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

Wednesday, August 16th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the August 16th, 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, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent was:  Al Grasser. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Ethan Bialik, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 21 ST, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 21ST, 2017, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF MPO BOARD MEMBER ELIGIBILITY 
 
Haugen reported that this is an interpretation of the MPO By-Laws on the eligibility of board 
membership.  He explained that a year ago the Grand Forks City Engineer was appointed to 
represent the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission, and that appointment raised a 
question as to whether or not that person was eligible to be on the board.   
 
Haugen commented that at that time the City Engineer in Grand Forks was a full-voting member 
of the Planning and Zoning Commission, but based on a similar scenario, in 1999 the MPO  
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Board made a decision, or interpretation, that in order to represent the body that you are being 
appointed to represent, you also needed to have the same privileges as everyone else on that 
body. So a year ago the City Engineer had such privileges, but recently Grand Forks significantly 
changed its Planning and Zoning Commission membership, and one of the things they did was to 
remove the voting privileges of the City Engineer.  He said that this then brought up the question 
of whether the City Engineer is still eligible to be on the MPO Board or not.   
 
DeMers stated that this take on this is that this is a policy board, and while he thinks City 
Engineers, and specifically Mr. Grasser, was a benefit to this board, he thinks we need to have 
separation between the Technical Advisory Committee and the Policy Board.  He added that he 
has a problem with City Staff on either side being a member of the Policy Board, and he feels 
that we should have policy people on this board and have that separation of staff, so he would 
even say, at some point, that we should revise our By-Laws or Policy to state that whether staff 
holds a voting position on a commission or committee, a non-staff person should be the 
representative on the MPO Board because he thinks there becomes a little bit of a conflict, not 
that Mr. Grasser did anything that was a conflict of interest, but he thinks that it becomes a little 
bit of a circular conflict, maybe; and the more policy voices we can get added into this the better, 
but he is willing to hear what others think as well. 
 
Vein commented that he thinks Mr. DeMers makes some valid arguments, but he does see pros 
and cons to it.  He stated that in this case, the By-Laws just say that it needs to be one member 
each from Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Planning Commission, it doesn’t say that it needs 
to be a voting or non-voting member, so the By-Laws, for him, just seems to allow for the 
selection of representation to be made by that body, so his interpretation is that unless we change 
the By-Laws, it is allowed.  He added that, regardless of the discussions were in the past, or 
whatever, he doesn’t see that interpretation in the way the By-Laws are written today, and the 
Planning and Zoning Commission made the recommendation that they be put on here as their 
representative, and the City Council decided that that position, even though it is a staff position, 
should still be a member of the Planning and Zoning Commission, which is the policy 
commission, even though they are non-voting, they have them, so with respect to that process, 
that is why his thought was that it still fits within our policies, and it fit within the representation 
that brought it here. 
 
Vetter stated that he doesn’t necessarily disagree with Mr. Vein that the By-Laws weren’t 
changed by the Board back in 1999; although they apparently addressed this issue but didn’t 
change the By-Laws.  Vetter commented that when he looks at policy boards, his take is that you 
set up a policy board to gather input from the community, and you can’t gather input from the 
community if you continually have City employees on the policy board, you are going to get a 
skewed policy then, so the more diversity we can have on the policy board the better off he 
thinks everyone is in the long run. So he agrees with Mr. DeMers, and he also thinks we need to 
change the By-Laws to align with what the Board did back in 1999, but didn’t take the next step 
to change the By-Laws to reflect it, so he would be more in favor of members of the board 
having to have voting rights to be able to serve on our policy board. 
 
Mock asked how long is that appoint supposed to be, is for a year or two.  Vein responded that 
he believes it is for two years.  Haugen explained that normal terms are for two years.  Mock  
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stated that it seems like maybe there are two separate issues; under the current interpretation of 
the By-Laws she would tend to agree that it seems like his position is still on the Planning and 
Zoning Commission so under those interpretations she would agree that he is eligible to stay on 
the policy board.  She added that she thinks he has a really unique perspective knowing kind of 
the long term and the short term half of the city and needs as they change, which is a really 
important perspective for something like this and the planning we do, but it almost seems like 
changing the By-Laws is a separate issue, maybe one that we should consider as an item on the 
agenda if that is the direction everyone thinks it go. 
 
DeMers stated that he doesn’t doubt that Mr. Grasser, specifically, doesn’t bring a pretty good 
perspective; but part of his point is that that perspective is better suited through the technical end, 
which already has a standing spot and although he may not be the one doing it, it is his staff, his 
office, it is his responsibility; so he thinks that is the proper role for that type of advisement.  He 
added that part of the function of City staff is to advise policy boards and get us in the same page 
so that our interactions with our constituents can reflect that; and as Mr. Vetter said, part of it is 
communication, and as we allow it to become more tight knit it might make better sense, but it 
doesn’t allow for that better spin-off of communication and allow more people access to more 
information so that when we do make long-term plans it can make more sense to more people.  
He commented that, while this isn’t a sword he is willing to die on, he really thinks for proper 
functioning of boards, there should be a separation of staff versus elected or appointed officials.  
He cited how weird it would be if, and not just a City Engineer, but what if the Finance Director 
was a member of the City Council, it would really be weird, and for that reason that is why a lot 
of statutes don’t allow that because staff has a certain role and may have an obligation to stay 
fairly open minded to be able to take policy that is directed to them and implement it, and the 
problem he sees with this is if you are part of the policy making, and then you are also asked to 
implement, there can be conflict of interest. 
 
Powers asked what the process is for amending the By-Laws to clear this up.  Haugen responded 
that it would depend on the extent you would want to amend the By-Laws.  He explained that 
back in 1998-1999 we had two attorneys engaged, and there were a lot of changes to the By-
Laws, but just to change the By-Laws themselves the process would be to submit the proposed 
changes, and have the proposal on the agenda for two months.  He added that anyone can bring 
changes forward, but the board cannot act on those changes until they have been on the agenda 
twice; and then, if there are a lot of changes, there would be the process of engaging additional 
entities or attorneys as well. 
 
Vein stated that he thinks we can have a fairly lengthy discussion on this now, but what he thinks 
he is hearing so far is that these are two separate issues, and that it should promote a By-Law 
change that we would discuss under a separate topic at a future meeting.  DeMers responded that 
the point he thinks Mr. Vetter is making is that it was discussed and it became more of a standard 
operating procedure that wasn’t formalized, so he understands the idea that while it may not meet 
the letter of the law it would allow this to go forward, but if people are willing to discuss 
changing the By-Laws he would be willing to go forward and allow this at this time. 
 
Vetter commented that his argument probably isn’t going to change any because the City 
Council made this decision on behalf of the City of Grand Forks that that person be an  
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administrator on a policy board, and they are bringing that person forward so we are going with 
that, but he also thinks that it is a separate discussion then what we are having today because no 
matter what the intent or discussion was twenty years ago; unless somebody interprets it 
differently he doesn’t see where there is a violation of the current By-Law. 
 
Mock asked if there were other portions of the By-Laws that need to be updated as well.  Haugen 
responded that you will notice in the By-Laws that it does list the Finance Committee; and last 
time we met there was discussion about our audit report and who reviews the bills; and the By-
Laws do state that the Finance Committee was intended to meet monthly to perform the function 
of reviewing the bills, which they did for many years but then it was felt that there wasn’t a need 
to hold another meeting on top of other meetings to review things so a decision was made by a 
current board that that function was no longer required. 
 
Vein asked when the Finance Committee last met.  Haugen responded that the last time they 
formally met was about two years ago; however, just as there are a lot of State Statutes on the 
books that just sit there waiting to be implemented if needed, maybe that is where the Finance 
Committee is currently, it is there if it is needed, but past boards have not had a desire to use that 
function.  He added that one power the Finance Committee does have, although it isn’t listed in 
the By-Laws, is they can approve expenditures up to a value of $5,000; and much of the past 
Finance Committee meetings that have been held have been to address that kind of issue, such as 
a piece of equipment or something of that nature. 
 
Vein stated that those are things that we should talk about and then we should look at the By-
Laws in general and then discuss any changes we want to make to them so if this could be placed 
on the agenda for our next meeting.  DeMers asked if staff could look into what other MPOs do 
regarding eligibility on their boards as well 
 
DeMers asked if we read our policy as it is right now, could Planning and Zoning put forward 
someone that isn’t even on their board, because it says someone appointed by the representative 
body, it doesn’t even say it has to be a member, just a representative for them.  Vein suggested 
that we should bring some clarity to that as well.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2018-2021 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that the action you take today is absent of a recommendation from the 
Technical Advisory Committee as they did not have a quorum last week.  He said that a public 
hearing was held, however there were no written comments submitted, and no one came to the 
meeting.  He stated that staff does recommend approval of the Final 2018-2021 Minnesota Side 
T.I.P., as presented.   
 
Haugen explained that we did adopt a Draft 2018-2021 Minnesota Side T.I.P. back in April, and 
there have been no significant changes made to that document.  He said that there is a total of 
just over $15,000,000.00 on the Minnesota side being spent on transportation projects during that  
 
four year period; two big projects make up the bulk of that, the first one is next year whereby 
MnDOT is using federal funds to payback their financing of the Kennedy Bridge project that is 
currently going on and the other is the 2021 project whereby they will be doing pavement work 
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on the westbound U.S. #2.  He pointed out that we did add an additional $1,000,000.00 to help 
address the safety issue at the U.S.#2/U.S.Bus.#2 intersection. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2018-2021 
MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS PRESENTED. 
 
Strandell asked, on the discussion issue, what has happened with the study that was done on 
U.S.#2/U.S.Bus.#2 as far as whether or not the State of Minnesota has made any decisions as to 
what the project design will be.  Haugen responded that they haven’t.  He added that it will be 
happening probably a year out yet.  He added that once it has been programmed, and they have 
the funding available, since this is 2021, they typically don’t fast forward the design of these, 
they usually wait a year or two before they will really begin engaging in how they are going to 
end up designing it and will run it through the full NEPA process, etc., for project development. 
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT has agreed to continue looking at those three options, or the 
do-nothing option; and they agreed to add the monies into the project so it is available when they 
do the project.   
 
Strandell asked if the three alternatives are the ones on the table or will there be others.  Haugen 
responded that we would hope that our study examined all possibilities, but he can’t guarantee 
there won’t be others that are brought up two years from now.  Strandell stated that there are 
some that don’t trust the DOT, as far as following our study results.  
 
Haugen commented that every year this body has the ability to question what is being 
programmed in that project, so just as the Kennedy, if there are questions about what is being 
programmed you can determine whether or not you want to continue programming monies 
toward that project, and they have the obligation to be consistent with that study’s 
recommendations. 
 
DeMers asked, when Grand Forks did their quiet zone were there federal monies applied to it.  
Haugen responded that he would have to review back, but off the top of his head his answer 
would be no, the investments were relatively small, but he can’t say for certain that there 
weren’t.   
 
DeMers stated that he asked because East Grand Forks is starting to engage in a discussion on 
this, so it would be nice to know if at some point we want to try to target monies.   Haugen 
responded that he thinks that a significant amount of the Grand Forks quiet zone monies came 
from State funds.  He explained that the State Legislature, for a couple of years, provided State 
monies to implement quiet zones.  DeMers said that he thought there was federal/rail grants.  
Haugen responded that there are, adding it is an eligible HSIP, or Highway Safety Improvement 
Program because there is a subset to that program which is for railroad crossings.  He said that it 
is eligible, however how the project competes with changing crossings from just standard 
crossings to having flashing lights, it doesn’t compete well with that level of safety need. 
 
Haugen commented, though, that this would be eligible for the City’s Sub-target funds.   
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Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: Grasser. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that our consultants are working through the scope-of-work.  He said that they 
have identified the public engagement schedule, with the first open house occurring on August 
30th at the Empire Art Center.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request) and gave a brief overview of what will be taking place at the open house; stating 
that this is the initial first step through this and, ultimately twelve months from now we will have 
a draft plan for consideration. 
 
Vein asked how long the presentation will be.  Haugen responded that they are trying to schedule 
no more than twenty minutes for their end of the presentation, but depending on the questions 
and such it could be longer. 
 
Haugen commented that this open house is the first of four total that we will be doing on the 
front end of the update process.  He said that a year from now, assuming we are still on schedule, 
we will be going to each Planning Commission and City Council for public hearings for the 
official sets of public engagement beyond this.   
 
Mock asked if, when you talk about pavement conditions, does it include drivability or is it just 
the true conditions.  Haugen responded that the map that is included in here does not address that 
issue.  He said that they do have the data, but they are still working on this as there are six 
jurisdictions and they all have not exactly the same type of data gathering, so they are trying to 
make it so that they can present sort of one piece of information that captures pavement 
condition.  He added that most of the North Dakota roadways will have that information, it is the 
Minnesota side that won’t have it.  Mock explained that the reason she asked this is because 
sometimes she thinks people evaluate things by what they perceive as far as potholes and 
drivability versus what engineering staff will say is the truth. 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side this data is all from the State Legislature’s 
Transportation Needs Study that was done, and we are only displaying the data for the Federal 
Aid eligible roadways, we aren’t going down to the local street level.  Vein stated that he thinks 
it will be important if the MPO plan and what they are looking at from the City Council be 
aligned with conditions and proposals.   
 
Haugen reported that as far at the Travel Demand Model portion of the study is concerned, the 
information he would share is, as technology advances, data gathering advances, we are having a 
whole lot more information engaged in this modeling effort than we have in the past.   
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Haugen stated that one of the things the State of North Dakota primarily did was to purchase 
some origin destination data.  He commented that, if you recall, we had a discussion about cell 
phone pings, and we have that data and that is a landmine of information as to where people are 
going, and why they are going there, whether it is home based or non-home based, so we are 
getting a good pattern of traffic in the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks area, and it is all 
gathered through the whole month of October of 2015. 
 
Haugen reported that they are now engaging both City’s Staff on trying to get some idea of what 
our street network will look like in 2030, just assuming we aren’t making major investments, but 
just standard build-out of the city for 2030.  He stated that the next one, then, would be 2045, so 
we are working with staff on also distributing where growth is occurring in both communities so 
they are working on the model. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FREIGHT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that, as you heard from past meeting, particularly on the Minnesota side; 
Congress has created a new freight program within the FAST ACT, and with that each State was 
required to identify critical freight corridors, and they split it between urban and rural, and in our 
case urban was what we were asked to work with. 
 
Haugen stated that in December we talked about how Minnesota was approaching this, and that 
is to solicit for projects, then they will prioritize those projects, and those at the top, whatever 
corridor they are on will be designated as an urban corridor. 
 
Haugen said that North Dakota took the opposite approach and they engaged UGPTI to try to 
identify corridors before soliciting for projects.  He added that there is a geographic limit and a 
mileage limit placed on this by the feds. 
 
Haugen referred to a map and explained that it is the map that was generated.  He said that 
UGPTI and the NDDOT sent an email to all three MPOs saying that they have a week to review 
these maps and get back to them with what they feel is better.  He stated that he convened a 
meeting of the City, County and State local staff people and came up with this map.  He went 
over the map briefly. 
 
Vein asked if there is a limit to the number miles we can have on this system.  Haugen responded 
that there is a twenty-five mile limit.  He stated that the total urban freight corridor mileage is 
seventy-five for the entire State, so the three MPOs have split that into twenty-five for each 
MPO.  Vein said, then, that you manipulated this map to hit that twenty-five mile limit.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.  He added that the one odd thing you may notice is Columbia Road 
is not designated.  He explained that the reason for that is because trucks are not allowed on the 
overpass. 
 
Powers asked why I-29 and U.S.#2 are excluded.  Haugen responded that they are excluded from 
the mileage because they are already part of the National Freight Network.   
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Haugen reported that the Technical Advisory Committee reviewed this in July, so this is what the 
NDDOT and UGPTI are now digesting; and they will get back to us as to whether they concur 
with it or if they have a suggested change they would like us to consider. 
 
Haugen commented that this is a map on the federal program side of things.  He added that North 
Dakota also has a strategic freight network, and they adopted that plan a couple of years ago.  
Now they want to follow up and go inside the urban areas and try to figure out what should be on 
the State Freight priority system.  He stated that there is similar mileage, but there are a few more 
designated as we weren’t bound by the geography limits, nor by a mileage cap, so they have a lot 
of the same areas or streets identified.  He added that on the North Dakota side they have them 
stratified in levels; level one would be the Interstate and U.S.#2, level two would be Highway 
81/Washington Street and DeMers, and level three would be the rest.      
 
DeMers asked if the twenty-five miles is set in stone or could there be push-back from Fargo 
saying they want additional miles.  Haugen responded that the direction was clear that each MPO 
has twenty-five miles.                       
 
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. INFRA Grant Solicitation 
 
Haugen reported that there are a couple of grand opportunities; one at the federal level is called 
INFRA grant.  He explained that it has taken two years of federal funds and is asking for entities 
to submit proposals.  He stated that this is open for another two months and you just submit 
directly to the U.S. Government Website, and if any of the local entities are submitting a project 
they must have some sort of letter from the MPO indicating how that project fits with our 
planning and programming processes.   
 
Haugen commented that they are emphasizing, more than ever before, on the federal side a 
strong private public partnership within the proposals, so instead of there being an 80/20 funding 
they are hoping to have a lessor responsibility so money can go farther and there is more private 
capital going into it. 
 
 c. MnDOT Local Roads Improvement Program 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side there is State monies available for local road 
improvement program and that solicitation is open until November so there is opportunity.  He 
stated that when this announcement was released he forwarded to City staff and suggested that 
perhaps the proposed roundabout would fit this program. 
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DeMers asked what the typical funding level is for this program; there is $25,000,000.00 there 
for projects throughout the State, correct.  Haugen responded that that is correct, and he thinks 
there is a cap to it, but he will look into it further and pass the information on. 
 
 d. Bill Listing For 7/15/17 To 8/15/17 Period 
 
Haugen reported that you asked for the MPO bill listings, this is a list of the bills we had during 
the July 15, 2017 to August 15, 2017 period. 
 
 e. New NDDOT Director 
 
Haugen reported that the new NDDOT Director is now in his second week on the job.  He stated 
that his name is Tom Sorrell, and he does come from an extensive work background in 
Minnesota, first as the Federal Highway Division Administrator, and then the MnDOT Director. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 16TH, 
2017, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:54 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


