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

Wednesday, October 18th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the October 18th, 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, and Ken Vein.   
 
Absent were:  Jeannie Mock and Al Grasser. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner . 
 
Guest(s):  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 20 TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 20TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
 Kimley-Horn 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation and reported that included in the staff report, which he is 
showing, are three different topics that we will try to address today.   
 
Haugen stated that the first topic for discussion is a presentation that our consultants, Kimley-
Horn, presented to the Technical Advisory Committee last week.  He said that a copy of the 
presentation was included in the packet for your review. 
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Haugen stated that, just to recap, they held their first public meeting at the Empire Arts Center at 
the end of August, and the next one is scheduled to occur in November, sometime before 
Thanksgiving. 
 
Haugen reported that they had around twenty-two people attending, or signed-in.  He referred to 
a slide that illustrated the demographic information from that meeting; including sex, disability, 
age, race, language spoken, income, and where they heard about the meeting. 
 
Haugen commented that we do have our on-line mapping tool up and running, and stated that the 
next slide is a snapshot of what data they have received via that tool.  He pointed out that you 
can see that they have had 61 individuals complete the demographic survey, and have received 
145 comments on different areas in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, and there is the ability to 
converse back and forth with some of the comments being made. 
 
Haugen stated that this on-line mapping tool will be available until the end of October and, again 
they are using it as a way to help identify what issues should be looked at. 
 
Haugen reported that at our next Technical Advisory Committee meeting we will be spending a 
considerable amount of time going over our goals and objectives, most of which will be based on 
the performance measures, and we will also begin discussion on targets as well. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and explained that it is just giving you a snapshot; and on the left side 
are the ten goals/statements that we have in our Long Range Transportation Plan, on the top are 
the federal goals that they are trying to achieve with the specific performance measures that they 
are making us do, so we are showing how our goals fit with those federal performance measures. 
 
Haugen stated that this identifies within, again, those ten goals in terms of what measures we 
identified.  He said that on the far right you will see that we have a different number of measures 
to reach the goals.  He added that some of these measures are ones that are in our current 2020 
plan and we need to decide if we want to carry them over into the 2045 plan as well.  He 
explained that the current ones we have were done at the insistence of our Federal Partners prior 
to the Feds telling us what their performance measure requirements will be so we have identified 
the we will have to consider adding some of the federal requirements in addition to the ones we 
have. 
 
Haugen commented that we are trying to build a foundation as to what the different definitions of 
things are.  He pointed out that a goal is not a performance measure, and a performance measure 
is not a goal, that is the big take away here.  He stated that a performance measure is something 
that you use to gage how you achieve your goals and a target is what you are specifically trying 
to achieve with the goal.   
 
Haugen stated that he thinks we do have the requirements available to, at a minimum, address the 
performance measures that the Feds set for us to do.  He added that we have to have close 
coordination with both States, and how they set their targets so that when we consider setting our 
targets, we have a good grasp of what is going on.  He said that the important thing is that the 
Feds do not define what the targets will be, but they do tell us what the measures are and what  
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data we should be using, or if we want we can ask them for acceptance of equitable data, but 
they do give us requested data 
 
Haugen reported that one of the struggles that is taking place is that these federal measures are 
very short term, and of course we are adopting a long range transportation plan, so trying to fit 
how these short term measures can work with a long term vision that we are trying to achieve is 
difficult.  He added that there is no State Statute in either state about performance based planning 
so it is directly a federal policy that we are trying to include. 
 
Haugen stated that ultimately what they are trying to achieve is to develop a report that we have 
to produce for the federal requirements, and to make it as simplistic as possible yet give people a 
sense of how we are progressing towards those targets we identified. 
 
Haugen commented that the next couple of slides discuss safety targets.  He stated that both 
States have adopted their safety targets for next year.  He pointed out that the table shows how 
our data compares to their data.  He added that in February we have to make a decision on 
whether we want to identify our own targets or go with the State targets.   
 
Haugen reported that the good news is that locally we have very few fatalities, and also relatively 
few serious injuries.  He stated that at a local level we aren’t being asked to adopt a local number 
for the North Dakota side and a local number for the Minnesota side, we are being asked to adopt 
a local number that covers the whole metro area so the next iteration of these will be showing 
just the MPO statistics. 
 
 TDM 2015 Base 
 
Haugen commented that the next topic is just to update you on our Travel Demand Model.  He 
explained that we use this to give us some sense of where our future hot spots might be, as far as 
congestion, and if we do this type of project at this location how will it affect our traffic patterns. 
 
Haugen stated that the first thing we do is to make sure that we have a model that is calibrated 
and validated to base year observations, with 2015 being the base year.  He referred to the full 
report that A.T.A.C. has produced, included in the packet, and went over it briefly, focusing on 
places where we are showing we have fairly good model results versus observed results.   
 
 Red River Bridge Study 
 
Haugen stated that the next topic is just a bit of information based on discussion the two Cities 
had last month about future river crossings.  He said that the way this is being set up at this point 
in time, and in talking with both City Administrators as to how to proceed, is to first try to 
identify a scope of work that covers what we really want to be looking at, and how much past 
locations do we want to bring forward to today.   
 
Haugen commented that what he has put together is, in this package you will see a lot of past 
work we have done, and we can do similar work, but he want to make sure that from the State 
and Federal perspective that they are still allowing us to do this type of work as some rules have  
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changed since this work was done in 1999, 2000, and 2001; so he is trying to make sure that 
before we get too far down the road we know whether it is an eligible cost or not.   
 
Haugen stated that we will be holding a special Technical Advisory Committee meeting, most 
likely it will be held two Wednesday’s from now, so that they can also go through this 
information. 
 
Haugen commented that one of the first basic questions is how many locations are we going to 
bring back to the table.  He stated that at one point we had narrowed down potential locations to 
six after having looked at probably a dozen locations.  He said that some you are not seeing here 
are all Grand Forks City Street referenced – 8th Avenue South, 13th Avenue South, 62nd Avenue 
South, Realignment of the Point Bridge (a true 4th Avenue Bridge instead of the Point Bridge), so 
we are asking the Technical Advisory Committee for assistance on, because of other 
development that has occurred since the flood protection system was put into place, whether we 
want to look at some of these locations further to determine if they are still feasible. 
 
Haugen referred to information on the proposed sites included in the packet, and went over the 
various development/changes for each briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that when you look at the 17th Avenue South location you can see that the 
bike/ped bridge has gone in place where the initial straight line shot assumption or direction was 
at that time.  He added that the development in East Grand Forks at this location does not allow a 
straight shot anymore, a direct connection to Rhinehart Drive or Bygland Road, so part of the 
question would be do we still think 17th Avenue South is still feasible at a reasonable cost. 
 
Haugen stated that another decision or recommendation we will try to get from the Technical 
Advisory Committee is, this drawing shows the profile that penetrates the dike system.  He said 
that we do have other alternatives that we did develop profiles that showed any future bridge 
being high and dry, so the difference is when we look at the 17th Avenue crossing, this 
alternative analysis that shows the change in volumes and the change in traffic use.  He added 
that it also has a cost estimate, so the high and dry one would typically double the cost of one 
that penetrates the dike system, so 15 or 17 years ago, one of the early decisions was that these 
additional bridges would be ones that would penetrate the dike system and we based the cost 
estimates on that. 
 
DeMers asked if Alternative 1 is the one that goes through the dike and Alternative 2 is the one 
that is high and dry, or vice versa.  Haugen responded that Alternative 2 is the one that goes 
through the dike and Alternative 1 is the one that is high and dry.  He added that Alternative 1’s 
cost estimate is $30,000,000 so you have a lot longer bridge span, so it is more expensive. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and commented that this just gives an example of, from our Travel 
Demand Model, if we did a bridge at these different locations, how they would impact the three 
existing bridges.  He added that the reason Merrifield is included in all of these scenarios, is 
because back then the decision was that the Merrifield Bridge would be the recommended 
project out of the transportation plan, and the only discussion was then that if a second bridge  
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should be located and where it should be, so all our analysis included Merrifield as part of the 
base decision making. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the base-line shows four bridges; the three existing ones and then as you 
add a bridge at 17th Avenue South, does it change the Kennedy Bridge much, no; does it have an 
impact on the Sorlie, yes; and does it have an impact on the Point Bridge, yes, considerable. 
 
Haugen said that, just to explain a little bit about Elks and 25th Avenue South; 24th Avenue 
South, of course (referring back to the aerial photo) would be where we have continuous 
east/west roadway, and we would try to locate a bridge where there is continuity, but once we 
started getting into the modeling at that time, the reaction was that that loads traffic up on those 
corridors considerably, so then the thought was that maybe if we had a river crossing that would 
connect with the through street on the other side, then people would have to decide to turn left or 
right on the North Dakota side, how that would impact traffic, so that is how it got to Elks and 
25th, it forced people to make a decision to go right or left instead of carrying traffic all the way 
through at that location.  He added that the other benefit was that when the flood protection 
system was still being designed, Elks was the only location that had an opening as part of the 
design, and we were trying to minimize the number of openings in the dike system. 
 
DeMers asked, then, if these are for 2020 put together in 2002.  He asked how they accounted for 
growth outside of just traffic because, obviously, if you put a bridge somewhere it is going to 
affect where development will occur, is that part of that model.  Haugen responded that it is part 
of the model.  He added that at that time, with the flood recovery, we were working on six 
different types of growth scenarios, and how these future crossings impacted those growth 
scenarios.  He said that this last go around we just updated both Cities Land Use Plans, and in 
Grand Forks there was a lot of discussion about whether their land use plan change, particularly 
with or without a 47th Avenue Interchange, but future river crossings weren’t discussed much; 
but on the East Grand Forks side there was a lot of discussion as to whether or not a future bridge 
would change their plan, but he doesn’t believe that in the end their Land Use Plan changed 
because of whether there would be a bridge or not, it was just trying to account for where one 
might be located and how the City would grow around it. 
 
Haugen commented that the last bit of information in the packet specifically addresses the 
Merrifield Bridge, and again we can go to this level of analysis more deeply if we have more 
focused locations.  He stated that cost-wise it is a little bit prohibitive if we are still looking at six 
locations to do this type of analysis, but he included an example of an early agreement of 
Merrifield being a location, so we should look further into this to make sure it is a good location, 
and it gives us a good return on our investment.  He referred to a slide illustrating an example of 
the benefit/cost analysis that was done.  He pointed out that it shows that it is 2.2 ratio of benefit 
over cost, so it is a pretty good transportation facility to install. 
 
Haugen summarized that this is the approach we are trying to take; first we are trying to make 
sure that our State and Federal partners are comfortable with the level of analysis we have done 
in the past, so before we do down that road we know whether or not this is something we can 
finance.  He stated that if we find out that they have changed the rules and we cannot do these  
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things, then it will revert back to both Cities and Counties to see if they want to have an analysis 
done and if they are willing to put their own dollars in to pay for it.   
 
DeMers asked if Mr. Haugen could remind him of the I-29 Corridor Study, did it suggest 
anything at 62nd Avenue for an interchange.  Haugen responded that it was looked at but in the 
end it said that a 62nd Avenue Interchange really did not provide much bang for the buck.  
DeMers stated that, with that, he agrees that it seems like taking a limited study approach is the 
best model, and it appears that Merrifield is a consensus of where a by-pass would be, so it 
doesn’t make sense to include 62nd in it, or any type of additional local bridge to him, because he 
thinks we would get into the same type of problem we right now where we have all of our 
bridges within a mile each other.  He said that he would still look at 32nd and 47th, and keep 
Merrifield in there, then we would only be looking at three locations.   He added that we should 
also look at two different types of bridges; you look at one as more of a high capacity, and then 
build the Merrifield as your flood plan accessible bridge, and then potentially a 47th or 32nd as a 
low volume, local bridge that is closed during flood events. 
 
Vein commented that it seems like he is hearing that we should study at some level, he doesn’t 
think it is a reconnaissance level, which is really a high high level to find if you have really 
studied things which are obviously not going to work and then narrow it down to some level that 
may be.  He stated that the other issue, for him, is even if we wanted to do something, what is 
affordable, what can we get financed; are we going to be able to get federal cost share, what 
would it take to get federal funds to do a bridge, because he thinks without it he isn’t sure they 
could even do one.  Haugen responded that we have had this discussion in the past; the DeMers 
Avenue project that is coming up in Grand Forks in 2019, their traffic forecasts are showing that 
they can’t meet the capacity demand with just a two-lane DeMers roadway, and so as part of the 
discussion they need to have to show that their investment is going to meet the future traffic is 
some level of commitment that they will try to extra capacity elsewhere to try to satisfy that river 
crossing.  He added that there was a similar decision/discussion that took place when DeMers 
Avenue and Washington Street was reconstructed in the 1990’s; again, because at that point 
there was not a future or additional river crossing, all that traffic had to go through that one point, 
and the project that was ultimately built there wasn’t built to meet the level of service demand.  
He explained that the reason it was built that was because the State’s and the Cities agreed that 
they would work to find a compatible bridge location; so, because two of the three existing river 
crossings are State Highways, those two in the future, based on our past travel demand models, 
would be at their capacity by the horizon year, therefore we need to try to find additional 
crossings, so therefore he is fairly comfortable knowing that the way federal things are today, 
that federal participation in a future river crossing is about as assured as any federal participation 
in any future project would be. 
 
Vein stated that he thinks the difference is, there are two things; not just federal participation, but 
the availability of federal funds.  He said that it is easy for them to say it would qualify, but if 
there isn’t any money it’s a matter of authorization verses appropriation, especially if competing 
nationally. 
 
Vein asked what the next step is on this.  Haugen responded that the next step is to hold the 
special Technical Advisory Committee meeting to see if we can’t, from a technical point of view  
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of basically at high level what is constructible, or can be accomplished given the new layout of 
the land down here; to see if we can’t get a scope of work or the locations that we will focus on 
and put effort into.  He said that once that is done then we will come back to this body and both 
cities and counties to say that this is what the technicians are saying are sites that we should 
reexamine and bring up-to-date the information that we have of what those parameters would be 
and what the cost would be.  He added that if we can all agree to just an “x” amount of river 
crossing sites, we will ask for a scope amendment with our current consultant, and through this 
process we will have a cost estimate of what it is to engage those experts to update the data, and 
we will also have whether it is all eligible for our dollars or if there is something that we can’t 
pay for with our dollars, but it is something that is still wanted, if others are willing to bring 
dollars to the table to have that analysis done. 
 
Haugen said that, to summarize, the next step is to try to get a scope of work of what to do and 
what to spend our money on, to try to get that as focused as possible so that it is the least costly 
as possible, within what our financial means are, and proceed from there.  He added that we still 
have the deadline of December 2018 to have a new plan approved and adopted and presented to 
our State and Federal partners so this added work isn’t in our current scope, will have to fit 
within that timeline. 
 
Vein asked, when this first came up that there was a conversation between the two presidents of 
the City Councils, they didn’t even talk about the MPO, and they were talking that they might 
somewhat coordinate themselves, are you talking to either of those entities, or the 
administrations on both sides of the river about what the MPO is doing and how this is more of 
specific forecast through the MPO then maybe what they assumed  Haugen responded that he 
has been communicating with both City Administrators, and he presented them that this is the 
plan of how the MPO is approaching this, and the piece that is still kind of up in the air is is that 
interconnect group the appropriate group to be involved with this; we can work with that group 
but we have to realize, at least his understanding is, is if we go south, outside of the East Grand 
Forks flood protection system, we really need to engage Polk County because they are most 
likely the sponsor of a bridge outside the flood protection system on the East Grand Forks side.  
He added that obviously they are not part of the interconnect group as well.  DeMers commented 
that what he thinks about the interconnect group is that it was never brought through the Council 
on the East Grand Forks side, so they don’t have a mission for that or anything, so he would say 
that, without even having authority, it seems like it is outside the scope of what that group is 
supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be focused on that specific goal, and he would say that if 
you want another group, put another group together, but to him it seems out of their scope.  Vein 
said that this is kind of what we are supposed to do.  DeMers agreed, adding that we already 
have this group, and it has to come to us, so he thinks this is the right group to do this.  Haugen 
responded that they are still struggling with how to engage that interconnect group, they are still 
in desire of, to have some engagement in this discussion, at least that is his understanding today, 
and so how he approached it was, just as we have steering committees when we do studies, we 
could use that interconnect group as kind of our steering committee, but we also have to make 
sure that, if we truly are going to discuss locations outside of the East Grand Forks flood 
protection, that we get the right governmental agency that would be the most likely local sponsor 
of that kind of structure involved.  He stated that this becomes, again, kind of outside the  
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interconnect group, so now we have Polk County represented, most likely, and does that mean 
that Grand Forks County wants to be at the table for discussion, and do we invite the whole Polk 
County Board, or is there just Commissioners representing the west side of Polk County  DeMers 
commented that, like he said, this group is the one that already has all those players, so why 
don’t we just use this group that is designed and structured and pointed all in that direction.  Vein 
added that anyone can attend and be a part of it.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  Vein 
said that he just wanted to make sure that politically that is understood because it started at one 
location and kind of gravitated here, which is where he thought it would have to come anyway, 
and he wanted to make sure that we are all on the same page.  Haugen responded that he is 
working through the City Administrators toward that and suggested that the Board members 
individually discuss this with their fellow governing body members. 
 
DeMers said that on the travel demand model he noticed that all of the tests were done on the 
Grand Forks side, and he is wondering if there is any possibility that that would transfer over.  
Haugen responded that the screen lines were across limited access barriers.  He said that besides 
the Red River the screen lines, because East Grand Forks has the Red Lake River, from the 
model perspective doesn’t provide a good spot for a screen line.  He explained that most of the 
screen lines we want to have a line that cuts across the complete metro area, so that is why, just 
on the screen line you see no East Grand Forks, but all the other measureables, the functional 
class, the volumes on the roadway, those all are metro-wide criteria that they were analyzing, so 
it is just the screen line and that is because the natural ones in East Grand Forks really don’t 
carry across the whole metro area. 
 
Haugen stated that this was really just for information and to let you know where we are going 
with the river crossing issue; if you had other direction that you wanted to provide for staff to 
follow, that is what this item was for.  Strandell commented that, some background on this; he 
doesn’t remember how many years ago it was but Polk County did protect, or dedicate and 
reserve some right-of-way for a Merrifield Bridge, and he would have to go back and research 
this more, but it was thought at that point that that was the next bridge.  Haugen agreed, adding 
that staff went to both sides of the river and asked for a moratorium on development, and at the 
end of the Merrifield study, they were able to whittle down as to what the corridor would be 
looking like and to only reserve that corridor and free up a wider path that they did the 
moratorium on. 
 
Malm asked, did anybody ever do anything, and he is just asking the question, do anything going 
north rather than to go south.  Haugen responded that they did.  He stated that they analyzed 
north locations; 27th Avenue North on the west side and 23rd St NW on the Minnesota side, and it 
was one of the future bridge locations in the 1980s or 1990s, but with the flood protection on the 
Minnesota side they redesigned the golf course, and that corridor seems to have lost some of its 
desirability and the golf course is now protected from that transportation investment, so if we 
looked at the next mile north for a river crossing, and he thinks you will see, at least from a 
modeling point of view, the further away you get from the existing bridges, the less impact you 
have on the existing bridges, and particularly as you go north, so it isn’t really desirable to go 
north, nor is it desirable to go further to the south. 
 
Information only.   
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MATTER OF T.I.P. PROJECT SOLICITATION 
 
Haugen reported that there are two things here that are worth noting; the first one we talked 
about a little at our last meeting and that is the North Dakota Main Street Initiative.  He 
explained that the way it has been conceptualized and presented to us has been that all of the 
money for that initiative will come from the Urban Road Program.  He added that this is money 
that is focused on the twelve urban cities in North Dakota, of which each one gets an allocation 
or appropriation given to them each year, and this one shows that Grand Forks was getting about 
2.5 million dollars, and it would inflate each year because FAST actually has more federal 
dollars flowing out of it, but the Main Street program is going to take the revenue and cut this 
source of funding in half. 
 
Haugen commented that as part of the T.I.P. solicitation, normally we would be doing a new 
T.I.P. cycle and we would be releasing a letter of solicitation saying that this is the amount of 
money we anticipate being available, let us know what your project are; but this Main Street 
Initiative, as it is conceptualized, upsets that balance and that whole cycle, and we don’t know 
how much money will be available in the future, and we also don’t know how that program is 
going to impact the existing projects that are in the T.I.P.  He added that there is a less likelihood 
that the 2018 project on 42nd Street in Grand Forks will be impacted, but it is more likely that the 
2020 project on University Avenue will be. 
 
Haugen said that the question is, if you have a current program project scoped out, sitting on a 
shelf ready to be implemented and then half the funding is cut, do you re-scope the project to fit 
the federal funds that are now available or do you retain the project as it is and add local dollars 
to it. 
 
Haugen commented that we are kind of in this area where we are trying to get this T.I.P. program 
going, but the Main Street Initiative decision hasn’t been announced, so we still have a lot of 
questions so we are proceeding forward on certain programs that we can, and those are included 
in the packet, but the Main Street issue is really holding up our most significant funding source 
and how it is going to impact what we do. 
 
Haugen stated that NDDOT asked us for comments, and he included a copy of the letter he 
submitted in the packet.  He pointed out that his letter focused on just how the fiscal impact is to 
us.  He said that his reading of our federal requirements would state that this fiscal impact is so 
great that it jeopardizes the validation of our Long Range Transportation Plan because it upsets 
our fiscal constraint issue so much.  He added that this trickles over to our Minnesota projects 
because everything is based off of our transportation plan and if our transportation plan is no 
longer good, then those projects that are programmed out of it are also in question. 
 
Haugen commented that he did offer them what he thought was a way to work around that issue, 
and that is to leave the project that are already programmed in our T.I.P.s along, thus it doesn’t 
question whether we have projects utilizing federal funds being consistent with our plan, and 
then not just us but the other two North Dakota MPOs are updating their transportation plans so 
that in a couple of years we can have all of our plans reacting to how this Main Street Initiative 
will impact them. 
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Haugen referred to the presentation, included in the packet, and explained that there are some 
other programs that are not affected by the Main Street Initiative.  He went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen summarized that we do have this issue hanging over our head as to what funding will be 
available for the Urban Roads Program, so we are holding off our formal solicitation of that.  He 
said that they are announcing to your staff that they should expect that once that Main Street 
Initiative is decided they will receive a solicitation for those projects.  He added that they are 
pushing the NDDOT to allow extended time to that so that the deadline is not in the Early part of 
December, but is pushed into the next year as much as possible because, depending on the 
decision, it might create the need for a lot of shuffling of things, particularly on the North Dakota 
side. 
 
Vein asked if Fargo/Moorhead has similar concerns.  Haugen responded that they have a 
concern, but it isn’t as significant a concern to them.  He explained that Fargo, in particular, has a 
sales tax that gives them more dollars.  He added that their uniqueness is that they actually use 
some of their highway dollars to buy buses, so their Street and Highway financial constraint is 
not the same as it is to us.  He stated that Bismarck/Mandan is more similar to us. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side, the Urban Roads Program is actually called the 
City Sub-Target, and 2022 is the last year of our T.I.P. cycle, and that is the year East Grand 
Forks is scheduled to get the sub-target funds, so if the roundabout on Bygland/Rhinehart isn’t 
the project they will be doing, then they will have to come up with another one, and let us know 
by January. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FREIGHT PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that this is just to update you as to what North Dakota did with our 
recommendations, as far as identifying the Critical Freight Network and the North Dakota 
Strategic Freight Network. 
 
Haugen stated that in order to access the new federal funds that were appropriated into the freight 
program, each State had to update their freight transportation plan.  He said that North Dakota 
used that opportunity to identify these networks.  He referred to a slide and explained that it is 
the one that shows our federally identified Critical Urban Freight segments.  He stated that these 
roadway segments are now eligible for that money that is in the freight program and they did 
accept our recommended mileage and locations. 
 
Haugen pointed out what was recommended for the North Dakota Strategic Freight Plan and said 
that it is very similar to the Critical Freight Network, except that it is expanded out to the whole 
MPO area and there is no separate State Freight Program that this will apply the funding to, but it 
does show the level of importance of these freight corridors in the Grand Forks area. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side, Minnesota took the stance that they would solicit 
projects, identify projects that have the most merit, and those projects, then, would identify the 
corridors where those projects are located and those become the Critical Urban Freight Corridor. 
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Haugen referred to the last couple of pages in the packet, and commented that these are the 
projects that are in the current program, the S.T.I.P. and T.I.P.  He pointed out that the 
highlighted project is the one that is most likely going to get the first use of that freight program 
funding.  He added that Grand Forks has some projects located at the end of the list that could be 
funded from the program, but this is just to inform you that it is moving forward and that they 
did accept our recommendations so now we have roadways that are eligible for this separate 
freight program, and there are about $20,000,000 dollars each year statewide. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF TITLE VI REVIEW 
 
Haugen reported that we are eligible to be audited for Title VI compliance every year.  He stated 
that there is a pool, and this is for the North Dakota side only, of four entities; Fargo/Moorhead, 
Bismarck/Mandan, Minot, and us that can be picked to be audited through a random generator, 
and we were selected this last year.  He added that we were also selected the prior year as well. 
 
Haugen commented that we probably have the best Title VI program in the State after two audits 
in a row, but Ms. Kouba will walk you through the one item that we had to address per the audit. 
Kouba stated that in actuality this is kind of two items, two population data for groups that fall 
under our Title VI. 
 
Kouba explained that the audit discovered that the numbers in our Limited English Proficiency 
and Environmental Justice documents needed to be updated.   
 
Kouba reported that the LEP Plan basically looks at those who can’t speak English very well, 
and explained that the previous numbers were from 2008-2012 American Community Survey 
(ACS) data and were replaced with the most current available, which are from 2011-2015 ACS 
data.  She added that other than the updated numbers, there isn’t any real change in the plan. 
 
Kouba stated that the EJ Manual shows where low income and minority populations are located.  
She said that, again, the current numbers were from 2008-2012 ACS data and was updated with 
2011-2015 ACS data.  She added that the number of minority areas remained the same but one 
area changed location.  She said that there were some new areas added to the EJ map as well, 
thus the number of low income areas increased from 7 block groups to 10 block groups.   
 
DeMers asked if those tracks in the high concentration of low income populations are 
predetermined.  Kouba responded that they are predetermined by the census.  DeMers asked if 
each of those tracks is supposed to represent a certain number of people.  Kouba responded that 
in our EJ Manual we have a set methodology where we look at the total population of the MPO 
area, and then whatever percentage that is, if these areas are three times that, or 50% of that area, 
then it is considered a minority area; and in the case of low income they look at a 50% level for 
the simple reason that by the time you get to three times the amount of the whole area, you are 
getting into like an 83% range.  DeMers commented that he thinks of how these are configured it  
seems like the one in East Grand Forks covers a lot of space that doesn’t have any people and he 
is just wondering how it was done  Haugen responded that if you think about the wards, and you  
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, October 18th, 2017 
 

 12 
 

have precincts in your wards, those are all tied into one; the census doesn’t really do that with its 
tract systems, tracts and block groups.  He said that they do try to have some parity but their 
aren’t constrained as much as wards and so we don’t show it, but actually there are block groups 
in Grand Forks that include Thompson.  DeMers stated, then, that there is a possibility that in 
2020 there will be a whole new set of tracks and block groups.  Kouba responded that there is a 
possibility that that could occur.  Haugen added that they try to carry them over as much as 
possible.  DeMers asked if they change as population changes.  Haugen responded that they do.   
 
Kouba reported that those are the numbers they are using for low income population areas, and 
for the minority areas they only have two areas of high concentration in comparison to the three 
we previously had.  She explained that one of those areas is the same as last time, the other two 
are not included this time.  She pointed that she included a table that matches up with the map, as 
well as the methodology numbers they were looking at.   
 
Kouba stated that the combined area would be considered are Environmental Justice areas, so it 
isn’t just one or the other, it is all of them together. 
                
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MAPS 
UPDATE, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: Mock and Grasser. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen stated that Mr. Viafara’s updated table giving you the status of the 2017 projects was 
included in the packet. 
 
 b. Bill Listing For 9/16/17 to 10/13/17 Period 
 
Haugen reported that you asked for the MPO bill listings, this is a list of the bills we had during 
the September 16, 2017 to October 13, 2017 period. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 18TH, 
2017, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:06 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager 


