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PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD  

OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Wednesday, April 19th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the April 19th, 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; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Brandyn Heck, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guests:  Jane Williams and David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 15 TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 15TH, 2017, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen commented that he forgot to introduce the MPO’s new intern, Brandyn Heck at our 
meeting last month so he would like to take the opportunity to do so now.  He stated that 
Brandyn is working with Ms. Kouba primarily on GIS mapping.  He added that Brandyn is from 
Valley City and is a senior at UND in the Geography Department.  
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the information in the report isn’t so much about the bridge project that we 
have been updating you on each month, but rather on the upcoming DeMers Avenue project 
whereby the NDDOT is trying to figure out if they should do a complete reconstruction or a mill 
and overlay.   
 
Haugen stated that, if you recall, back during discussions on the Sorlie Bridge project there was 
talk about doing some repair work to the approach spans and both NDDOT and MnDOT did a 
temporary repair to their approaches with an agreement that they would both look at a more 
permanent fix when North Dakota does work on the their side of DeMers.  He said, then, that 
included in the packet is information concerning NDDOT beginning discussion on their 
approach to figuring out how to do the DeMers Avenue project, their segment of US Business 2 
loop.   
 
Haugen commented that the NDDOT Headquarter staff met last week, however some of the 
information they can’t share just yet, but in the staff report he does mention that there is a whole 
host of other questions and things they would like to get input from the MPO on.  He said that 
staff will have that prepared and vetted through the Technical Advisory Committee for the next 
MPO Executive Policy Board meeting in May, but he did want to make note that one of the main 
comments he made to them was a reminder that they had agreed to address the approach issue 
further, so hopefully it is back on the forefront, so when they consider what to do on DeMers 
they also focus a little on the approach, and also engage MnDOT on their approach span as well.  
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, he is sure you are aware of the lane shift that is taking place currently on 
the Kennedy.  He stated that the project schedule is on the website: 
http://www/dot.state.mn.us/d2/projects/kennedybridge/index.html, but if you would like to sign 
up for direct e-mail notifications you can do so here as well. 
 
Strandell commented that he hopes there isn’t an overlap between the Kennedy project and the 
Sorlie, as far as traffic movement.  Haugen responded that there shouldn’t be.  He added that the 
DeMers Avenue, downtown Grand Forks, project is scheduled to occur in 2019, and all they are 
doing now is studying.  He said that there is going to be an overlap with DeMers Avenue, west 
of the Fire Station out to the Interstate however.   
 
Vein stated that they will be doing the DeMers Avenue rehabilitation from the DeMers bridge 
west to the Interstate this summer, and there will also be closures on the Kennedy Bridge this 
summer as well, so we will have some real traffic issues.  He added that there seems to be more 
traffic on DeMers, is that true.  Haugen responded that he hasn’t looked into this, but there are 
video cameras at all the downtown signals capturing counts, so we could check to see if there is a 
significant difference in the amount of traffic on DeMers.  Williams said that she thought about 
doing that, but with so many variables going on she hasn’t, however it can certainly be done.  
Vein stated that it seems to him there is more traffic, but it could be perception versus reality. 
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Vein asked, on the DeMers Avenue project, as they are looking at a mill and overlay versus 
resconstruction, what will the role of the MPO be in looking at what the options are, or what 
design needs to take place on that section of DeMers.  He added that he knows there are people 
with bicycle interests that are interested in looking at that, and it really does impact all of the 
downtown so there is going to be a need to have a fair amount of input in it as the process goes 
forward.   
 
Haugen responded that the first thing would be if they try to add capacity by adding through 
lanes in that project, that would be inconsistent with all of our planning efforts, so we would 
have to work through that inconsistency.  He added that in recognizing that we have capacity 
issues and that there are three existing river crossings, the communities’ solution to that has 
always been to add a fourth bridge somewhere, so adding capacity downtown would be against 
what we have been planning. 
 
Haugen stated that this also causes a sort of difficult decision, in that if they do a mill and 
overlay, then they really are just doing a pavement preservation project that they don’t 
necessarily have to address capacity issues; but if they do a reconstruction project then the initial 
point of view, from a federal perspective, would be that they would have to address all of the 
known issues that exist on the corridor. 
 
Haugen commented that beyond the capacity issue, we would have plans that identify whether or 
not there are bike facilities on the street identified or not, and there currently are none; or for 
other facilities identified in any of our plans on DeMers Avenue through the downtown.  He 
added that we have done parking studies, so the parking does not suggest any changes to the 
parking stalls, and if they are parallel they are recommended to remain parallel and not convert 
to diagonal or be removed, so it is kind of being consistent with our planning documents, and if 
they are consistent then we are okay. 
 
Vein said that he is talking about, maybe in terms of jurisdictional, when does City Planning, 
City Council take on the features that will be part of the project; and where does the MPO come 
in.  Haugen responded that, again, we have adopted plans that they need to be consistent with; 
we have some of the downtown plans that identified some design opportunities for consideration, 
and when they go through project development they need to be consistent with those plans.  He 
added that if they aren’t going to be consistent with our plans, it means we will need to work out 
that inconsistency prior to federal highways signing off on the project. 
 
Vein asked who has authority over what, does the MPO have authority or someone else.  He 
explained that he knows the people have a lot of thoughts on this, how is it all incorporated into 
determining the final solutions.  Haugen responded that the ultimate authority the MPO has is 
that we will have to program the dollars to the project.  He stated that so far we have 
programmed what has been deemed “the reconstruction” estimate, but if they don’t want to do 
the project at that price, we will have to make a decision as to whether or not we will change the 
amount in the T.I.P.  Vein said, then, that it comes down to the dollars and the consistency with 
our plans. 
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Grasser commented that City staff has been working pretty extensively with the DOT relative to 
public input, and he knows they have been contacting the different interests group downtown, so 
at some point we are going to get, probably, a number of competing views as to what the street 
section should look like, so that will end up coming back to City Council at some point in time, 
and eventually we will have to approve a project concept report at the local level.   
 
Grasser stated that some of the decisions the City Council would make kind of had actually 
happened because we had a discussion a couple of years ago about whether to program it as an 
overlay or a reconstruction, and the decision was to, at least for programming purposes, to put 
reconstruction dollars in the T.I.P.  He added that there will be some additional decision points, 
but he envisions council will be very involved.   
 
Grasser commented that they did talk to the DOT about hiring a consultant to lead the process, 
but they determined that they wanted to do it in-house, and so that ball is just beginning to roll.  
He said that, relative to construction time, he isn’t even sure, maybe Mr. Haugen has more detail, 
but there is always a disconnect between; we call this a 2019 project but is it going to be 
constructed in 2019 or is it 2019 dollars being used in 2020, because in his mind he isn’t sure 
they are going to be able to pull this off for a 2019 construction season, he actually sees a 50/50 
chance it will be a 2020 actual construction.  Haugen responded that what is in the staff report is 
the schedule that they provided, and they are saying it will be a 2019 construction. 
 
Discussion on construction issues/challenges ensued. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF COPIER/PRINTER PURCHASE 
 
Haugen reported that we received three bids on the copier/printer, however one did not meet 
specs and was rejected, and the other was unable to offer a demonstration within our timeline, 
which left us with only one option, which, luckily was the best of the three in terms of meeting 
the specs and also the pricing. 
 
Haugen stated that we did ask for both a leasing option as well as a purchase option, and the 
purchase option makes the best fiscal sense.  He pointed out that we also show a comparison of 
what our current monthly charges are for our existing copier/printer versus what the monthly 
charges will be for our new copier/printer, and it will be less expensive as well.   
 
Haugen said that, with this information, staff is recommending the MPO Executive Policy Board 
approve authorizing the purchase a copier/printer from Liberty Business Systems, as presented. 
 
Powers asked where Liberty Business Systems is based out of.  Haugen responded that they are a 
local firm, located on 32nd Avenue South just west of Sterling Home Center. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE PURCHASE OF A 
COLORED COPIER/PRINTER FROM LIBERTY BUSINESS SYSTEMS, INC. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2 017 ANNUAL 
ELEMENT OF THE 2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that there are amendments being proposed on both the transit side and the 
street/highway side. 
 
Haugen stated that on the transit side we are introducing new funds into the service.  He 
explained that the State of Minnesota has solicited all of their Greater Minnesota Transit 
Operators to submit proposals on increasing service in their community and the City of East 
Grand Forks proposed introducing night bus service to East Grand Forks.  He said that, if you 
didn’t already know, night service for both fixed-route and Dial-A-Ride were only available in 
Grand Forks, but East Grand Forks is now seeking the state funding to introduce that service to 
East Grand Forks as well.  He commented that, additionally, there were funds available to 
purchase capital equipment, so East Grand Forks also applied for a vehicle.   
 
Haugen said that these services will be 100% funded by the State of Minnesota for a two year 
period.  He explained, however, that after the two year period, assuming the service is doing 
well, East Grand Forks will most likely need to cover the 20% local share of those costs. 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet is a copy of the award letter identifying the 
amounts, and then in the project listings we have identified how the services will be provided. 
 
Haugen explained that the State S.T.I.P. is technically on a State Fiscal Year, which is July 1st to 
June 30th; whereas the MPO T.I.P. has traditionally been on the Federal Fiscal Year, which is 
October 1st to September 30th.  He said that these funds are available July 1st of 2017, so in order 
to cover all possible bases we are amending our 2017 T.I.P. so that for the next three to four 
months of 2017 East Grand Forks has the ability to access these funds, so that is why we 
showing it in 2017 even though the award letter is identifying 2018. 
 
Haugen commented that East Grand Forks Transit is also proposing a change to have a current 
project to purchase a demand response vehicle.  He said that in talking with Grand Forks Transit, 
they are now proposing to instead purchase some IT and security equipment with the East Grand 
Forks regular 5307 funds, so that change is also being noted on the transit side. 
 
Haugen stated that on the street/highway side, East Grand Forks gets City Sub-target funding 
from MNDOT every four years, and 2018 is the year it is next available.  He said that previously 
it was identified that they would use the monies to construct a round-about down on Bygland and 
Rhinehart Drive, but it is now felt that they may not be able to deliver that project in 2018 so 
they have been working with MPO and MnDOT staff to see what could be done, and the solution 
is to substitute projects that are more easily implementable in 2018. 
 
Haugen commented that they are amending out the round-about and instead using their 2022 
funds to construct it; and then in 2018 they will do five mini projects instead.  He went over the 
five projects briefly: 
 
 1) Multi-use trail along the west median between MN 220 N and the frontage road.   
  It is an 8- trail located between US 2 and 17th Street N.W. 
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 2) Greenway Boulevard reconstruction and sidewalk improvements involving  
  modifications to the center median to improve access and to construct a sidewalk  
  from Bygland Road and Rhinehart Drive. 
 
 3) At the intersection of Bygland Road and 13th Street S.E. improve the pedestrian  
  crossing treatments to enhance the safety of pedestrians crossing at this   
  intersection. 
 
 4) Rhinehart Drive reconstruction between just south of Bygland Road (avoiding the 
  footprint of the round-about) to 6th Street S.E. 
 
 5) Mill and overlay the asphalt segment of 1st Avenue S.E. adjacent to the Point  
  Bridge. 
 
Haugen stated that these projects are all showing up in your T.I.P. listings in FY2018.  He said 
that a public hearing was advertised, but no written or verbal comments were received.  He 
added that East Grand Forks is showing for their street projects that there is no local match as 
they are identifying that they will be using their Municipal State Aid account to provide the 
match for the federal funds for these projects.  He said, however, that this does not mean that 
they cannot use local dollars for match. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO THE FY2017 ANNUAL ELEMENT OF THE 2017-2020 T.I.P., AND 
THE FY2018 PROJECT LISTING, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF ND FTA 5310 & 5339 CANDIDATE PROJECTS  
 
Kouba reported that back in February both the MPO and the NDDOT solicited for projects for 
their FTA 5339 and 5310 programs.  She said that the MPO deadline for submittals was April 1st 
in order for us to get them to the NDDOT by May 1st.  She stated that the Cities Area Transit was 
the only entity to submit projects for both funding sources.   
 
Kouba referred to the staff report and went over the projects for both the 5339 and the 5310 
programs: 
 
5339 Projects 
 
 1) Fare Media Encoding “PEM” Machines – Requesting $30,400 
 
 2) Facility Rehabilitation (Bus Barn and Administration Building Renovations, and  
  update HVAC system) – Requesting $309,600 
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 3) Mobile Video Camera System – Requesting $48,000 
 
 4) Maintenance Software – Requesting $80,000 
 
5310 Projects 
 
 1)  Mobility Manager – Requesting $74,345 
 
 2) Replacing ADA Minivan – Requesting $30,400 
 
 3) Replacing ADA Minivan – Requesting $54,800 
 
Kouba reported that staff is recommending approval of the Candidate Projects in the order given. 
 
MOVED BY MOCK, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE CANDIDATE 
PROJECTS FOR THE ND FTA 5339 AND 5310 GRANTS IN THE PRIORITY ORDER 
GIVEN. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF CONTRACT WITH KIMLEY-HORN/WSB  FOR 
STREET AND HIGHWAY PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that back in March you authorized the release of the RFP for updating our 
Street and Highway Element for the Year 2045.  He said that March 31st was the deadline and 
four proposals were submitted.   
 
Haugen commented that there was a selection committee identified that you approved, and that 
selection committee was the actual Technical Advisory Committee.  He said that they met and 
reviewed all four proposals last Tuesday, and through the selection process they recommended 
Kimley Horn/WSB as their top choice.   
 
Haugen stated that when they opened their cost estimate it was, based on their written and oral 
presentation, $288,000 and change, and we budgeted $300,000 for the project.  He added that 
they also identified in their proposal some optional public engagement techniques, and the 
selection committee recommended that the MPO look into them and see what the true cost of 
doing them, and what they really entail, would be.   
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that he identified that we would be trying to 
work with Kimley Horn on the contract negotiations, adding, however, that when he wrote the 
staff report he didn’t realize what impact the Easter Holiday would have on everybody’s work 
schedule.  He said, though, that from a staff perspective we think we have, after negotiating with 
Kimley Horn, a doable contract and scope of work. 
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Haugen commented that the three optional items were: 
 
 1) On-line Mapping Tool – this would be a way for the general public to be directed  
  to an on-line map of Grand Forks/East Grand Forks that they can comment and  
  write what their traffic issue is at both locations.  He said that we can use this  
  tool as we look at alternatives to show them where these alternatives are and  
  get their feedback directly on  the on-line system.  He added that this is a tool the  
  MnDOT is used in their recent planning documents statewide. 
 
 2) Pop-up Events – this would be similar to those events that we held when we did  
  the Grand Forks Land Use Plan.  He said that this is where we went out to public  
  events  and tried to engage citizens, the French fry feed was one example.  He  
  stated that they were proposing to add three of these.  He added that as we were  
  negotiating with them a sub-set of this would be what is called a “meeting in  
  a box” whereby instead of then staffing these pop-up events they would get  
  all the materials ready and MPO staff would  then use it to hold the event   
  ourselves. 
 
 3) Project Fact Sheets – whereby when we get down to the final list of projects that  
  might have serious consideration of being in the fiscally constrained plan, they  
  would  prepare fact sheets, one pagers, that would try to inform everyone as to  
  what that project is, what it is trying to accomplish, what the cost is, etc. 
 
Haugen reported that after talking to Kimley Horn the only one that staff is recommending be 
done is the on-line mapping tool.  He added that the total negotiated cost, including this tool, is 
$285,000. 
 
Grasser stated that he wanted to thank Mr. Haugen for following up on this.  He explained that 
he had voiced some concern at the Technical Advisory Committee about the $300,000 budget, 
and their original proposal of $288,000, and not having anything left to work with in the event 
there would be some change orders for some additional things that might come up, so he is glad 
to see the lower cost so we have some dollars left to work with. 
 
MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE CONTRACT TO 
RETAIN KIMLEY-HORN/WSB FOR UPDATING THE STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT 
OF THE 2045 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT MINNESOTA SIDE FY20 18-2021 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that typically in the spring we are adopting a Draft T.I.P. for consideration of 
our next four years, and off and on the last several years we have been able to do a dual 
Minnesota/North Dakota T.I.P., while at times we have been doing one side only.  He added that 
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in April we have never not done a Draft Minnesota side T.I.P., and this year we are once again 
doing only the Draft Minnesota side T.I.P. for the next four years. 
 
Haugen stated that this draft assumed that the 2018 swapping of East Grand Forks projects 
would be approved, so they are listed in this draft document. 
 
Haugen commented that because of how funding revenues come into the Minnesota side of our 
study area, beside the transit project we already talked about, and the swapping of projects in 
2018; there isn’t a lot of other projects listed in this document. 
 
Haugen referred to the FY2019 project list, and explained that the reason he left it blank is 
because of the whole thing we talked about with the transit and the state fiscal and federal fiscal 
years.  He said that this is the draft of the next T.I.P./S.T.I.P. cycle, and between now and 
August, when we do the final document, there might be some reasons why we have to shift some 
of those state funded transit projects to be shown in FY2019, and this draft is showing them as 
2017/2018 projects, so he wanted to have placeholders in 2019 in the event we do have to move 
some of those state funded projects into 2019. 
 
Haugen commented that there are three new projects in the last year of the T.I.P.; there are the 
regular transit operating ones, and then the three new ones: 
 
 1) Pavement surface project on the westbound lane of U.S. #2 from Fisher to 5th  
  Avenue N.E. in East Grand Forks.   
 
 2) Construct a safe routes to school sidewalk from 19th Avenue S.E. and along 13th  
  Street S.E. to connect to school. 
 
 3) Safe Routes to School educational and encouragement funding for a three year  
  period. 
 
Haugen said that each document needs to show where things are with the current projects, shown 
in Appendix I, Project Status, and the big one is the Kennedy Bridge, and we all know that that is 
under construction. 
 
Haugen stated that, with the one change to show the new final amount of the U.S. #2 project, 
staff and the Technical Advisory Committee are recommending approval of the Draft Minnesota 
Side T.I.P. For FY2018-2021. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT 
MINNESOTA SIDE FY2018-2021 T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
DeMers asked, on the new projects we just amended, the cost of those are listed in the “Other” 
column not “Local”, why is that.  Haugen responded that it is because since it isn’t true East 
Grand Forks money, it is State Aid, so they want it listed as “Other”, and then in the remark 
section we identify “Other” as Municipal State Aid.  He added that you see this with transit as 
well.  He explained that from MnDOTs point of view the State column or cell is only related to 
trunk highway funds. 
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Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF CONTRACT TO COMPLETE NEAR SOU THSIDE 
NEIGHBORHOOD CONCEPT DRAWINGS  
 
Haugen reported that, again, back in February you authorized the release of an RFP to do the 
conceptual drawings for the Near Southside Neighborhood study.  He stated that A.T.A.C. is 
doing most of the work, however, as we informed you then, they were not overly interested in 
doing some of these conceptual drawings, so we released an RFP.  He said that March 31st was 
the deadline for submittal of proposals, but we received no responses.   He explained that he 
thinks the primary reason for our getting no proposals was because there is only a $10,000 
budget and most firms felt that that would be spending close to that amount in preparing a 
proposal and possibly having to be interviewed, thus we received zero responses. 
 
Haugen stated that we then worked with the NDDOT to determine where we go from here, and 
the next step is, since we did go through the formal RFP process and got zero responses, was to 
go to the non-competitive based negotiation process, which is essentially to just ask for quotes.  
He said that he sent out a request for quotes, hoping to get three responses, to fifteen firms that 
were pre-qualified by the NDDOT to do this type of work.  He stated that the proposals were due 
on Monday, and we did receive one from CPS. 
 
Haugen reported that the CPS quote met the scope of work that we identified in the request for 
quotes, which was simply taking our RFP and using the same basic work we are asking for with 
the exception of elimination of some of the proposal work and some of the interviewing process 
to allow for us to just get quotes.  He stated that because we only received one quote we did need 
to discuss it with the NDDOT to get their approval, and their answer was that if it was responsive 
to our request then we could go forward with an agreement with CPS to do the drawings. 
 
Haugen stated that the proposal has been shared with the City Engineering and Planning staff, 
who were identified as the people who would be making the selection.  He said that he has not 
yet heard back from engineering, but the planning staff felt comfortable with what is being 
proposed. 
 
Haugen commented that we had a $10,000 budget for the consultant work, and their quote is for 
$10,000, so as it stand right now we have one firm that has provided a quote, it is at our budgeted 
amount to do the work, and it seems like they are proposing to do the work we are asking for in 
the RFP/RFQ, so staff is recommending approval. 
 
Grasser asked the engineering staff present if they felt comfortable with this proposal.  
Kuharenko responded that he reviewed the proposal and he has no comments on it.  Vein stated 
that it sounds like the proposal is satisfactory. 
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MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE CONTRACT WITH 
CPS, LTD., TO COMPLETE THE NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD CONCEPT 
DRAWINGS. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT WITH 
A.T.A.C. TO INCLUDE A SPEED STUDY AND WALKABILITY A SSESSMENT FOR 
THE NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD 
 
Haugen reported that we are starting to collect traffic data, and we have met with some of the 
members of the Neighborhood Task Force that they formed, and one of the things they asked us 
to consider is to do a speed study.  He stated that the City did a speed study with a police trailer, 
and the neighborhood felt that it influenced the speed of vehicles, so A.T.A.C. has equipment 
available, and they are willing to put it out on a pole, which makes it less noticeable than a trailer 
being in a parking area.  He said that they are proposing to do four spot speed studies, which 
would cover Reeves Drive, Belmont, Cherry and 4th Avenue, those four corridors, and the cost 
would be $3,800. 
 
Haugen commented that they also talked about what is truly “walkability”.  He said that they 
would like to have a training session whereby the neighborhood and others would go through a 
session of defining what walkability is, and then going out and doing an audit.  He stated that this 
would cost an additional $2,000. 
 
Haugen said that staff is asking for approval to amend our current A.T.A.C. contract to add these 
two items, at a cost of roughly $5,800.  He commented that we do have a technical assistance 
activity in our work program to cover this additional cost. 
 
Grasser commented that he struggles with the walkability portion because it is going to be very 
subjective, and we know that our system isn’t perfect, and a lot of the reason it isn’t perfect is 
because we have planning constraints, we have other constraints, and he struggles with how 
much time should we spend and how much money should we spend getting input from a small 
specific group identifying a bunch of wishes and then struggle with being able to fund them.  He 
added that, philosophically it is a bit of a struggle he has sometimes with when we do the 
planning and we don’t have any financial or other constraints to the system, we are just asking 
people what they want, and, again, presuming that essentially what we are going to get out of this 
is another list of things a specific neighborhood wants in their particular area, so he isn’t 
objecting to it necessarily, but he struggles with not having a financial piece to the question. 
 
Haugen responded that they were viewing this as trying to get a foundation as to what is 
walkability, so that there is a bit of a common base component and then use that as a way to 
assess the neighborhood so that we don’t get someone on Reeves Drive feeling that pristine  
 
sidewalks and what have you is walkability versus a different point of view from someone on 
Belmont or Cherry, to have a commonality as to what is truly a good walkability system in place, 
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and then be able to go out and use that to assess the neighborhood; to give us a base 
understanding of what the components of walkability are. 
 
Vein said that the original scope was to do a traffic study correct.  Haugen responded that that is 
correct, but it did include looking at the pedestrian and bicycle modes in addition to vehicle 
traffic.  He said that there was some work done with the Near Southside Neighborhood 
Association a couple of year ago that did assess the sidewalk conditions, and such, and those 
were done without this agreement as to what are the components of walkability, they were more 
of that subjective type of review and comment, so as we have the data that we are looking at we 
are trying to get to a commonality agreement as to what are the true components of try 
walkability. 
 
Vein asked if we have walkability in any other neighborhoods.  Haugen responded that we have 
never gone through this process where we have engaged a neighborhood to do this assessment on 
their neighborhood.  Vein asked if we have done a walkability assessment to other 
neighborhoods ourselves.  Haugen responded that we have not done it the way this is being set 
up to be done, but we have done a lot of curb ramp studies to make sure they are ADA 
compliant, and some projects, particularly with those with federal funding, if it is a 
reconstruction project we need to do an assessment on the accessibility of the whole sidewalk 
system through that corridor, but we have not done this.  He added, though that the Near 
Northside Neighborhood did have a component of this, and they did fix up a lot of their 
sidewalks and did some curb ramps in their neighborhood. 
 
Mock asked if we did the walkability study, and you actually define what it is, could it be 
something that would be carried over into other neighborhoods; because the level of engagement 
in this neighborhood is beyond the norm, they are very very engaged, so there is a great deal of 
interest, but it would be nice if you could actually define it so that we can get away from 
personal preferences and then it can be carried over into other neighborhoods. 
 
Vein commented that he would think that sidewalks themselves are special assessed and would 
be put on a list, but curb ramps would have to be a city expense if you are doing it from the curb 
up to the property.  Grasser agreed, adding that some of this goes back to the budget, can we 
afford to do what a particular neighborhood might want to do because right now our program is 
to do curb ramps but there is a very limited budget, so again, if you find out that there are thirty 
of them that this neighborhood wants you would be spending the entire one to two years of this 
budget in that neighborhood, which is why he is going back to the component of not having a 
fiscal tie to this. 
 
Grasser asked what is the training portion, how do they train people to walk the neighborhood 
and assess walkability.  Haugen responded that the training is getting to that commonality as to 
what is the walkability components that we want to assess, and then with that training the 
volunteers would go out and walk their neighborhood and fill out forms to give us back an 
assessment of what are the common definitions of what makes their neighborhood walkable. 
 
Malm commented that he walked this area for the City a few years ago, and nothing has ever 
been done.  He stated that the neighborhood residents are very sincere in what they believe, but  
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they are out of site on what some of these things are going to cost, and he doesn’t think that 
anyone will every really agree on what is “walkability”.  He asked who will do the walking 
because if you use people from the neighborhood, they aren’t neutral, they have a very vested 
interest.  Haugen responded that it is through the active neighborhood group that would 
volunteer to do it, and there are already people volunteering to do it if we can pursue this 
contract amendment.  Malm stated that they are probably not the right people to do it, because 
they have a vested interest.  Haugen said that that is part of the purpose for getting the training to 
them so they all have a common understanding of what it is we are trying to describe as 
“walkability”, and so that it is a more, as much as possible, objective review of what is out there.  
He added that they wouldn’t just be sent out by themselves, we would pair them up with staff 
that would volunteer to walk with them to help them assess it so it isn’t just letting them run 
amuck through the neighborhood and coming up with concepts. 
 
Vein commented that he thinks the theory sounds good, it is just the implementation and how 
practical the issue is is what he is hearing.   
 
Grasser reported that, as it is stated here, he would not be for the amendment; having said that if 
you add a component to the training and the discussion that says “how much am I, as an owner in 
the neighborhood, willing to pay to make this walkable”, however they define that; $0-$1,000, 
$1,000-$5,000, $5,000-$10,000, whatever the dollar amounts might be, but to him that is the 
disconnect because what I want, if I don’t have a financial component to it, has essentially no 
limit, but if you have a financial connection to it then we engage not only the idea of what is 
walkable, but how much maybe they are willing to contribute to get to that walkability. 
 
DeMers commented that when he thinks about walkability he thinks of two things; 1) what 
distances are people walking, as this will determine whether it is not walkable, and 2) whether or 
not accessibility is an issue.  He said that it sounds like it isn’t necessarily walkability but maybe 
more conditions, are you talking about the condition of the sidewalks, because to him you 
shouldn’t have to train people to do that, it is part of the complaint process, so it seems like it is 
two people talking about different things.   
 
Williams stated that there is a technical definition for walkability, and it also includes an analysis 
of the land use and patterns and such, and a big part of the scoring for walkability is how far 
away is the grocery store, how far away is the library, and those kinds of things; so she totally 
agrees that the terminology, walkability already has an established definition of it.   
 
Vein said that what he is hearing is that this is to help conduct a walkability study, and the 
consultant would still do the walkability study, correct.  Haugen responded that staff goes out 
with them, but a lot of the people filling out the forms are volunteers.  He added that if we can 
we can split this request and come back next month with a better information package on the 
walkability concept for you to consider.  
 
MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE CONTRACT WITH A.T.A.C. TO DO JUST THE SPEED STUDY PORTION FOR THE 
NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD, AND TO TABLE THE WALKABILITY PORTION 
OF THE STUDY TO THE NEXT MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD MEETING FOR 
FURTHER REVIEW. 
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Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, Grasser, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLA N AND 
TRANSIT ASSET MANAGEMENT 
 
Kouba reported that we are at the end of the Transit Development Plan study, and have a draft 
plan available for review on the website shown in the staff report.   
 
Kouba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request) and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Kouba summarized by stating that the main focus is: 
 
 1)  Route structure 
 2) Making sure we have our performance targets  
 3) Financial outlook 
 
Kouba stated that we have a lot going on and a lot to offer for transit, unfortunately we really 
need to start looking at more and more revenue sources as we aren’t going to be getting the 
funding from the feds in the future.   
 
Vein commented that he thinks the last item will be a huge item when it comes to cost for all of 
this, as we try to figure out what we can continue to afford to do.  Kouba agreed. 
 
Haugen stated that we are asking for preliminary approval of this as it sets the stage for us to be 
able to formally ask each city to consider the plan recommendations, and engage the public in 
the formal approval process.  He added that that is why we are asking for preliminary approval 
so we can officially submit it to the cities for their consideration. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO GRANT PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 
OF THE DRAFT TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
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. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 19TH, 2017, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:30 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


