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

Wednesday, May 16th, 2018 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the May 16th, 2018, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board to order 
at 12:02 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 

On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Gary Malm, Warren Strandell, Clarence Vetter, 
Ken Vein, Jeannie Mock, Marc DeMers, and Al Grasser. 
 
Guest(s):  Brian Opsahl, Brady-Martz and Associates; and David Kuharneko, Grand Forks 
Engineering. 
 
Staff: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Jairo 
Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 

Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 18TH, 2018, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 

MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 18TH, 2018, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS PRESENTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF 2017 MPO AUDIT REPORT 
 
Brian Opsahl, Brady-Martz, stated that they were here a few months ago to perform the audit for the 
MPO, and had most of it done shortly after that but had to wait for some pension information before they 
could finalize it.   
 
Opsahl referred to the 2017 Audit Report (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request) and went over it briefly. 
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Opsahl explained that as they go through the audit they have different test work and different people 
looking at things so there is a tendency to have a few comments here and there, and the Manager’s Letter 
is what they call a “best practices” report.  He said that as he was presenting this last year he thinks this 
same question was brought up so they just thought it would be a good idea to suggest that, because there 
is a small staff in charge of the accounting, and so whenever that is the case they like to have as many 
people looking at things as possible, so they are recommending that the Executive Policy Board maybe 
approve the expenditures when they meet.  He suggested that that can be just a list of the expenditures 
that anyone can request items be pulled from for further discussion if they desire.   
 
Vein asked if a formal motion would be needed to approve doing something like this, or is that 
something that staff can just do.  Haugen responded that we did discuss this last year and this body 
decided that a list of expenditures be included in the packet each month for review.  Vein asked if Mr. 
Opsahl was recommending that the board take a more formal action on this.  Opsahl responded that he 
thinks that would help.  He explained that the reason they like that extra step of approval is so that they 
can come back and say “okay, the board approved this in the minutes”, and they are looking for things 
like check gaps and stuff between minutes, so their recommendation would be to formally approve it.   
 
Grasser said that your recommendation says to review invoices and we’re approving the checks, and he 
is wondering if there is a difference in that for your accounting purposes.  Opsahl responded that the idea 
is, and the way that this is usually put into practice is that the invoices are available if somebody wanted 
to pull one, but there is a listing of the vendors and the amounts, including the check numbers, and then 
typically we get maybe a board packet before hand so if you wanted something pulled you can have it 
ready for the board meeting; but there also be a listing of the vendors and the amounts.   
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Grasser referred to the cover letter, under significant audit findings, it says that management is 
responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies, and asked if that is normal.  He 
said that he knows there are different degrees of audits, is this typical for an MPO, is this the way it is 
supposed to be or should we be looking at a different type.  Opsahl responded that management goes 
through and determines which accounting policies make sense for the MPO to have, and there is no 
accounting policies that have been adopted here that would be any different than any other MPO that 
they audit, as well as most government agencies, so if you decided, for example, that you wanted to 
report on a cash basis or didn’t want to implement a standard for some reason, you could do that but then 
that would be modifying this report to some degree, but he doesn’t see the need to do that, he thinks the 
way you are presenting right now on a full accrual is the most informative to the readers of the financial 
statements. 
 
Grasser commented that the reason for his question is, he has been on different boards and there are 
different audits, and then there are different types of audits that happened and whatnot and he just 
wanted to make sure we are doing the right one from an auditing standpoint.  Opsahl responded that this 
would be considered the most comprehensive because it has the full accrual and then there are also single 
audits, which if you spend over $750,000 of federal awards you are required to have another special 
audit within this report, but you didn’t meet that threshold so you don’t have any requirements for that at 
this time, but that could be another thing that from entity to entity might change a little bit. 
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MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO RECEIVE AND FILE THE 2017 MPO 
AUDIT REPORT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Grasser stated that he is still a little uncomfortable that we don’t have a finance sub-committee made up of 
financial people that could look at this.  He added that a lot of this is still Greek to him, he has seen a lot of 
audits but he it is still a little Greek to him on the process.  He added that if he remembers correctly, Mr. 
Haugen, he thinks on our communication plan we had identified a finance committee but decided not to 
engage it, so he just wants to mention again that he would be more comfortable with a finance committee 
that would review things and kind of give everything a second brush.  Vein asked if this would be a 
committee that would meet annually, is that what you’re thinking about.  Grasser responded that he 
doesn’t have a timeframe in mind of how often the committee would meet, but he thinks that they should 
at least review the audit.  Vein said that he thinks this would be something separate from what we have in 
place now and would suggest we do a follow-up on it. 
 

Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Grasser, DeMers, Vein, Powers, Strandell and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY PLAN ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that there are three items under this agenda item, and he would like to discuss the last 
item first as it requires action. 
 
 Future Bridge Study Draft Scope Of Work 
 
Haugen commented that on Monday you received a larger scope of work due to some additional cost 
analysis work that the City of Grand Forks wants done.  He stated that, as we discussed, we have added 
17th Avenue South in and also modified it to reflect the Elks Drive location as well. 
 
Haugen stated that in the scope of work you will see that we are updating, and they presented this 
information last year as the type of information and graphic that we will be updating to reflect, particularly 
when it comes to the flood protection as built instead of what was in there.  He said that the design stage is 
still, some of this information we eliminated or modified or broadened to make it more generic than 
perhaps “dumbing-down” some level of detail that might be assumed before the NEPA process that is 
going to have to take place.  He added that they are also including those intersections that he calls the 
touchdown points of each river crossing so the first major north/south street would have refined traffic 
operations into that, and we would do the additional level of service analysis to give us some sense of what 
type of traffic control would be appropriate if a bridge were to go to that intersection. 
 
Haugen said that they will also be updating the cost estimates.  He reported that some of the crossings have 
not had a review of the cost estimates since 2003 or so, so we will be updating those cost estimates. 
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Haugen reported that the scope of work is this document that is the actual scope that identifies all that will 
be done.  He added that a couple of other things they are doing is to try to get some sense of timing of the 
bridge; and of course we know that 2045 our model is saying that all three of our existing bridges will 
have congestion, so they are going to take a look at our model timing for 2030 versus 2045 to see if there 
is a sense of immediacy for, or whether one more crossing would have the potential to have the relieve 
needed sooner than later. 
 
Haugen commented that during the Technical Advisory Committee discussion, and others, they also talked 
about how the roadways that would receive the majority of the new bridge traffic, what type of condition 
they are in and what they might need updated to handle the additional traffic, so they added that into the 
scope, but it is still at the planning level analysis stage.   
 
Haugen stated that the bulk of the work will be at the 47th Avenue area because we never looked at that 
site in great detail.  He added that they have received from the International Coalition of the Red River 
Basin, a LIDAR detail for the river so we have some fairly good contours in that area that will reflect 
similar profiles that we have for the existing conditions, and it is post flood protection construction so it 
shows that as well.  He said that on the Minnesota side 47th Avenue there is a township roadway 
connection, so one of the scopes that we added in is to just flesh out better if that were the chosen side 
what dynamics would have to come into play in order for a lead agency to identify what the mechanics are 
for that to happen.  He added that Polk County would likely have to add it to their county road network 
and it might cause them to have to reduce mileage from other areas to continue the mileage they currently 
have, so they will be discussing what the mechanics are and will primarily focus on the 47th Avenue area.  
He explained that the reason for that is both counties have made statements that they would support the 
Merrifield location and understand the Cities will take care of the locations from 32nd north; and both cities 
have stated that they would be the appropriate lead agency at those locations, so 47th is the one that is still 
up in the air. 
 
Vein commented that 47th Avenue, even on the North Dakota side would be county.  Haugen responded 
that it is located within the Grand Forks City Limits; our knowledge would say that we treat it just like 
32nd, 17th, Elks, etc, so the City would be the lead agency. 
 
Haugen stated that last month we did make a work program amendment to include the cost of this 
additional work.  He referred to a slide illustrating the cost estimate for this additional work and went over 
it briefly.  He pointed out that this estimate it is below the budgeted amount we approved and that it 
represents and reflects the scope of work that we have been discussing.  He added that there was some 
discussion at the Technical Advisory Committee, and this has been kind of a fluid scope of work, and as 
you can tell we make adjustments based on information that we have received, so, again, we think this is 
the scope that reflects what we have been discussing. 
 
Grasser referred to the scope of work, #5 on the second page, and commented that states that we will rely 
on the City of Grand Forks’ input regarding existing and desired roadway cross sections and said that he is 
wondering if that needs to include input from the MPO.  He stated that what he is wondering about is if 
that is going to come back to the staff and say, okay, how wide should the road be, should there be a 
sidewalk on one side and bikepath on the other side, and those types of things because that would probably  
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be a bigger issue than what he would put on the staff, so he isn’t sure what that statement meant.  He added 
that East Grand Forks would obviously have something to say on that for their side too.  Haugen 
responded that what they are trying to say is that the MPO and the Consultant aren’t going to make an 
assumption as to what is acceptable, it is to ask the appropriate road authority what they feel is acceptable, 
so it doesn’t say “staff” so we can assume that you would be following the process and as staff you would 
go before your council and say that this would be the Council level of decision necessary instead of just 
relying on staff to provide the direction of whether the road needs to be widened or not. 
 
Haugen stated that this was discussed at the Technical Advisory Committee and there will be a certain 
amount of maintenance that will be required in each of these corridors regardless of whether bridge traffic  
or not, so they are trying to scope out what they feel would be additional work that might be required if a 
bridge was located and the traffic associated with it. 
 
Vein referred to a table and said that there are about six-line items there that are the description of the 
changes, and are these are the description of additional items that are required to incorporate the additional 
crossing locations.  Haugen responded that is correct, adding that it is the manpower by the different staff 
levels keeping these tasks updated including updating the project memo, update the matrixes with a 
SYNCHRO analysis of additional intersections prepare the estimate that exhibits the cost estimates. Vein 
commented that we are already doing these, this is just going to add the additional locations into the 
concept, and so the direct labor cost is $19,000 to do that.   
 
Haugen referred to the information that was distributed, and pointed out that it is actually $21,000, adding 
that was a catch, again the bottom line didn’t change, but the direct labor costs is really $21,000, and you 
will see that on the sheet that was handed out. 
 
Vein stated that from a contractor stand-point it looks like the markup is about 3.0, really close to that from 
you direct labor cost to your actual overall cost.  Haugen responded that included in that is the profit.  He 
commented that there is an audited amount, the overhead is separate from the fixed fee.  Vein said that that 
is within reason.  Haugen stated that the overhead rate would be what our master contract rate is at and is 
maintained within each amendment, and the fixed fees are 12% and are also consistent with our master 
contract. 
 
Haugen pointed out that we are scoping this within the schedule that we are currently under, so we aren’t 
trying to extend our scheduled completion date on this. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE AMENDMENT #3 TO THE 
STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT TO PERFORM ADDITIONAL WORK FOR THE PROPOSED 
RIVER CROSSINGS AT A COST NOT TO EXCEED $64,000.00. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Grasser, DeMers, Vein, Powers, Strandell and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
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 Financial Forecast 
 
Haugen reported that they have been working with staff from both cities and states to come up with 
revenue forecasts.  He referred to the packet and stated that included is a draft of where our current assets 
are.  He explained that, again, what we are trying to do with the revenue forecasts is to not necessarily 
separate out those revenues or how they are spent yet, but just to identify what revenues there are. 
 
Haugen commented that the are also trying to identify that there are federal programs that each state 
distributes under different names, so they are trying to show the difference between North Dakota naming 
and the Minnesota naming of these programs, and if you pay attention during the T.I.P. discussions you 
will have these names referenced, so they should be somewhat familiar to you already.   
 
Haugen stated that the biggest thing occurring with our revenue forecasts in the current timeframe is that 
on the North Dakota side they distribute most of their monies to the population 5,000 or larger 
communities through the Urban Regional Program and the Urban Local Program; and right now Fargo and 
West Fargo are part of that group of 5,000 or more, but if the Fargo Metro area reaches over 200,000 
population, under federal law they become a different entity than just an MPO, they become a 
Transportation Management Area (TMA) and then they would receive a direct allocation of federal funds. 
He explained that in North Dakota there is roughly $34 million available for the Regional and Local 
programs, typically split 50/50, so under this scenario North Dakota would have to give Fargo/Moorhead 
around $7 million dollars of the total available statewide, and Fargo/Moorhead would no longer be 
competing statewide, they would have their share of the funds which means that the rest of the state 
entities would have 30% less revenue to seek funding from on the State Highway System. 
 
Haugen commented that if the Urban Local Program, because Fargo/Moorhead population is removed 
from the funding program, we are likely going to add Watford City to the list, but it sort of shakes out that 
there is no change or possibly a slight increase to the Grand Forks area’s allocation program, so what we 
are trying to work with the NDDOT on is to see if they are willing to have their State Highway System in 
the urban areas outside of Fargo/Moorhead take the potential 30% cut in funds.  He said that if we go 
forward with a transportation plan that reflects a 30% cut on the State Highway System on the North 
Dakota side, then when we solicit for projects in our T.I.P. that also needs to be consistent and reflect that 
30% cut in funding as well, so the NDDOT has some internal discussion that need to take place to 
determine whether or not they want to start making changes to how the Urban Regional Roads and the 
Urban Local Roads programs will distribute funds. 
 
Haugen stated that even though the TMA status won’t really be official until 2022, this fall we will start 
soliciting projects for the Year 2023 in our T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. cycle, so by the time 2022 rolls around we 
will have projects already identified several years into that impact if it truly 30%. 
 
Haugen said, then, that before we get too much further in to our revenue forecasting and making a fiscally 
constrained plan, we would like North Dakota to make a decision on this issue because the last thing we 
want to do is to make progress on a 30% cut and then have them, when we are trying to adopt a plan, make 
that change and say that they are going to maintain their system and the 30% is going to come from 
someplace else, which would upset our fiscally constrained plan going forward. 
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Vein asked if there was a projected date or timeline on when the NDDOT would make that decision.  
Haugen responded that they had their first internal discussion last Friday on this issue.  He said that they 
are aware of our timeline and our needs to have that decision soon.  He stated that what he is asking them 
to do is, both ourselves and the other two MPOs have to have plans adopted by the end of 2019, and if this 
is still in play that they take due diligence and work with all parties involved to come up with a 
restructuring of this if that is the route they want to go, that they do that during the rest of this year and 
most of next year so that we are all operating under a similar financial assumptions in MPO areas.   
 
Grasser commented that he thought our 2045 update was due by December of 2018.  Haugen responded 
that ours is but the other two MPOs are due in 2019.  He added, though, that they have already started their 
scope and are trying to get similar financial assumptions for all three MPO areas as well.  He said that, 
again, it is something new to the NDDOT and particularly upper management, but it is something that the 
rest of the Urban Cities in North Dakota probably aren’t aware of and probably neither the League of 
Cities or the Counties are fully aware of what might be happening here so he thinks if the NDDOT could 
just hold off on saying this might be happening for the next eighteen months and spend that time 
discussing this with all of the stakeholders involved and come up with a new proposal and be closer to the 
2020 census which is what triggers that population number, that might be best for all of us instead of going 
with this assumption now and then changing it sooner than later. 
 
Vein stated that he thinks for us now is to just be aware of this, that is really the intent of what Mr. Haugen 
is talking about; we don’t know when we will have the answer, it will be up to the DOT to act on this.  
Haugen commented that for us to make progress on a fiscally constrained plan we need to have the answer 
within 30 days, and that is what we are trying to push them on, we aren’t trying to push them to say “okay, 
you’ve identified that this might be an issue, but don’t make this change in our financial assumptions, 
spend time working with everybody to come up with how you are going to change this”, because that is 
going to take some time, and where we are at with our end of the year deadline, we are kind of driving the 
process to some extent these next 30 to 45 days. 
 
Haugen said that the Main Street Initiative is a new North Dakota program that is just beginning and did 
require that some funds be taken from other areas to fund it.  He commented that we were trying to agree 
with the NDDOT how to reasonably forecast funds in the future and we think we’ve settled on using a pro-
ratio of the population in the urban areas of North Dakota so you will see that revenue coming and these 
assumptions.   
 
Haugen commented that right now on the Urban Regional Program our history has been telling us that on 
average we are getting just under $3 million dollars a year in regional highways in North Dakota, but if 
that decreases 30% we go down to $2 million dollars a year, then we all know that the revenue isn’t 
increasing as fast as the cost of the construction, so it is kind of a downward trickling effect on that 
program. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Urban Local Program, because these numbers aren’t reflecting that TMA status, 
these are the current T.I.P. numbers, we would be projecting them to have a similar path of a 2% per year 
growth, and then the Main Street Initiative, based on the $4.6 million dollars, we would be looking at  
 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, May 16th, 2018 
 
 

8 

 

 

 
roughly our pro-rated share of $600,000 a year, and at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting they 
discussed whether this should be considered as a project eligible every year, or, because $600,000 might 
not go very far on an Urban project, we might want to try using this every two years or every three years, 
or as East Grand Forks experiences with their City Sub-Target program every four years, to allow it to 
build it up to an amount that makes a larger project possible; but the Technical Advisory Committee was 
gravitating towards using it annually. 
 
Haugen reported that another new item, that we aren’t highlighting with a bullet, is on the Minnesota side.  
He explained that with our current 2040 Plan, MnDOT said that after we do the two bridges they are kind 
of done in East Grand Forks doing projects, but now they are coming up with a documented need of more 
work needing to be done in East Grand Forks than they previously thought; so now we are starting to 
identify the revenues to help offset those costs identified.  He added that, as we discussed before, for the 
City’s Sub-Target, East Grand Forks used to get about $300,000 every fourth year, that is now up to 
$860,000 every fourth year.  He stated that those are kind of the federal programs that we can kind of 
expect annually to offset our project costs. 
 
DeMers asked why the inflation numbers aren’t for 2018 -2022, is that per legislature.  Haugen responded 
that that is their financial plan.  DeMers asked if 2.2% represents the typical and that they have not 
allocated the increase.  Haugen responded that Minnesota does a ten-year financial plan, and they had 
projects already committed to those four years so that is why they are being held constant.  He added that 
there are additional funds coming in, and they are creating these additional project requests separate from 
the sub-target, that is why the sub-targets are flat, and they are funding those funds through these other 
programs. 
 
Haugen reported that there are some State funds that distributed.  He explained that on the North Dakota 
side these are funds that were offered one time, and we can’t rely on it for future revenue, but they are just 
acknowledging that it happened in the past, but we aren’t anticipating it in the future.  He stated that on the 
Minnesota side there are quite a few additional programs that are available, that finance a lot through State 
funds, and East Grand Forks has enjoyed some project funding out of these programs.  He pointed out, 
however, that you can see in our dollar values there isn’t a large amount of money from the State 
resources, most of this is the match dollars to the Regional Program on the North Dakota side. 
 
Powers asked for information on the Local Bridge Bonding Program.  Haugen responded that the State of 
Minnesota sells bonds to replace and repair bridges throughout the State of Minnesota, and that is the 
program they do this through.   
 
Haugen stated that they tried to identify all of the local revenue sources available, and the big thing is that 
the City of Grand Forks increased their sales tax and a lot of those monies will be put into their road 
system.  He added that on the North Dakota County side they need some federal funding to maintain some 
of the County roads in the MPO area, this would be the match for that.   
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side they are trying to work with Rich Sanders, County 
Engineer, to come up with somewhat more of an assumption as to what an annual amount, or again if we 
are going to an amount every so many years, that will be spent in an MPO area to maintain the county road  
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system.  DeMers asked about the county sales tax.  Haugen responded that some of that sales tax is being 
spent within the MPO area this construction season.   
 
DeMers asked, for the Grand Forks sales tax, are there regulations to how it is used, can it be used as 
match to federal funding, or are there any limits on how it can be used, can it be used on local streets, the 
interstate, or other areas.  Grasser responded that if you were to characterize the $3 million dollars; $2 
million is going towards maintaining local streets, and the other $1 million is more for capacity 
improvements and things like that.  He said that there is no hard language in the bill, as that is how they 
represented it so people could get a sense of where we were trying to apportion the money, but they also 
know how they previously used taxes to help us to do federal matches and things; and some of this money 
can be used for federal match also, but there is a stream out of here that is pulled off to non-project related 
things, so the entire $3 million isn’t available for projects and street repair.  Haugen commented that the 
new sales tax will sunset before the end of 2045 so we have eight years where we will have the increase in 
our revenue stream for projects. 
 
 Universe Of Projects 
 
Haugen reported that similarly for the Universe of Projects, they presented a working list of projects.  He 
stated that sort of the range of values that are there for them, where they are located, the bulk of them are 
in discretionary; again, $100 Million of this total probably is the four of five new river crossings, but there 
are a substantial number of projects that they have identified as needed but did not identify a financial 
means to get them done, so they are still working with staff on defining these projects.   
 
Haugen commented that North Dakota and Minnesota have agreed to some additional work on the 
Kennedy and Sorlie Bridges being scoped, but those will be in the latter years of our transportation plan as 
they both were just worked on so they aren’t seeing a need to do anything soon.  He added that they do 
have a question about the Point Bridge, as was explained at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting, if 
two state owned bridges are being looked at as having a maintenance need in the life of this plan, and the 
Point Bridge was done ten years earlier, we may also need to be looking at some sort of project being 
needed on it as well.  He said that they did identify as a discretionary project just the approach fix on the 
Minnesota side, that is separate from what we are discussing here as the rest of the bridge work. 
 
Vein said that Mr. Haugen said that the other two bridges are state owned bridges, so the Point Bridge is 
not then.  Haugen responded that it is not, it is a local bridge.   
 
Haugen stated that once they have a good working list that is when they start assembling the jurisdictions 
on each side of the river, and start coordinating those lists and coming up with a strategy along with a 
financial plan of what is available to fund what projects and will spend a lot of time in June and July to try 
to get things down to some groups of alternatives to consider as packages that are fiscally constrained. 
 
Haugen said that they are planning on holding a public meeting in July to talk about the Draft Plan.  He 
added that he would say it is labeled as Draft Plan Groupings, to try to not tell them this is the Draft Plan 
yet, but that it is a draft grouping of projects that we think might be accomplished with our fiscal constraint 
issue.  He said that this will then lead into a September timeline when we will have a Draft Plan. 
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Vein commented that as he was looking at this, back at the very beginning you have the plan update 
schedule where we are at, that is the overall timeframe that we are trying to meet to be complete by the end  
of the year, is that correct.  Haugen responded it is.  Vein said that one of the significant pieces that we 
have all been aware of is the bridge location; where is the timeline where you think that discussion will 
take place, and what is the timing for the decision.  Haugen responded that they will try to have that 
information at our July Technical Advisory Committee, Executive Policy Board, Public meetings and City 
Councils.  He said that once we have the tech memo updated that you just approved, and some additional 
information, we will try to convene another of those round board meetings with the other entities involved 
to discuss it and see if things are starting to be clearer as to location(s). 
 
Vein asked what that process actually looks like; the MPO will be the entity that makes the final decision 
and will both City Councils and County Commissions have to concur with that decision.  Haugen 
responded that it isn’t a requirement that they concur with it but seek their input and hope they will reach 
the same conclusions.  Vein stated that he just wonders if that timeline is realistic because if there is 
controversy around it, especially from the public standpoint it may take more time than may be traditional 
to come to a conclusion. 
 
Strandell asked if this means that the MPO can determine a plan, but they don’t have any textbook 
knowledge and they can’t do any construction; what is our role  Haugen responded that when you seek 
funding for your projects those projects need to be consistent with the plan, and because it is a fiscally 
constrained plan that makes it a little more onerous than maybe a county or city plan that isn’t tied by 
federal law to be fiscally constrained, so projects that are consistent with the plan go through that process 
of determining if there is really money available to do the projects, and if there is money available for 
those projects, what is the priority order of the projects, and that is why we review it at least a minimum of 
every five years.  He added that we don’t build the roadways, but we are planning and programming them. 
 
Vein commented that the bridge location will be shared between the two communities, or it could be the 
counties.  Haugen responded that that is correct. 
 
Haugen reported that one of the things that; this is brand new information from yesterday afternoon, in 
talking about the bridge, when MnDOT started identifying their list of projects, and as he said in the 
current plan they said that after they do the two bridges they are just finishing up now, they didn’t see any 
additional work, but now they are identifying work.  He said that one of the things they are identifying is, 
not just the work on the Sorlie Bridge, but work on DeMers Avenue and U.S. Business #2 on the 
Minnesota side, and they’ve identified it in their spread sheet as a turnback opportunity.  He said that 
means that at least from 4th Street out to U.S.#2 that segment of U.S. Business #2 would be turned back to 
the City. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the things MnDOT is proposing with that turnback is that they would take over 
ownership and responsibility of DeMers Avenue all with way out to Highway #220.  He added that they 
also threw in, as an enticement to the City to consider this is that they would have funds programmed to 
bring those roadways up to the State Highway standard, but then they said that the City could decide to 
spend those funds elsewhere, perhaps at a fourth bridge location.   
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Haugen commented that he is probably sharing this to you out of turn without seeing if East Grand Forks 
has that information, but that is how fast things will be moving in the next several months on this issue.  
He added that the turnback suggestion isn’t new, it has been discussed in the past, but the new wrinkle is 
identifying it as funding source. 
 
Vein stated that our next meeting will be in June, which will be close to the timing, so will we have a more 
thorough update on some of that information.  Haugen responded that they would give a progress report, 
and will have East Grand Forks, after internal discussion, let us know if they are receptive to the turnback, 
are those the right roadways to have turned back.  He said that, again, some of you might have a longer 
history of this turnback issue, twelve years ago maybe, East Grand Forks and MnDOT discussed turnback, 
at that time they were talking all of Business #2 being turned back, this time MnDOT is only talking about 
the segment from 4th Street out to the Bert’s Truck area.  He added that they would still maintain as a State 
Highway/US Highway DeMers Avenue and would add on out to Highway #220. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PERFORMANCE BASED MEASURES MEMORANDUM 
OF UNDERSTANDING/AGREEMENT 
 
Haugen reported that last month you held the Draft Minnesota Memorandum of Understanding on the 
Performance Based Planning Process, you wanted to see North Dakota’s language.  He said that 
included in the packet is the North Dakota language; as mentioned they were going to base theirs off of 
the Minnesota draft.  He pointed out that the substantial difference between the two is that North 
Dakota is not as advanced in the other performance measure areas as Minnesota, so the North Dakota 
draft is really only addressing the Highway Safety Improvement Program process, and they are holding 
off on writing up text that addresses the rest of the performance measure areas.   
 
Haugen commented that after going through Minnesota’s pages you can see the North Dakota pages 
used just the Highway Safety Improvement Program, and that is all that they were willing to put into an 
agreement process right now.  He said that the language of the MOU is the same between states; there is 
a slight difference on the North Dakota side as they are suggesting only 30 days whereas Minnesota is 
suggesting 90 days.  
 
Haugen stated that East Grand Forks has already signed-off on the Minnesota document as a transit 
operator, he isn’t sure where Grand Forks transit is on their signing.  He added that the Technical 
Advisory Committee recommends approval of both of these documents as presented. 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE MINNESOTA SIDE 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR PERFORMANCE BASED MEASURES, AS 
PRESENTED.  
 

Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Grasser, DeMers, Vein, Powers, Strandell and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
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MOVED BY MOCK, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR PERFORMANCE BASED MEASURES, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Grasser, DeMers, Vein, Powers, Strandell and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain:   None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF STATE PM2 AND PM3 TARGETS 
 
Haugen reported that the month of May is when both States need to address these PM2 and PM3  
Targets.  He said that PM2 are the pavement and bridge measures and PM3 is basically travel time 
reliability on different segments. 
 
Haugen stated that the PM2 Targets are identified as four-year targets with the first two years having a 
performance evaluation done that allows the States to modify what their four-year target is after a two 
year period.   
 
Haugen commented that for the PM 2 Targets there is also a penalty if there is not progress, but PM3, or 
travel reliability there is no penalty clause. 
 
Haugen said that the Minnesota targets are set, North Dakota’s Director has not finalized yet on those 
targets.  He added that we will have 180 days after May 20th, when they are formally submitted to 
Federal Highway, so that will get us to right around mid-November. 
 
Haugen referred to a table and went over the targets briefly, pointing out that there are some slight 
differences between the States, but there are a lot of similarities also between the two states.  He said that 
both States, particularly on the pavement and bridge are working to the best of their systems ability, and 
he says that because there are some new measures that the feds are requiring that they are just now 
collecting the data on, but based on their past pavement management and bridge management methods, 
in working with these targets to make sure to the best of their ability that they are going to not have a 
penalty imposed on them for not getting progress towards them, so when we talk about percent of 
bridges in good condition, 50% or 60%, both States are feeling comfortable that those targets are 
something that they can easily achieve and not have to divert a lot of money on to reach those targets. 
 
Haugen said that the only place where there is a large disagreement between both States would be this 
truck travel time and reliability, and that is the very bottom one.  He commented that you will notice the 
percent of reliable person miles on the interstate, 85% means to you or me that 85% of the time we can 
expect to have the same travel time to go across an interstate segment.  He said that the truck travel time 
is reported differently, it is reported as a ratio; on the Minnesota side it is 1.5 and that is basically saying 
that during the worst times you might have 50% more travel time to get through that same segment; and 
on the North Dakota side they are using 3 so they are saying three times more travel time going through 
that same segment.    
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, May 16th, 2018 
 
 

13 

 

 

 
Haugen stated that this is where the States are at with their PM2 and PM3 targets, and we have until 
November to decide if we are going to accept these targets or establish our own. 
 
DeMers asked, then, if we were going to change like, say the percentage of bridges in good condition to 
60%, how would that affect our funding.  Haugen responded that that would be part of the discussion and 
collaborative process with the States for us to establish a target different from theirs, as they are 
obviously a partner in our process so we would have to have those discussions and determinations as to 
what that means as far as to meet those targets and who is paying their share of the current formula 
distribution.   
 
DeMers asked, then similarly if we went to 40% would that mean that we would have more money 
allocated, he would think that we would get a cut then.  Haugen responded that, again we might have to 
get into the discussion of whose facilities are going to 40% versus, we would have to still be consistent, 
collaborative and cooperative with each state so it would have to be agreeable to set a lower threshold on 
their State facilities.  DeMers asked if that is the number of bridges or value of bridges.  Haugen 
responded that for the bridges it is all just those that are on the NHS system and the vast majority of the 
bridges and the definition of bridges would include culverts, and the vast majority of those are not on the 
NHS system and these targets are only establishing NHS facilities.  He added that there are State 
Highways that aren’t on the NHS system and there are city roads that are on the NHS system. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF STATE PM1 (SAFETY) TARGETS 
 
Haugen reported that these are annual target settings for this particular measure.  He said that the States, 
because they are also tied to a different agency on fatalities and fatality rates, they needed to come up with 
these State targets in June so most states are proposing these numeric values.   
 
Haugen commented that on the positive side most states are continuing to show a decline or are not 
targeting more of these types of crashes to occur, but formally the States won’t be setting our clock off 
until the end of August, but because of the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration’s 
deadline of July 1st, they have to set some of these so they are setting all of them now.  He added that they 
are still showing less crashes occurring, but they will continue to have progress towards that Vision Zero 
concept. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED NEW CITIES AREA TRANSIT ROUTES 
 
Kouba reported that they received quite a bit of feedback from the public meetings that were held over the 
last month, and there will be a change in several of the routes that are being proposed, just based on those 
comments they received from the public, so hopefully they will be able to show that to both City Councils 
soon. 
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Kouba commented that the Cities Area Transit is trying to make these changes beginning on July 2nd. 
Vein asked if they have to have all the maps and everything updated soon.  Kouba responded that they will 
be bringing the updated routes to the City Council on May 29th, and hopefully can get final approval on  
June 4th.  Vein asked if there would be any public hearings on this.  Kouba responded that there won’t be 
any public hearings as they are actually doing the public meeting process right now with the draft routes.  
Vein said, then that there won’t be any required meeting at either of the council meetings.  Kouba 
responded that that is correct.   
 
Discussion on the changes ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a.     2018 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that the 2018 Annual Work Program Project Update is included for review. 
 
 b.     Bill Listing For The 4/14/18 to 5/11/18 Period 
 
Haugen reported that the list of bills for the April 14, 2018 to May 11, 2018 period was included in the 
packet for your review. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 16TH, 2018, MEETING 
OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:14 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Peggy McNelis, 
Office Manager 
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