
 
 

1 
 

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

Tuesday, February 21st, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
KenVein, Chairman, called the February 21st, 2017, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:04 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, and Al Grasser.   
 
Absent was:  Jeannie Mock 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guests:  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 18 TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 18TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there were no updates on the Sorlie Bridge Project. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that there is a very rough project timeline 
included.  He added that a week from tomorrow there will also be an open house here in the East 
Grand Forks City Hall as well. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK FOR NEAR SOUTHSIDE 
TRAFFIC STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is in our work program to do at the request of the Grand Forks City 
Council.  He referred to the packet, and pointed out that there are two components to this study:  
a) A.T.A.C. Scope of Work; and b) RFP for Conceptual Drawings.  He explained that A.T.A.C. 
is our Travel Demand Modeler and the other would be a consulting firm that would do some 
conceptual drawings. 
 
Haugen commented that the purpose of this study is to identify countermeasures intended to 
calm traffic for the Near Southside Neighborhood, as well as to provide improved safety, 
improved overall traffic flow, and to optimize intersection function, with consideration to all 
modes of transportation.  He added that the City is concerned that some of the techniques the 
neighborhood might want to explore may cause traffic to divert to other streets within the 
neighborhood, and thus creating additional concerns. 
 
Haugen stated that A.T.A.C. would be hired, under this proposal, to engage the neighborhood, 
and also run model scenarios that would show how doing something at one location may or may 
not affect another location. 
 
Haugen commented that one thing that A.T.A.C. does not do as an organization is to provide 
conceptual drawings, so that is the reason for needing a second RFP, for us to hire a consultant to 
do more of that quasi engineering conceptualizations, particularly for intersections that might be 
modified.   
 
Haugen stated that the Technical Advisory Committee asked that the second RFP be issued to 
get the consultant on board.  He explained that initially staff was looking at a different way of 
procuring that, but it was felt that it would be best to go through the RFP process.  He added that 
one reason for engaging A.T.A.C. is that, assuming your approval today, they can begin right 
away as that neighborhood is quite a ways along in our interest to have some work done; while 
the RFP process will go into April before we are able to present a consultant to hire. 
 
DeMers asked if in the scope of this study it accounts for the possibility of a southend bridge 
being constructed in the future.  He stated that if 1/3 of the traffic is downtown destination based, 
a 1/3 of the traffic is locally based, and 1/3 of the traffic is potentially from the southend of East 
Grand Forks; if there is some kind of change to the southend bridge, depending on what location 
it is placed at, that could have an effect on that traffic in this area.  Haugen responded that we 
already have the model runs as to what would happen to traffic, particularly on Belmont, if 
another southend bridge is built, so that would be part of this, but the real focus is on what might 
happen to today’s traffic, if they do any traffic calming techniques.  
 
Grasser commented that part of what we are looking for here, we have had traffic issues come up 
here for the last number of years, and they have been working with some neighborhood groups.  
He stated that the current group is a small group, and actually the techniques they are pursuing at 
this point in time are actually fairly innocuous, relative to shifting traffic, but what they  
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discussed at the Technical Advisory Committee is that they feel that it is important to get some 
of those more onerous techniques that have come up in the past, that we have a record of it, 
because he thinks they will reoccur, and we want to be able to demonstrate through scientific 
model distribution what might happen to that traffic if in fact you do take some technique that 
significantly shifts traffic.   
 
Vein commented that Belmont is a minor arterial so it is intended to move traffic, and the more 
you impede the traffic on it the more the side streets will be impacted, but the study will look at 
this in depth.  Haugen agreed, adding that all of these are two-way, two-lane roadways that can 
conceivably carry up to 10,000 vehicles a day, and none of them are reaching half that amount.   
 
MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE A.T.A.C. SCOPE 
OF WORK, AND THE RFP FOR TRAFFIC PLANNING SERVICES FOR THE NEAR 
SOUTHSIDE TRAFFIC STUDY, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, and Grasser. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: Mock. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT RFP FOR STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT OF 
THE 2045 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that, again, in your work program for the next two years we will be focusing a 
lot of our resources on updating our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He stated that this RFP 
deals directly with the Street/Highway Element, specifically on the automobile and truck traffic.  
He added that we are currently finishing up on the transit and bike/ped side of the plan. 
 
Haugen commented that we will be hiring a consultant to assist us with the Street/Highway 
Element this year, and we will have until the end of 2018 to complete this portion of the Long 
Range Transportation Plan update.  He added that we have a deadline of the end of December 
2018 to adopt an updated 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan and submit it to our federal 
agencies for review. 
 
Haugen stated that this RFP is drafted with a lot of the standard elements that are required for a 
Street/Highway Plan, but we are getting into a new stage of truly having performance based 
planning and programming.  He said that we know that after May of 2018 any action we take, 
whether it is adopting a T.I.P., amending a plan, amending the T.I.P., will all have to be in 
conformance with the requirements of the FAST Act. 
 
Haugen reported that there are different dates in which some performance measures have to be 
identified.  He stated that one of the last agenda items today talks about the transit side, and that 
we actually have until the end of June of this year to come up with some of those performance 
targets.  He added that on the safety side of the street/highway portion we have until the end of 
February 2018 to come up with performance targets; and recently one of the last things the  
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Obama Administration did was to publish the rules for the bridge and pavement condition, and 
also for the performance measures, but the Trump Administration has put them on hold for a 
while, but Federal Highway just released a brief last week saying that that hold has been released 
and an October 2018 deadline has been set for those targets to be in place. 
Haugen pointed out that we have allocated a large portion of our budget resources towards this 
update over the two year period, and expect a $300,000 consultant contract.  He added that we 
also identified, assuming the RFP is approved today and released, the project schedule dates.  He 
pointed out that it is anticipated that we will have a consultant selected for your consideration at 
your April meeting, then we will submit the proposal to our federal partners for their review, and 
a consultant can then be approved and hired in May.  He added that the next date you see is 
September 2018.   He explained that rather than try to identify all those other moving parts a 
head of time for the consultants, we are putting it on the consultants to propose a timeline and 
give us an idea of how they will progress and meet the schedule of having a complete draft by 
September 2018 for our review; and then we will go through the final approval stages in 
October, November and December 2018.      
 
Haugen commented that we also identified that the Selection Committee for this update is the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
Vein asked if there would be criteria established, and would it be more subjective.  Haugen 
referred to the RFP and pointed out that Item IV lists the RFP evaluation criteria and selection 
process.  He added that they will ask this consultant to also work with A.T.A.C. on 
understanding what our Travel Demand Model forecast is informing us.   
 
Haugen said that A.TA.C. has been made aware of some of the things we need to update our 
Travel Demand Model, and they will be producing a 2030 year loaded model and a 2045, so we 
will also have a kind of midpoint understanding of what issues might be coming when down the 
road. 
 
Grasser asked if this consultant would have any role in assisting us in meeting the different 
criteria that will be set up by the FAST Act.  Haugen responded they would.  Grasser asked for a 
brief description of what that role will be.  Haugen responded that we will be working, 
obviously, with both State DOT’s; and again because we are a Bi-State MPO we have the option 
to either adopt one target that covers our metropolitan area, or we can adopt each State’s 
individual targets, so part of the consultants role will be helping us understand the benefits of 
perhaps adding that one target versus having two separate State targets for our MPO; 
understanding what all of the ins and outs, as best as they know, and participate as a guidance 
when we work with the State DOT’s in establishing their targets. 
 
Grasser commented that he is really happy to hear this because it has been a concern that he has 
had, that the dichotomy between the two States as to how they each interpret federal regulations 
because lots of people can read the same regulation and come up with different ways of 
complying with it, and the State of North Dakota has a pretty minimalistic interpretation of how 
they want to proceed, while Minnesota generally, especially if they are targeted towards the 
Metro-Area, interprets them quite a bit farther on the spectrum, so he is glad to hear we are going 
to have that discussion and get some assistance figuring out which is the best way for us to 
proceed as an MPO at the local level. 
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Haugen agreed and gave a brief overview of the differences between the two States. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT RFP FOR 
STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT OF THE 2045 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, and Grasser. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: Mock. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF RFP FOR COPIER/PRINTER 
 
Haugen reported that in our work program we did identify that we are going to explore replacing 
our copier/printer.  He referred to the RFP, included in the packet, and explained that it was 
developed to help local firms be able to give us quotes on their equipment.  He stated that after 
bids are received, staff will review then and choose a couple for demonstration.   
 
Haugen said that once staff has determined which copier/printer bests suites our needs, the 
winning bid will be brought back to this body for final approval.  He added that we do have the 
option of either purchasing a machine outright, or leasing it. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE RFP FOR A 
MULTI-FUNCTION COPIER/PRINTER, AS SUBMITTED.   
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, and Grasser. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: Mock. 
  
MATTER OF UPDATE ON U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and explained that it includes a copy of the presentation that was 
given at the first Steering Committee meeting.  He stated that they do have an active property 
ownership/business interest in that committee, so we are getting some really great first hand 
input. 
 
Haugen referred to a map illustrating the boundaries of the study, and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that one thing they have found is that safety data we initially received from 
MnDOT was identifying that both U.S. Business #2 and 220 North intersections had an 
unusually high amount of crashes occurring on them, but through the help of the District Traffic 
Engineer, we were directed to a better data base and have found that the problem is truly just 
U.S. Business #2 and U.S. #2 that have a higher crash rate.   
 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Tuesday, February 21st, 2017 
 

 6 
 

Haugen commented that what they have heard from the Business Owners in this area is that they 
are surprised that there is such a high level of crashes being shown at this intersection; and also 
that if this is such an unsafe intersection, why has it remained fairly untouched in terms of 
improvements over the years. 
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT’s hope is that by having this group meet and work through these 
issues that a solution can be found that is acceptable to everyone and is implementable because 
they do have a project scheduled in FY2021 to work on the westbound lane through this section 
of roadway.  He added that it also sounds like MnDOT is willing to invest a healthy sum of 
money in this area to correct what is being documented with the data as a location that has an 
unusual crash history. 
 
Haugen reported that the Steering Committee is planning on scheduling a meeting next week to 
refine alternatives that are more promising.  He added that they did hold a public input meeting 
last week as well, with most of the input coming, again, from the property and business owners 
in the study area. 
 
Strandell commented that the business owners out there, their biggest fear is that MnDOT wants 
to close the intersection totally, and almost anything else would be acceptable to them in terms of 
a solution.  He added that he knows that what Polk County and MnDOT did at the Polk County 
21 and Highway 75 Intersection, with the installation of flashing warning lights, is something 
they would prefer over anything else at this intersection as well. 
 
Vein asked what the completion date of this study is.  Haugen responded that they hope to have a 
final document for approval at your May meeting. 
 
MATTER OF I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will recall, we heard the results of the micro-analysis done at your 
meeting last month, so he is just giving an update on what has occurred since then.  He stated 
that staff attended the Grand Forks City Committee of the Whole meeting last week to give them 
a briefing on the micro-analysis level of detail.  He added that they also held a public input 
meeting last Thursday, with mostly those interested in a Merrifield Interchange attending; and 
will be attending the Grand Forks County Commission meeting next. 
 
Haugen stated that he did provide a summary of what looks like are the alternatives that are 
rising to the top.  He said that the Steering Committee is still set to finalize these and then their 
next task will be to give us some idea of prioritization, what should happen before others. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and pointed out that it does show all of the dollar amounts for each of 
the alternatives, and it does add up to quite a large sum. 
 
Haugen commented that we have gone through the analysis that shows that these aren’t just 
wants, that they are actual needs to address traffic issues occurring today, in some cases, and 
what is being forecasted to occur in the future.   
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Haugen referred to a slide showing the project schedule, and went over it briefly.  He added that 
it is hoped that a final document will be available in June for your consideration. 
 
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. 
 
 b. Transit Performance Targets 
 
Haugen reported that all of our transit operators were required, by the end of last year, to have 
performance identified.  He said that both State DOT’s were also required to have that as well. 
 
Haugen commented that we are members of the Association of Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations, and they sent him a copy of a “Dear Colleague” letter from FTA.  He said that he 
started to ask questions as to where our transit operators, or our transit side, are on this and a lot 
of them were caught off guard and we are now on a 180 day clock to come up with targets.   
 
Haugen stated that this was discussed briefly at the Technical Advisory Committee, with our 
State Partners, and we are still trying to get to the bottom of what is going on.  He said that on 
the Minnesota side, their Office of Transit in St. Paul is trying to get something sent to us by the 
first of March, but as far as he knows FTA has not relaxed the June deadline for the MPO to 
have performance targets on these transit assets, so hopefully we will be able to achieve that.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 21ST, 
2017, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:41 P.M. 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


