly.   
 
Vetter said that he would feel better if the three MPOs got together and came up with something 
that we could all take back to our respective boards and get it approved, but for each of us to 
come up with our own proposal, he isn’t comfortable. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Vein asked if we can say that in general we are interested in a formula change, we support that, 
but we aren’t willing to state which formula should be approved.  DeMers stated that the flip side 
to this is either you dictate the terms or they get dictated to you, so there is some caution to 
throwing off our decision making process. 
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MOVED BY POWERS TO TABLE APPROVING A RECOMMENDATION UNTIL 
FARGO/MOORHEAD’S BOARD MEETS AND APPROVES THEIR 
RECOMMENDATION. 
 
Haugen asked if the board would be willing to hold a special meeting once Fargo/Moorhead’s 
board has acted on this as he feels the NDDOT would prefer a decision be made now rather than 
waiting another month. 
 
DeMers asked if we could make a motion stating that we would recommend the Fargo/Moorhead 
proposal subject to their approval of it. 
 
POWERS WITHDREW HIS MOTION. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE NDDOT THAT WE SUPPORT THE FARGO/MOORHEAD 
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE’S PROPOSAL of increasing the base to $400,000, 
CONTINGENT ON THE FARGO/MOORHEAD BOARD’S APPROVAL OF SAID 
PROPOSAL. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF  AN ADDENDUM TO THE A.T.A.C. CONTRACT TO 
ADD A WALKABILITY ACTIVITY 
 
Haugen reported that this is the walkability component that we discussed last month.  He referred 
to the packet and pointed out that there is some additional information included as to types of 
survey instruments that could be developed and used. 
 
Haugen stated that there has been some discussion that this could broaden other activities that are 
being contemplated in the metro area; including adding the walk friendly status award for both 
communities to accompany their bronze award for being bike friendly. 
 
Haugen said that this was discussed at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting last week and 
they are recommending the contract be executed.  He added that the dollar amount is just shy 
over $2,000 to add this component to the Near Southside area. 
 
Grasser said that he has a question on this study and similar studies, and that is; what is the 
expectation of what we are going to get out of it.  He stated that he thinks gathering information 
for expanded knowledge is a great idea, especially for a couple thousand dollars, but if we are 
giving people the expectation that we are gathering data, and that the comments they are making 
will be translated into construction projects in a near-term timeframe, he thinks we are doing a 
disservice to those that are participating.  He added that he thinks this question really starts with  
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the Executive Policy Board; what do we think we are going to do with that data, are we gathering  
data to expand our knowledge so we can make better decisions, or are we going to somehow feel 
we now have to implement whatever comes out of the study in a financially challenging 
environment, because he is for one but not the other.  He stated that he doesn’t want this to cause 
Federal Highway to look at it and say, well you’ve measured this now what have you done to 
accomplish it, because that is something they have been saying, show us how you implement 
your planning activities. 
 
Malm asked when this walkability study be done.  Haugen responded that it will most likely be 
done in June.  Malm commented that he asks this because with all of the construction going on in 
Grand Forks he doesn’t think it will give us good results.  Haugen responded that as far as he 
knows there isn’t any construction going on in the area we will be doing this.  Malm said, 
though, that people are driving through those areas because they can’t go the way they usually 
do.  He stated that he just thinks that with what is going on right now it doesn’t work. 
 
DeMers commented that he agrees somewhat with Mr. Grasser’s thoughts on this.  He said that 
to him this is less about the data and the science and what is really out there because he thinks 
you could get that information by sending one person out to inventory it, but granted it wouldn’t 
be input from outside of things, but it wouldn’t take $2,000 of work to do it.  He added that he 
thinks you are just going to get a very subjective result, and won’t be any external validity to the 
survey, so he doesn’t see this as being a very precise tool. 
 
Mock said that she is trying to consider the background that she knows on this versus what is 
here because she knows the neighbors wanted this, and she knows the MPO got engaged because 
there is a big group of neighbors that want traffic counts and such to come up with some 
walkability solutions; but as far as this particular idea of doing this survey, when she looks as 
some of the questions she is a little concerned because she doesn’t know what the MPO or the 
City can do to control needing more grass and flowers along the walk, or the driver that backs up 
without looking, or scary people because those are the behaviors of the neighborhood, so she 
doesn’t know if this will accomplish much.  She asked, then, if this is an engineering thing that 
the City recommended to the MPO, is it the MPOs solution to what the neighborhood wanted, or 
something else.  Haugen responded that this is the national common practice of doing these types 
of walkability surveys, these are just two of them that are out there.  He added that neither one 
will actually be the one we would be using, we would sit down with staff and the neighborhood 
and come up with pertinent questions that we would use to assess the walkability. 
 
Haugen explained that, as you will recall, part of the discussion last month was to come up with 
a common definition of what is walkability.  He stated that this will give us a chance to work 
with the neighborhood to come up with a commonality of how we define walkability so when we 
get future requests for something like this we have a base to work from. 
 
Mock commented that when people were talking about this they wanted to try out some 
solutions, and they wanted to be very hands on; and she knows Engineering has some concerns 
about trying to implement things too fast, but she thought what they wanted was to try bump-
outs at the corner of Phoenix, and she isn’t sure how this gets to that point.  Grasser responded 
that they are working with the neighborhood now, and will be working with Mark Aubol and  
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coordinating with the MPO to get traffic counts and different things, because there are going to 
be some things that we can implement on a test basis, and some we can’t, and those we can do on 
a test basis they are doing. 
 
MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE ADDENDUM TO 
THE ATAC CONTRACT TO ADD A WALKABILITIY ACTIVITY FOR INFORMATION 
GATHERING PURPOSES, AND NOT TO INFER IMPLEMENTATION. 
 
DeMers asked if there is any funding that specifically requires this type of measurement as a 
source, or is this for information only.  He explained that he is thinking of Safe Routes to School, 
and although he doesn’t put the proposals together, he doesn’t think they have ever done a 
walkability survey, and we have done safe routes projects.  He said that he knows there are 
different measures that are being proposed, and you have to have all these dashboard kinds of 
things, but is this tied to a specific thing or just reinforcing information that City Staff probably 
already knows.  Haugen responded that he would say it is the latter.   
 
Vein commented that there is generally a fear that you are going to get a number of people that 
are going to want a ton of changes to make it walkable and make it look nice, and once you open 
that door, how far will it go, and what is the next neighborhood going to want to do.  He said, 
though, that on the same token we all want a nice clean walkable city, but it will come at a cost 
and who will pay that cost and how far will we go. 
 
Grasser agreed that that is his concern, but on the other hand, to him, as an academic it is nice to 
gather information, and he likes information; he is just leery about expectations about when and 
how you are going to apply the information.  He added, though, that quite frankly he would like 
to know what people’s thoughts are on what makes it walkable, and not as walkable. 
 
Malm asked where you are going to do the study on the Near Southside Neighborhood, how are 
you going to determine who you are going to deal with.  Haugen responded that the study area is 
primarily Cherry Street, 17th Avenue, and 1st Avenue to the River; that is the area we will do the 
walkability survey on.  He added that this will involve MPO staff, City staff, and will be asking 
neighborhood volunteers to assist in the process, and there will most likely be two groups going 
out and they will section the neighborhood into quadrants, depending on how many volunteers 
there are.  Malm stated that he doesn’t think we will get any information that will do us one bit 
of good, so he is opposed to it. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, Strandell, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: DeMers and Malm. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF NDDOT U.S.BUS#2 PROJECT PROGRAMMED FOR 
2019 
 
Haugen said, as you will recall, last month he raised this topic, and principally was informing 
you that the NDDOT was in town last month, and was in town again recently, and they do have   
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two projects; North 5th Street and DeMers Avenue, scheduled for 2019.  He explained that they 
are trying to get comments back from individuals and agencies, the MPO being one of them. 
 
Haugen stated that we did talk about the timeline for these projects.  He pointed out that, 
included in the packet was the rest of the information that he didn’t share last month.  He 
commented that we talked about, if they do a certain type of project, what opportunities do they 
believe are doable.  He referred to the information in the packet and went over it briefly. 
 
North 5th Street 
 
Haugen reported that, as they do a mill and overlay we do currently have bike facilities identified 
in our Bike Plan; with the current Bike Plan suggesting sharrows, and previous plans suggesting 
bike lanes, and we believe that a mill and overlay would be an opportune time to try to 
implement those.  He added that we also note that in the Near North Neighborhood Plan that was 
developed a few years ago, they were suggesting curb extensions similar, or more extensive than 
those a St. Mike’s at 5th Street and 5th Avenue North.   
 
Grasser asked if the Near North Neighborhood Plan took parking off of 5th.  Haugen responded it 
did not.   
 
DeMers Avenue 
 
Haugen stated that they are suggesting that it will be either a full reconstruction or a mill and 
overlay.  He explained that with the full reconstruction their view is that it would open up the 
opportunities of adding to just pavement work.  He added, however, that even doing a mill and 
overlay allows for opportunity to do some of these enhancements.  He said that we have a certain 
amount of dollars programmed, so if they do the mill and overlay, which is much less expensive 
than a full reconstruct, they would have funds to do more enhancements; so we are trying to say 
that doing a mill and overlay is fine, just that they should do more enhancements as well. 
 
Haugen commented that from a planning perspective, the reconstruction is where it gets a little 
more tricky, as we have always been told in our planning process that when we recommend a 
reconstruction of the curb to curb of a street then the feds expect that all of the issues with that 
area will be addressed with that new pavement, and capacity is one of the traditional things that 
when you get into reconstruction you may need to add in turn lanes or through lanes.  He added 
that on DeMers Avenue we have been straddling the fence of whether our future forecasts show 
an acceptable level of service in the future, so far we have been able to do that with the existing 
two through lanes, but as part of the Sorlie Bridge EIS there was a Draft Traffic Operations 
Study done, and that study identified that sometime between 2044 and 2057 additional through 
lanes will likely be required, and we are suggesting that our new transportation plan will get us to 
the 2045 horizon, so they may need to address this capacity issue. 
 
Haugen said that we do have other plans that they asked questions about as well.  He commented 
our 2008 Downtown Plan did not recommend any curb extension, but did note that there would 
be upgraded signals in the downtown, and that has happened, so it is suggested that before 
making any decisions, curb extensions be revisited. 
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Haugen reported that in terms of parking, we have always been told by the NDDOT that DeMers 
Avenue is off limits for us to make any parking changes, so none of our parking plans address 
any changes to parking. 
 
Haugen commented that they also asked about bike facilities, and we have always treated 
DeMers as being too constrained to really identify a separate designated bike facility on the 
roadway, so our planning documents have not recommended a specific facility on DeMers 
Avenue itself through Downtown Grand Forks.  Haugen reported that the DOT is hoping that the 
MPO will send them a letter addressing these questions.  Vein commented that he knows there 
will be a lot of public input on this.  He asked if Mr. Haugen is saying that we are setting the 
direction with the DOT by our action here, or is that going to have citizen input for the final 
decision.  Haugen responded that we are informing them of what our current plans are 
recommending for this segment of DeMers Avenue.  He added that we were also indicating that 
we are updating our transportation plans with that public involvement so the timing of their 
project decision, and the timing of our plan is running on a similar schedule, so we are informing 
them what our current plans say for DeMers Avenue, not what citizen’s input and other things 
might cause things to change.  Vein said, then, that we are making a technical decision, but we 
aren’t getting any input on that decision, they will do that as a parallel, and he doesn’t know if he 
feels comfortable making that recommendation. 
 
Grasser stated that we are referencing old studies, but then we are pulling certain things out of 
those studies and highlighting or enhancing them, so he would be more comfortable if we just 
list the studies that they should be thinking about, as opposed to us taking excerpts out of specific 
studies and trying to enhance them because by doing that we are suggesting that they need to do 
this, and this, and this; and again he would be more comfortable referencing the studies they 
should be considering and leaving it at that.  He added that he also thinks this discussion, just 
because we haven’t hit 2045, this whole discussion about traffic demand on the Sorlie Bridge is a 
confusing issue.  He said that we made the decision as to what we were going to do with the 
bridge last year, and he doesn’t want to open up any issues with the DOT because of arguing 
over our being one year into a potential threshold, it seems like an erroneous decision at this 
point in time as we don’t even have our Long Range Transportation Plan done yet to 2045, so it 
seems to be a confusing issue.  
 
Grasser commented that he isn’t comfortable weighing in on a mill and overlay versus a 
reconstruction project other than the fact that our City Council and Planning Department has it as 
a reconstruction project on the books. 
 
Vein asked if our current planning documents have been approved by the City Council, so right 
now the approved project would be a reconstruction of DeMers.  Grasser responded that that was 
submitted to the State in our T.I.P. document.  Haugen said, then, if he is hearing correctly, and 
if the board agrees, the staff report should identify the documents we are suggesting these things 
come from, rather than the individual things; and we should provide them with copies of our 
current Bike Plan, our current Street and Highway Element, our 2008 Downtown Plan, and our 
Downtown Parking Plan for Grand Forks.  Vein agreed, saying, though, that the one thing he 
would add is that he feels we still need to have downtown input before he would want to make a 
recommendation. 
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MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE MPO FORWARD A 
LIST OF RELEVENT MPO PLANNING DOCUMENTS TO THE NDDOT FOR THEIR 
REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION OF ENHANCEMENT OPTIONS SUCH AS BIKE 
FACILITIES, PARKING, CURB EXTENSIONS, ETC.; AND ALSO A 
RECOMMENDATION THAT INPUT FROM THE DOWNTOWN BUSINESSES BE 
SOLICTED, AS WELL. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF U.S.#2/U.S.BUS#2 STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that this is the East Grand Forks side U.S.#2/U.S.Bus#2 Study that we have 
been working with MnDOT and SRF on.  He referred to the packet and pointed out that it 
includes the three alternatives that are being recommended be moved forward into the project 
development phase. 
 
Haugen stated that none of these three alternatives were the preferred alternative of the Steering 
Committee.  He explained that the alternative they preferred would have smoothed the radius of 
the lane and created more separation, but MnDOT was only willing to spend a million dollars in 
this area for improvements to address safety, and that alternative would have cost triple that 
amount, therefore it is not being further considered. 
 
Haugen said that the draft report is out for review and comment.  He added that the Steering 
Committee did ultimately come to a consensus with these three alternatives being forwarded.  He 
stated that the report was presented to the City Council Work Session last week, and they also 
agreed to move them forward. 
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT has made a commitment that they will keep the Steering 
Committee as it goes through the project development phase, so the same parties that worked 
through this process will continue working through the final phases of the project as well. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT I-29 STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that the Draft I-29 Study Report is out.  He pointed out that included in your 
packet were a few things that were cleaned up from the last meeting.   
 
He explained that we discussed 47th Avenue and the access spacing on either side of the 
interchange ramps, so there are a series of diagrams that tried to identify the distance/separation 
between the ramps and what type of access. 
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Haugen stated that 47th Avenue has potential for an interchange right at the alignment of 47th, or 
shifted to the south, so there are a series of drawings that show how the different configurations 
would have access further away from the interchange. 
 
Haugen commented that there is also an implementation plan that was discussed, that has gone 
through some modifications, so he included the updated pages from that plan as well.  He went 
over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that also included was the Executive Summary section of the draft report.  He 
stated that the draft report is now out for the Steering Committee’s review and comments.  He 
said that they asked that they give their comments to staff by Friday.  He added that next 
Tuesday we will be giving a presentation of the materials to the upper management of the 
NDDOT, then based on the comment and feedback we get we will be seeking action at the June 
meeting for approval of the I-29 Study. 
 
Haugen referred to the report and went over the recommendations briefly. 
 
Vein asked about 42nd/DeMers.  Haugen responded that they are suggesting that we would get 
wiser use of the finances available to build a grade separation on 42nd then to not build it and 
have all that traffic diverted to the Interchange; which then you are going down to the DeMers 
Interchange and then most of the traffic would go to the Gateway Drive Interchange, etc.   
 
Vein stated that he is talking more about the geometrics of it, and you are showing two options.  
Haugen responded that he thinks that with the unofficial environmental document there is the 
“do nothing” option and then there is still “A” and “B” out there as part of the project.  Vein said, 
though, that they aren’t proposing anything at this point, they are just showing those two 
alternatives.  Haugen responded that is correct, adding that they narrowed it down from that big 
universe to these three alternatives:  “do-nothing”, “swinging to the west” and “both”.  Vein 
commented that he asks this because Ray Richards Golf Course apparently doesn’t exist 
anymore, and that has a different rating than it did before, so it might give us new alternatives for 
that intersection that we didn’t’ have before, so those are options that he sees us looking at if in 
fact that has now changed.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MNDOT FREIGHT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that principally this is just to inform you that because of FAST, both North 
Dakota and Minnesota will have to address their Freight Plans.  He stated that Minnesota is 
addressing it in a, there’s money on the table now, fashion.  He added that they are trying to 
identify where those funds should be spent. 
 
Haugen commented that if the funds are not spent on the interstate, they have to be spent on a 
designated critical urban or rural freight corridor.  He said that MnDOT is going to solicit project 
across the State. 
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Haugen said that North Dakota is just beginning their update, and their initial effort is to try to 
see if mileage can be identified at the start of the process so they are taking a 180-degree 
different approach than MnDOT is. 
 
Information only. 
 
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 MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 17TH, 2017, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:20 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


