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ANY INDIVIDUAL REQUIRING A SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION TO ALLOW ACCESS OR PARTICIPATION AT THIS MEETING IS ASKED TO NOTIFY EARL HAUGEN, MPO EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR AT (701) 746-2660 OF HIS/HER NEEDS FIVE (5) DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING. ALSO, MATERIALS CAN BE PROVIDED IN ALTERNATIVE FORMATS: LARGE PRINT,
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
Wednesday, August 21st, 2019 – 12:00 Noon
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Room

CALL TO ORDER
Clarence Vetter, Chairman, called the August 21st, 2019, 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: Clarence Vetter, Mike Powers, Warren
Strandell, Marc DeMers, Bob Rost, Al Grasser, Ken Vein, and Jeannie Mock.
Guest(s) were: Tom Ford, Grand Forks County; Sandi Marshall, Grand Forks City Council; Brad
Gengler, Grand Forks City Planning; Corey Mock, North Dakota State Representative District 18; Todd
Feland, Grand Forks City; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; and Stephanie Halford, Grand
Forks City Planning.
Staff: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner;
Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis GF/EGF MPO Office Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Vetter declared a quorum was present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 17th, 2019, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE
POLICY BOARD
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ROST, TO APPROVE THE JULY 17th, 2019 MINUTES
OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS PRESENTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2020-2023 T.I.P.
Haugen reported that at our Technical Advisory Committee meeting last Wednesday we did have a
formal public hearing on this item. He said that there were no written comments received and there was
no one present for oral comments either.
Haugen stated that this is the time of year that we need to annually adopt a new T.I.P. document, and we
are covering Fiscal Years 2020-2023.
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Haugen said that he would like to just highlight a few things. He referred to the packet and pointed out
that it includes some key pages from the full T.I.P. document and said that it also mentions that the full
document is available on the MPO website for review.
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 the T.I.P. and the T.I.P. process.
Haugen commented that just as everything else we have responsibilities when we do our T.I.P.; we have
to make sure it is consistent with our planning documents and then also we have to prioritize projects
within the programs.
Haugen stated that our study area is not just the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, but we also
have to remind ourselves that we do go out into rural areas and the projects that are in those rural areas
also need to be showing up in this document.
Haugen reported that this is a twelve-month process, adding that way back when it might have been a
six-month process, but it has evolved with the requirements that we must meet into a twelve-month
process. He stated that in order to make some distinction between the T.I.P. and the S.T.I.P.; the S.T.I.P.
document is a document that the State adopts, but they also adopt our T.I.P. by reference, which means
that our T.I.P. document is really the governing document for our study area, so complying to the T.I.P.
is more important because the S.T.I.P. is just referencing our T.I.P. document.
Haugen commented that if we adopt this document today we are actually going beyond 2020, however
the authorization for transportation expires in September of 2020 so we have some unknowns, thus we
may have to make some changes to what we approve today since we don’t know yet what Congress
might do in the future with a new appropriation act.
Haugen pointed out that the total dollar amount in this T.I.P. is just over $100 million dollars, that is a
pretty hefty T.I.P.; normally we would be down in the $60 to $70 million dollar range, so this is a
substantial T.I.P. document.
Haugen referred to a slide and explained that it shows all of the funding programs. He said that some of
them are eligible, we did not have any projects from them, but he will skip to the three years that are in
our current T.I.P. and what changes are being done into the new T.I.P. year.
Haugen said that we do have projects that are moving; we do have a Highway Safety Improvement
Program (HSIP) project that was originally programmed to be in 2019 but it is now in 2020. He added
that we also know that on the Urban side, which is North Dakota’s local program, that we will have to
do a T.I.P. amendment to what we are approving today because there have been some changes in the
scope of work and the federal dollar amounts for the University Avenue Project; some of it is being
shifted over to the North 5th Street Project.
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Haugen stated that on the Regional side the big thing was on the western limits of our study area, from
69th Street westward, the State has basically doubled the cost of their projects on US2 going out to the
Airforce Base and back. He explained that they changed the scope from an asphalt mill and overlay to a
concrete overlay. He added that they are also delaying a project a couple of years because of the
substantial scope and cost increase on that stretch of US2, that mile stretch between 55th and 69th, it is
now being delayed to 2023. Vein commented that he isn’t really experienced with a concrete overlay
over the asphalt, is that what is going to happen. Haugen responded that that was correct. Vein asked
what thickness of concrete are they going to be using. Haugen responded that he believes it is an inch
and a half, but he would follow up and make sure that is correct. Haugen added that that scope has been
vacillating within the NDDOT on what to do and what type of projects and they spent a lot of time on
analysis and thought and they are now going with this concrete overlay as the solution.
Haugen commented that even though the Interstate Program is not a new program the process of how
they select interstate projects is new. He explained that out of their process we did get some funding to
help flesh out the northbound off ramp of I-29 and Gateway Drive. He added that there was also a
request to do some NEPA documents for 32nd Avenue that was not funded.
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side we added in a project is FY2022. He explained that as a result
of our Mn220No study they are implementing some of the short-term low-hanging improvements to a
couple of intersections along there, so it is nice to see that we do a study and there is immediate funding
to do an alternative.
Haugen reported that 2023 is our new year. He pointed out that on the North Dakota local side, the
Urban Program, we submitted a request to rehab Columbia Road Overpass; that was not programmed,
and, as we discussed, when it was submitted the cost estimate was quite a bit higher than what was in
our financial plan so if we are going to be pursuing that high of a value project we will have to do some
adjustments to our transportation plan. Vein asked what they are doing for the rehab, is it the deck, or
what? Grasser responded that he thinks they are doing the deck, the step one pads. Kuharenko added
that they are doing both the bearings and the abutment bearings, as well as sandblasting and painting the
structure underneath. He explained that the main reason why they are putting all of that together was
because that way they have only one project, which, because it goes over the railroad, they only have to
deal with the railroad once. Grasser stated that originally they were looking at phasing that but because
of the effort of having to deal with the railroad they are looking at doing some combinations.
Haugen commented that on the Regional side there were no projects submitted for 2023. He said that on
the Minnesota side in 2023 initially there was talk of replacing the downtown traffic signals; they are
now pushing that out to a later year. He said that one of their reasons for that is that as they got into the
projects a little further they began seeing that potential right-of-way purchases might have to be done so
they are delaying the implementation to get a better scope of work on it, plus our Downtown Traffic
Study might identify some other added features of the traffic signal equipment need to be installed.
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Haugen stated that we are carrying illustrative projects; they are all on the North Dakota side. He said
that he will point out that North Dakota, for whatever reason, in their S.T.I.P. uses the term “pending”,
but it means the same as illustrative, and those are projects that we would like to do but we don’t have
the fiscal ability to do them, but when we do get the fiscal ability these are the projects that we would
probably put those monies towards, and we would have to come through a T.I.P. amendment process.
He said that in order to do that, and just to note, fiscal constraint is causing even a very low valued
project to be shown as illustrative. He stated that you would think that within the means of the NDDOT
a $100,000 chip seal project could be financed, but they are identifying that they could not find ways to
finance even that small amount of money in the T.I.P.
Haugen referred to a map and explained that it shows all of those projects, particularly in relationship to
our environmental justice populations, which are low income and/or minority populations.
Haugen reported that also in the T.I.P. document is a year-by-year by type of project breakdown, and
again it is just over $100 million dollars that the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are asking this
board to approve today. He stated that that is all we have for a presentation; included in your packet is
more information so if anyone has any questions on anything.
Grasser asked, and it kind of relates to this; maybe why we are seeing some funny things in these
outyears, but has there been any further discussion at the DOT as to whether they are going to do this or
reset relative to especially the urban funding. He added that he thinks it has been eight or ten years ago
now that they reset our balances so-to-speak. Haugen responded that he guesses the Senate Bill that has
gone through the Senate Committee as resetting the rescission, or is taking that out, so he assumes that
they are hoping that that passes congress and they don’t have to address the issue. Grasser said, though,
that passing rescission doesn’t solve the problem if you’re leaving money there. Haugen stated that it
doesn’t change today’s condition with the program. Grasser said that we aren’t planning on doing that
in there officially. Haugen commented that the bigger thing that they are working towards is, if
Fargo/Moorhead becomes a TMA and they get an automatic $X dollar amount out of that program, then
they would readjust the rest of the permanent program. Grasser asked if that would affect the Urban
program as well. Haugen responded that would.
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE FY2020-2023 T.I.P., AS
PRESENTED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Vetter, Powers, Strandell, Mock, Grasser, DeMers, Rost, and Vein
None
None
None

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF A.T.A.C TRAFFIC COUNT ADDENDUM
Haugen reported that as traffic signals come online, or get replaced with newer video capturing
equipment, we engage or contract with A.T.A.C. to bring those online with our counting program. He
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said that there are six signals that are part of this scope of work, and the total cost is just shy of
$9,000.00 and this is in our work program, so both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are
recommending you approve this contract addendum.
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE THE A.T.A.C. TRAFFIC COUNT
ADDENDUM, AS PRESENTED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Vetter, Powers, Strandell, Mock, Grasser, DeMers, Rost, and Vein
None
None
None

MATTER OF DRAFT 32ND AVENUE BRIDGE FEASIBILITY STUDY RFP
Haugen reported that at the June MPO Executive Policy Board meeting you asked staff to put together a
scope of work specific to the 32nd Avenue Bridge Feasibility. He said that included in the packet is a
draft of that scope of work.
Haugen commented that before getting into the scope of work he forgot to identify that there was that
Joint County Commission meeting that was held earlier this month. He asked if either of the County
Commissioners would like to give a report on that meeting.
Rost stated that the minutes are not done from that meeting yet but the Commissioners from Polk
County and Grand Forks County met and talked about the Merrifield Bridge location. He said that they
talked about if that bridge is built that the NDDOT would put in an interchange out at I-29 as well.
Rost said that they all felt that they needed to look at more things pertaining to that bridge and that is
pretty much where it was left at this time.
Strandell agreed, adding that he knows that on the Minnesota side they pretty much put in place some
action that would prevent people from building in a proposed roadway area, and that was done years
ago, but as far as anything beyond that they have some support for that site location. Rost added that he
definitely thinks that there would be a lot of support on the North Dakota side as well.
Haugen commented that in the scope of work that we drafted there are a few things that they really
wanted to emphasis, and they tried to do that; one is to make sure that we get the traffic correct and
identify all the needs along that corridor. He said that that corridor has been defined as South
Washington Street at the west end and Rhinehart Drive on the east end. He added that the second thing
they wanted to focus on was the school safety component on the North Dakota side, and they tried to
address that with some language and other items in the scope; and the third thing was the impact to the
flood protection system, particularly the hydraulic impact, and so they tried to identify and place a little
emphasis in some of these areas.
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Haugen said that they are also approaching this like they have many of our recent studies, as what is
termed “planning and environmental linkage” or PEL for short. He explained that that allows us to
maybe go; normally in planning we really don’t go too far into the environmental or the NEPA process,
but this is something that allows us to go into that a little bit further and answer some really up front
questions as to whether or not there are some show-stoppers here from an environmental perspective but
it does not get us to a NEPA document, but it does help inform, considerably a follow-up NEPA
document that would be done.
Haugen stated that because this is framed around the PEL language there are a lot of these same 18
different factors that we need to address, but the key to this is that, again, we are focusing on all of the
transportation needs of all modes; the school safety component, particularly on the North Dakota side of
the corridor; and lastly working with the flood protection system, particularly the hydraulic analysis.
Haugen commented that, as you can tell, the front of the document is based on Section 7 of our normal
RFP, so the other six sections in the front are required verbiage that we need from a federal point of
view, and at the tail end we did not put much down on the public involvement process as far as
separating out the consultants responsibilities versus our responsibilities, nor did we put together an
actual map of the corridor study, but this is the draft that we have for you to consider. He added that,
again, we are budgeting around $110,000 for the consultant costs.
Strandell asked how this study differs from previous studies, what new information did it obtain.
Haugen responded that right now the 32nd Avenue Corridor, from the Long Range Transportation Plan,
we’ve identified it, from a Metropolitan point of view, beneficial from a traffic operation standpoint. He
added that it will take, and they looked at three key intersections; Rhinehart and the new bridge,
Belmont and the new bridge, 32nd and Washington, but those are still that very high level of what they
would do to make sure that there is a solution to the level of service issues. He stated that this will take
us down to that traffic operations level, and we will be looking at those intersections in a more refined
manner, but then we are also including intersections such as Cherry and Belmont, etc. and we are
including now a component of how it relates to school safety on the corridor, and then lately we are
taking a look at how it really works with the flood protection system. He said that, again, at the
planning level we aren’t getting into a level of detail that this study would be giving us as far as how it
works with the flood protections system, so in a nutshell that kind of takes it from that planning level,
which is a high elevation and brings it down to a much more refined elevation but not to a project
development level yet, there is still another level of analysis that will take place if anything in this
corridor goes to a project development level, so it gives us a more refined answer of what the questions
are and what the issues are, what possible solutions are out there, but it can’t get to the planning level of
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, and, again, it still can’t get us to any project level specifics of this
is the recommended solution to this issue at this spot.
Strandell commented that he is getting the feeling that 32nd Avenue has been chosen as the bridge site.
Haugen responded that that is the site that is identified in our transportation plan for one of two
additional river crossings, Merrifield being the second.
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Rost stated that he just doesn’t feel that 32nd Avenue is going to be viable; 2045, he thinks that all of
those driveways all dump into 32nd Avenue, the schools, that is going to be a huge safety issue. He said
that he just doesn’t think that that is a good site to put a bridge, he doesn’t think that it is going to work,
and he thinks that $110,000 is a lot of money to spend on something that he doesn’t think; you can do all
the study you want, he just doesn’t think it is going to be a popular place to put a bridge, it’s just not
going to do it, but no matter what you do, whatever study you do.
DeMers asked when will we know, if there are exemptions from that $110,000 that aren’t going to work.
Haugen responded that one of the hang ups we are having is; North Dakota is our lead State and our lead
Federal Agency, and they have some staff vacancies so we are working through their vacancies to get a
federal thumbs up or thumbs down on it so they are aware of the timing and we are still pushing and will
be meeting with them at a workshop in Fargo next week.
DeMers said, secondly, when we talk about the part that brings particular attention to the school areas,
would that include some illustrative projects or things that could be implemented with costs, or is that
the next level. Haugen responded that this will come up with alternatives that address all the various
issues, there will be more than one alternative that could give us the solution, it will have a cost estimate
for that. He added that what this study could do is eliminate some of those that aren’t technically
feasible so if somebody throws out an idea that maybe we could do this, this will do the technical review
of that and determine whether it is technically feasible to do or even if it is technical feasible but the cost
is such that it is more than we can bear with our fiscal constraint, we can eliminate some alternatives but
we will always end up with a list of alternatives that are still technically feasible and are within our
fiscal constraint capabilities.
DeMers asked if there will be a Steering Committee involved in this project. Haugen responded that
normally with our corridor studies, and this is kind of a corridor study, that would be fleshed out in the
public involvement process, so that is something that is still up for discussion. DeMers stated that he
thinks that would be important for this, and as always, usually when we do these corridors it seems like
if you include people, the stakeholders, he thinks that steering process really helps to illustrate the
dilemmas and obviously bring issues and concerns to light, and again focuses those concerns and goals
in areas that are important.
Vein commented that this has obviously been a very complex and difficult process that we have gone
through, and there are many sides to the whole story, but the issue is we have a transportation system
that is not working real well and it is only projected to get worse. He said that the biggest issue is
Minnesota and 4th and the amount of traffic that is going there and there is probably no such thing as “do
nothing” because doing nothing is only going to make that situation worse so we would be making that
decision, if we don’t look at another option, then we choose to make the Minnesota/4th Corridor
continue to be less efficient and dangerous, because much of this is about public safety.
Vein stated that every place that we look at for a location of for a bridge has implications. He said that
every single one of these locations has pros and cons and negatives so if we go back to the process we
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have the traffic consultant who did go through the study and made recommendations; and the City’s and
the County’s and the MPO have all agreed to that, and that decision was 32nd Avenue South, and there is
a point ranking system in here for why that one was determined to be the best location, but it does have
the implication that you talked about, it adds a lot of traffic to 32nd Avenue South; on the same token it
decreases traffic in almost all other areas, and that is kind of the balances that he looked at when we did
this.
Vein said that if we don’t do 32nd Avenue South, what would be the other alternative, that is the question
he asks, what could we do differently that would solve the problem because he thinks the study we are
seeing today do say that this is the best location, but to be honest he looked at Elks Drive and what the
implications are for that; or we looked at 47th, but unless you did something in there it seems like 32nd
from a purely safety perspective, and north of there are the only ones that give us good value, 47th does
not solve the internal city traffic although it does take a lot of the external traffic that goes around the
city.
Vein stated that we will always have neighborhood impacts, and he doesn’t know if there will ever be a
perfect solution, but we have to try and he thought at least this study would help us determine; first of all
he isn’t sure if hydraulically we can do this and make it work so we’ve got to do that hydraulic study,
and he thinks we have to do a school safety study, if we can’t keep people and students and drivers safe
than that is an issue too, so at least this study takes it to that next level, can we build a bridge at this
location hydraulically, if we can’t it’s gone, or he guesses the choice would be to go to a elevation that
would be above the lower elevation that we talked about, and if we can’t keep the schools safe then that
would eliminate for him too, but we won’t know that until we do the study. He added, again, if we let it
continue to hang out there, then these people on 32nd will all be left in limbo because we won’t know
anything until we do the study, so that is why he actually thinks it is advantageous for everyone even on
32nd to do the study because at least we will have more details than we have today because we don’t
have all the data that we need, so that is why he is in support of trying to move this forward to at least
this level. He said that he knows we have had some discussions about whether or not we can do a
feasibility study at other locations besides just this one, and then we could maybe compare some of
them, and he isn’t necessarily against that so one question he would ask is if we were to add another
location to this how much additional cost would that add to the study, he doesn’t think it would double.
Haugen responded that he did answer that question at a ward meeting and he did suggest that it probably
would double the cost. He explained that you will have some commonalities that would reduce the cost
but then each of these corridors have unique aspects to them that would require us to invest considerable
energy into that uniqueness so your commonalities kind of get lost in the uniqueness of each of the
additional sites that have to be evaluated.
Grasser asked if when you do a project concept report or a final report would we normally have to look
at alternatives. Haugen responded that we would. Grasser asked if those alternatives probably go back
and consider other bridge locations. Haugen responded that they could, it depends on how you scope
your project concept report. Grasser said, then, that he is going to go back; some of the things that he is
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struggling with is, yes we have a 32nd Avenue South location in the Long Range Transportation Plan,
but it is probably there not so much as recognizing that is a good location other than it was a requirement
to get the Long Range Transportation Plan done so we kind of picked one, knowing it had challenges;
but he agrees that in his mind he just doesn’t see 32nd ever being viable from a political/financial
standpoint, and he is struggling that that that would be the choice. He then said he would switch to
another philosophical idea; at this point in the Long Range Transportation Plan we studied five or six
bridge locations, so we studied a universe of bridge locations like this, now we are looking at a study
that funnels that down to exactly one location, but then when we get to the final project concept
development we are probably going to expand the universe back out again, so he is struggling with that
idea of going from universe to single back to a larger universe, and it feels like we are going too far too
fast at this point and maybe we should think about carrying a couple of other locations to this next level,
for instance the environmental review, if we do an environmental review at this location we are going to
get some data, but we don’t know if that environmental review is better or worse than what might
otherwise have been at a different location, we have nothing to compare it to because we are only going
to be studying one. He said that he is trying to combine and compromise a number of things, he has
looked at some of the same things that Mr. Vein has looked at too so he is going to throw out the idea
that a better approach to this thing would be to carry, probably in his mind, three levels of options that
we do the next level of investigation; he thinks that Elks should probably stay on the list, 32nd is already
there, and he thinks 47th is identified by the Mayor; so he thinks it would be worthwhile, it may cost us
money, it may cost us local money, but man this is a big big decision and a big project and he thinks it
would be a worthwhile investment to try to refine that. He added that on a political platform we found
that there is some decisions, certainly on the Grand Forks side, about council people wondering if 32nd is
best, think we need to go back and validate what passes, you know maybe the local funding availability
or support. He said that his thought is that maybe we look at expanding this scope to, he is going to
suggest three locations, and he is going to through that out there for discussion.
Rost suggested we add Merrifield as well. He stated that there is going to be support on the Minnesota
side and there is going to be support on the North Dakota side; we are looking at 2045, and the way
Grand Forks is growing it is going to be past 62nd Avenue, or past the Merrifield Road by the time 2045
rolls around, that way development can go in and around whatever that corridor is going to be. Grasser
commented that in his mind that isn’t a bad idea, it would help us actually go back and prioritize as there
was some confusion about, okay, what is the priority ranking, we didn’t actually rank them in the Long
Range Transportation Plan, he thought we kind of had but found out later we really didn’t, so that, again,
all makes sense to him to kind of go to the next level of study in more detail. Vein asked if we didn’t
already to the Merrifield Road location but we haven’t done the other three. Haugen responded that we
have. Vein said, then, that we wouldn’t need to redo the Merrifield location again, we can still stay
focused on the three. Grasser said that it may be a bit dated though. Rost said that he is just surprised
that Grand Forks is growing as fast as it has, if you look how far out we are already.
Vetter commented, in part to answer Mr. Rost’s question about including Merrifield, or in the ranking,
he thinks the Long Range Transportation Plan, if he remembers correctly, says we need both bridges
now, we can’t do one and then wait fifteen years and do the other, that isn’t going to work, each bridge
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serves its own purpose. He said that it is kind of remiss that the Counties weren’t actually going after
that Merrifield Bridge; he got the feeling that they feel that “it will come twenty or thirty years from
now”, but we need that bridge now also, as much as we need the 32nd Avenue Bridge we need the
Merrifield Bridge also, and they both serve two different purposes so if you build a Merrifield it isn’t
going to help with the Belmont/Minnesota Avenue issue that we have. He added that as far as
expanding the study out to include three locations, where are you going to find the money; he thinks we
do the one and we can kind of extrapolate the results of that to Elks and 17th to some degree, but at least
it gives us a “yes this is a viable option” or “no you need to look somewhere else”. Grasser responded
that if we don’t push that back to the local governments we won’t know if there might be an appetite to
fund the additional locations, he wouldn’t want to assume that at this point, but he knows that we as an
MPO don’t have the money and it probably isn’t available to change the work plan to accommodate it
either. Haugen commented that we would be talking about not doing the Land Use Plan updates if we
were to fund the additional work.
Vein asked if we are able to get this through the MPO are there local monies that we could use toward
getting this done, and spending more even if it doesn’t match federal aid, at least on the North Dakota
side, between you and Todd if there would be some way you could come up with some of those funds.
Todd Feland responded that he thinks if there is a will they can prioritize and can make it happen and he
thinks it would probably satisfy people.
Mock stated that she thinks that that is probably the question, what we would need to do to come up
with the additional funds to help support that. She asked if we move forward with this feasibility study
would we get to the point where we would know, we would study those traffic impacts along the
corridor, so if we did 32nd it would extend 32nd to both schools, and if we did expand to another location,
Elks Drive, it would look at the impacts to 24th because there is a school on there as well, so we would
capture that as well. Haugen responded that if we did Elks Drive we would have to expand the study to
include the 32nd Avenue Corridor, 24th Avenue Corridor, 17th Avenue Corridor, to Washington just
because the model shows that Elks obviously enters a “T” which would split traffic so it sends it down
different corridors, so each of those corridors should have a level of analysis of all the key intersections
as to what Elks’ impact is and how it should be addressed. Mock said though that that would give us
comparables on the impact there versus the impact at a different location so you can compare them.
Mock asked if we would get to a point of understanding if buyouts are necessary or which residents
would be most impacted and what that impact would be or would not be? Haugen responded that the
actual identification of buyouts would come at a later design level, but we would be able to identify
potential impacts. Mock said then that this would just be a rough frame and just kind of sketch out the
impacts, but we would at least have an idea of what that impact would look like. Haugen agreed we
would have a better idea.
MOVED BY GRASSER, SECONDED BY ROST, TO APPROVE A REQUEST FOR MPO STAFF
TO DRAFT AN RFP, SCOPE OF WORK, AND COST ESTIMATES TO PERFORM FEASIBILITY
STUDIES FOR THREE LOCATIONS; ELKS DRIVE, 32ND AVENUE SOUTH, AND 47TH
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AVENUE SOUTH, AND TO BRING THAT INFORMATION TO A FUTURE MPO EXECUTIVE
POLICY BOARD MEETING FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION.
Vein stated that he supports the motion; and he looked a little more at the traffic impacts at Elks Drive,
outside of the current areas, and it is probably one of the better of the projects. He said that it isn’t an
issue if we, as the locals, come up with the money to do the study, correct, utilize the same funding
mechanism as what currently out there for 32nd Avenue. Haugen responded that we would be including
in some local dollars which would essentially be considered an over-match of the federal funds, so there
isn’t an issue from the MPO’s point of view. Vein commented that on the East Grand Forks side it
would impact differently at each location, the 47th location is outside of their City Limits, the other two
are within their City Limits. He asked if East Grand Forks representatives are comfortable with this
additional study. Vetter responded that the motion was to do just the three locations, Elks, 17th and 32nd.
Grasser responded that it is to basically just develop that information and come back for further
discussion as to whether we continue with three, with two, or just the one; he would just like to have that
information to look at. Mock commented that the motion was to look at Elks, 32nd and 47th, not 17th.
Grasser agreed that she is correct. Vetter stated that the problem he has with 47th is that it is so far out
that it doesn’t help East Grand Forks at all, and we have the cost/benefit ratio that shows it isn’t a good
location, so even if we choose that are we going to get any federal funds because the cost/benefit ratio
isn’t there, so for him personally, 47th Avenue is off the table, it just doesn’t do anything for East Grand
Forks.
Strandell said that from a reality standpoint trying to get two bridges, that just isn’t going to happen in
our lifetime. He stated that he supports Merrifield, but 47th looks like some kind of an option, something
that might work, and by the time it is built the community will have grown out to that point, and it will
be right there.
Sandy Marshall, Grand Forks City Council, and she really likes the notion of looking at the three sites,
she thinks that is a very mindful motion to make and would personally support that from a funding
standpoint.
Cory Mock, North Dakota State Representative, said that he has a couple of notes or comments just
from the discussion; he is not opposed to the three locations, and he thinks Mr. DeMers said it most
recently that as far as East Grand Forks is concerned, pick a location and lets go forward, but just settle
on something so we can move forward and he shares that sentiment. He added that, full-disclosure, he
lives right off the Point Bridge
C. Mock commented that he doesn’t know who said it but they said that we might be moving too far too
fast, with all due respect he knows that we have been talking about a fourth crossing in the Grand Forks
area since 1967, so he doesn’t know if we are moving too far too fast, and in fact, honestly, this is a
conversation that is long overdue. He added that the best time to have built a bridge between Grand
Forks and East Grand Forks was likely 34 years ago, and the second best time might have to be today, so
he hopes that we are starting to move on action because as the numbers show we are going to need it, we
need it but we are going to need it more.
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C. Mock stated that as far as extending the study to three bridges, he personally would not be opposed to
doing a feasibility study as a resident of three locations, his concern is with 47th, because are we treating
that as an in-city crossing or would it be treated as an alternative to Merrifield as a by-pass, knowing that
the whole idea that Merrifield would function as a by-pass to alleviate truck traffic and there would be a
in-city crossing to alleviate just general congestion and traffic flow for the communities. He said that
just having 47th as an in-city traffic relief would not do nearly enough for the other crossings, so if you
are going to do that he would strongly support or suggest that you consider 47th as a by-pass and not as
an in-city crossing just knowing that the numbers just don’t work out to be an in-city relief option.
C. Mock said that the last thing he would point out is that safety is a concern for everybody; everyone
who has mentioned it he would not agree more, Mr. Vein mentioned that even with 32nd Avenue that
knowing the safety and potential affects, or the students at Schroeder and Kelly, if that safety cannot be
preserved it is likely a non-starter no matter how good the numbers work out, and he would agree. He
explained that they live just a couple of blocks from the Point Bridge, so they know exactly how
important safety is with having almost 8,000 cars go within 15-feet of Phoenix Elementary each and
every day, and that is where he would just point out that the cost of doing nothing, from a safety
perspective, if we do nothing by 2045 the estimates show that we are going to have 30,000 cars going by
Wilder Elementary off of the Kennedy Bridge every day, that is a car every 2 seconds; and you are
going to have about 13,000 cars going by Phoenix Elementary at the corner of Belmont and 4th; so if we
do this right, as he knows this body has been advocates for, if we do it right the traffic count for any
south crossing, regardless of where it is at, if it is at 32nd or Elks, it would be about the same as what we
have at the Point Bridge today, and if that is too much, if it is unsafe for students at Schroeder, then what
are we going to do to address safety at Wilder and Phoenix, because they are already seeing that traffic
today, and they will see more of it tomorrow, so just as a local resident he wants to push that safety is
important for everybody, we want to do it right, but if we do nothing it is going to make it more
dangerous for a lot of other neighborhoods, we don’t want any one neighborhood to do everything, we
want to spread it out and make it easier for everybody.
Mock asked, if we move forward with the feasibility at all three locations, the concept that 47th would
probably not involve East Grand Forks, would it involve the county, and it likely wouldn’t be eligible
for federal funding, would that be captured as part of that as well. Haugen responded that it has already
been captured so it would just be advanced, and there probably would need to be more discussion within
Polk County on the Minnesota side as to would 47th be something as take over a county road or section.
Mock asked where would that take place? After a detailed information on cost estimates at these
locations? Haugen responded that it would be a refined cost estimate, and it would also include then, at
these key intersections, and in the case of 47th Avenue where you have township roads at best, there
would be a cost estimate to bring them up to a bridge crossing standard. Mock said, then, that those
types of costs would be captured.
Vein stated that one thing he would like to make sure that we do, he knows there was some question, is
not necessarily public involvement, but public awareness he thinks is really big, when these things come
forward and there are presentations to be made, he thinks that we probably need to step outside of our
norm and figure out how to make sure people hear the data at the same time, so somehow that process
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would need to be enhanced a little bit. He said that he doesn’t know if the consultant does that or how
we would do that but that is inclusive in the proposal that we do it.
Grasser reiterated the motion on the table isn’t to proceed with the detailed study at this point but just to
have the MPO bring us the information after which we would have further discussion he thinks at that
point then there could be a decision as to how many of and which ones we would study, so again, this
motion is pretty limited in scope, it is just to get the information so he thinks we can make an informed
decision. Mock asked if we move forward with that motion can we also understand where the funding
will come from, is that part of it. Grasser responded that in his mind we would definitely again, we
could have internal discussion but right now we don’t know how many dollars we might be talking
about, so he thinks that that would be one of those follow-ons to that.
DeMers commented that even if it is $150,000 extra, he doesn’t know if East Grand Forks is going to
have the funds to cover 50% of that to study two additional crossings, that will be a tough discussion if
you want to figure out how it is going to be paid for by extra local dollars. He said that he is having a
hard time figuring out if they are going to have to come up with money for this study, but if it is going to
be even harder to figure out an additional 200% on top of that, that is going to be hard to sell.
Grasser stated, again, try not to go to far on the motion, but he thinks part of it would help figure that
discussion. He said that when it comes back he can see a whole number of different pathways that the
discussion can go down; once we start having information, potentially one of them could be if the
hydraulic analysis is very expensive maybe we don’t do a hydraulic analysis on all three, maybe we
limit some of the scopes on some of the others, he isn’t saying what the answer is, he just thinks it is
worthy of further discussion. He added that he thinks there are ways we can help control the budget.
DeMers said that, going back to a couple of months ago, it seems like we have had these discussions
over and over and he wonders if it would be just more cost effective to go ahead with one, knowing that
you would look at the corridor for each of those; yes they do have their own geometries, they have all
those things that are included, but in essence all of them along there are going to have a similar go/no go
reaction to them throughout that whole corridor, you are going to be able to very clearly see this is a
thumbs up or a thumbs down or it is possible or it isn’t, but he doesn’t think you are going to get
diverging go or no go’s for any of those corridors, he thinks we are going to get a yes they are all good
or no they aren’t, and he just thinks if you want to have a political fight about where it should go, have
that later, but get something down and start working on it.
Vein stated that one exception that he would have to that is the hydraulics. He said that he thinks that if
we get into a position where hydraulics don’t work, we don’t need to do the rest of the study, that is kind
of where he is leaning, that is one of the very first things we need to address is hydraulics, it is one of his
biggest concerns, especially with the lower bridge. DeMers stated that that is what he is saying, why
would three studies all include hydraulics when we know that, yes there are different river bends and
lengths and such, but for the most part you are going to know real quick if that hydraulic works on one,
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it will work on all. Vein responded that he doesn’t think that is the case. He said that 47th has definitely
got different hydraulics then Elks would, and he thinks 32nd is probably somewhere in-between, but he
thinks we have some real differences hydraulically between these three, because if hydraulics, again,
won’t work there isn’t any reason to do the rest of the study. Grasser suggested that that should be the
first phase of the study.
Powers said that in the interest of moving forward, and getting something done, he is going to call the
question.
Mock commented that she just wants to make sure, because she hates this idea that we are always saying
“well we will talk about it at the next meeting, or we’ll make a decision in the future”, so we already
have a scope and estimated cost, so we are asking MPO staff to do this, it would be the same scope at
each location wouldn’t it, so it is just an updated cost and where the money would come from. Haugen
responded that what isn’t shown here is the study map, and so we wouldn’t be looking at just a corridor,
we would be looking at a mile stretch of Grand Forks’ network instead of a street network, so there will
be an essentially different scope for each location, and that is just on the traffic side. Mock said, though
that the core would be essentially the same, and you would get where the funding would come from as
well so that we could proceed with a decision. Haugen responded that by next month not only have the
scope but you are also asking me to work with the two City Administrators, possibly Polk County and
Grand Forks County Administrators to see if there are dollars to fill in the gap of what we currently have
identified from the MPO resources.
Vetter said that the question has been called.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Strandell, Mock, Grasser, Rost, and Vein
Vetter, Powers and DeMers
None
None

MATTER OF UPDATE ON DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY
Haugen reported that included in the packet is the power point that highlights the implementation
section of the plan. He stated that the Steering Committee has met and approved these implementation
strategies.
Haugen referred to the presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request)
and went over it briefly.
Haugen summarized that they feel there is enough existing parking for now and for the next ten years, it
is just a matter of managing it differently and there are suggestions on how to do that included as well.
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Haugen commented that from a Steering Committee’s point of view they have done their work and they
are recommending that the report and the implementation strategy in the report be approved. He stated
that they will be processing it through the local entities and will come back for final approval.
Information only.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no further public comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2019 Annual Work Program Project Update

Vetter that our 2019 Annual Work Program Project Update is included. There were no questions or
comments on the update.
b.

Approval Of Bill/Check List For 7/13/19 to 8/16/19 Period

MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL TO APPROVE THE ATTACHED
BILL/CHECK LIST FOR THE 7/13/19 TO 8/16/19 PERIOD, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY ROST, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 21ST, 2019,
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:03 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted,
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager
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Grand Forks East Grand Forks MPO

08/12/19

Transaction List by Vendor
July 13 through August 16, 2019
Type

Date

AFLAC.
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Alerus Financial
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Liability Check
08/09/2019
Alliant Engineering
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Bill
08/01/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/01/2019
CitiBusiness Card
Bill
07/25/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/25/2019
City of East Grand Forks
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
City of Grand Forks IT Department
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
East Grand Forks Water and Light
Bill
07/19/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/19/2019
Fidelity Security Life.
Liability Check
07/26/2019
FM Metro COG
Bill
08/07/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/07/2019
Forum Communications Company
Bill
08/09/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/09/2019
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc.
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Kimley-Horn And Associates, Inc.
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Liberty Business Systems, INc.
Bill
07/19/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/19/2019
LSNB as Trustee for PEHP
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Madison Nat'l Life
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Mike's
Bill
07/17/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/17/2019
Minnesota Department of Revenue
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Liability Check
08/09/2019
Minnesota Life Insurance Company
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Nationwide Retirement Solutions
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Liability Check
08/09/2019
NDPERS
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Liability Check
07/26/2019
QuickBooks Payroll Service
Liability Check
07/24/2019
Liability Check
08/07/2019

Num

Memo

Account

Clr

Split

Amount

AFLAC

501

104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-

-585.22

EFTPS
EFTPS

45-0388273
45-0388273

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-3,186.12
-3,367.32

Inv. #...
6765
Inv. #...
6782

Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

566 · MN220 N...
206 · Accounts...
566 · MN220 N...
206 · Accounts...

-1,800.02
-1,800.02
-697.35
-697.35

Inv. #...
6781

Charges For ...
Charges For ...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT206 · Accounts...

-149.35
-149.35

Inv. #...
6766

2019 3rd Qua...
2019 3rd Qua...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-3,031.58
-3,031.58

Inv. #...
6767

EVGA Graphi...
EVGA Graphi...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

535 · Equipment
206 · Accounts...

-951.10
-951.10

Inv. #...
6776

2nd Quarter 2...
2nd Quarter 2...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-599.75
-599.75

6777

50790-1043

104 · Checking

X

210 · Payroll Li...

-16.88

6786

Registration F...
Registration F...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

530 · Educatio...
206 · Accounts...

-390.00
-390.00

Inv. #...
6787

Public Notice ...
Public Notice ...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

555 · TIP
206 · Accounts...

-186.35
-186.35

Inv. #...
6768
Inv. #...
6784
Inv. #...
6785

For Work On ...
For Work On ...
For Work On ...
For Work On ...
For Work On ...
For Work On ...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

550 · Corridor ...
206 · Accounts...
550 · Corridor ...
206 · Accounts...
550 · Corridor ...
206 · Accounts...

-2,448.14
-2,448.14
-761.88
-761.88
-3,609.63
-3,609.63

Inv. #...
6770

Retainage Du...
Retainage Du...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

220 · Retainag...
206 · Accounts...

-36,730.15
-36,730.15

Inv. #...
6774

Contract Bas...
Contract Bas...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-147.87
-147.87

PEHP

104 · Checking

X

216 · Post-Hea...

-165.00

6778

104 · Checking

X

215 · Disability...

-90.30

X

711 · Miscellan...
206 · Accounts...

-130.28
-130.28

X

X
X

6773

MPO Lunche...
MPO Lunche...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

MNDOR
MNDOR

1403100
1403100

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

210 · Payroll Li...
210 · Payroll Li...

-208.00
-207.00

104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-

-117.78

6779
NWR...
NWR...

3413
3413

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-640.92
-640.92

NDPE...
NDPE...

D88

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X
X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-3,853.50
-3,273.38

Created by P...
Created by P...

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-8,403.60
-8,344.10
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Type

Date

SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Bill
07/15/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/15/2019
Bill
08/07/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/07/2019
Standard Insurance Company
Liability Check
07/26/2019
Systems & Services, Inc.
Bill
07/19/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
07/19/2019

Num

Memo

Account

Inv. #...
6769
Inv. #...
6771
Inv. #...
6772
Inv. #...
6783

For Work On ...
For Work On ...
For Work On ...
For Work On ...
Retainage Du...
Retainage Du...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

6780
Inv. #...
6775

Clr

X
X
X

104 · Checking
Filing Letters ...
Filing Letters ...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

Split
565 · Special ...
206 · Accounts...
565 · Special ...
206 · Accounts...
220 · Retainag...
206 · Accounts...
565 · Special ...
206 · Accounts...

Amount
-5,720.76
-5,720.76
-501.20
-501.20
-3,499.78
-3,499.78
-3,568.95
-3,568.95

217 · Dental P...

-158.60

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-66.69
-66.69
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
Wednesday, September 18th, 2019 – 12:00 Noon
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Room

CALL TO ORDER
Jeannie Mock, Secretary, called the September 18th, 2019, 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, Al Grasser, Ken Vein (via
conference call), and Jeannie Mock.
Absent were: Bob Rost, Warren Strandell, Clarence Vetter, and Marc DeMers.
Guest(s) were: Tom Ford, Grand Forks County; Sandi Marshall, Grand Forks City Council; Brad
Gengler, Grand Forks City Planning; Corey Mock, North Dakota State Representative District 18; Todd
Feland, Grand Forks City; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; and Stephanie Halford, Grand
Forks City Planning.
Staff: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner;
Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis GF/EGF MPO Office Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Mock declared a quorum was not present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 21st, 2019, MINUTES OF THE MPO
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
As there was not a quorum present the minutes could not be approved.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF 2019 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION MAP
Acting Chair Mock ask staff to brief those in attendance on the agenda items. Haugen reported that staff
did work with the Technical Advisory Committee on changes to the Functional Class, which are noted
in the last table. He stated that most of them are centered around the direction not to allow stubs any
longer. Haugen commented that the only other major change is up on North 3rd and North 4th Streets,
which both used to be Minor Arterials, but are now being identified as Collectors. Kouba added that
Adams Drive has also been changed from a Collector to a Local Road.
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Grasser reported that we are also developing a second map and asked that Mr. Haugen explain the
reason for that. Haugen explained that because of the change from having a map that showed both
existing and future functional class, we are now working on a separate map that we will help identify
our future roadway network. Grasser commented that the Technical Advisory Committee felt it was
important to keep using this as a planning tool to show what our intent was as to where these streets
were going to extend to, and when the Federal and State changes came in so that we can’t show stubs,
we developed that second map so it is available for people to use when they are looking long term.
Information only.
MATTER OF BRIDGE FEASIBILITY RFP
Haugen reported that at last month’s meeting you asked MPO Staff to redraft the RFP that was provided
to include other locations, those being Elks and 47th Avenue South, so the intent of the motion was to
have an RFP drafted that looked at three potential bridge corridors. He added that also, as we discussed
last month as well as prior to that, there is still some unknowns as to whether we can continue doing
some of the feasibility work that we have been able to do in the past and we were informed in late
August that the Water Hydraulic Analysis was not an eligible funding scope of work for our MPO
Planning funds. So with that knowledge, staff met with City Representatives and the City
Administrators, and sort of laid out that because it is not able to be funded through the MPO, MPO
funds couldn’t really start to pay for anything until 2020 so there was an opportunity for perhaps both
Cities to jump in and get the water hydrology done, and that seems to be the plan of action that each side
has taken back through their process to get the hydrology going and done outside of the MPO RFP
Powers asked if he had any indication as to when the City Councils will look at this. Haugen responded
that the East Grand Forks City Council, last night. Powers asked if there was anything on Elks. Haugen
responded that they are starting out with not offering to fund anything on Elks or 47th Avenue. Mock
asked when it would be coming to the Grand Forks City Council. Haugen responded that he hasn’t had
any feedback from City Staff as to when they think they might be having this conversation.
Grasser said that you may have answered this question, but he wants to be sure he understands, the
decision now is to do the hydraulics and then hold on everything else, or try to do everything in
concurrence. Haugen responded that that is correct to do hydraulics first.
Grasser stated that he has some other questions, procedurally, he isn’t sure if there was discussion about
limitations on the study, are we looking at high bridges and low bridges or only low or only high.
Haugen responded that the Boards action in the past has been to eliminate consideration of high bridges,
and so for it to be reintroduced he thinks it would take Board action to do so. He added that the
discussion that took place, and the thought process of the hydrology, was looking at a low level or
floodable bridges.
Vein commented that it is his interpretation that hasn’t changed. He added that it could be, based on the
hydrology of the low bridges, that we might look at a higher bridge, but right now he thinks that all we
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are asking is to go forward with the hydraulics to locate it. Grasser said that he is trying to get details on
what the expectations are if we are running it through the City process and how it differs from what we
normally do. Powers commented that basically anything we do is a recommendation to the City Council
anyway, correct. Haugen responded that that is true on this matter. Mock added that it isn’t eligible for
MPO funds anyway, so even if the MPO, she thinks the intent of that meeting was to have a group that
could get together quickly to move this forward, the intent was to bring it back to the MPO Board for
information, comments, questions, but it does have to go back to the Cities for funding otherwise the
MPO can’t fund that action.
Vein summarized that for now this is just informational, we know that this will be handled between the
two Cities, and between now and the Committee of the Whole, which for Grand Forks is next Monday,
we can iron out the details and help Mr. Grasser with the staff report, and then Grand Forks can talk
about it. Grasser added that he isn’t sure he can get a staff report in that quickly, but he will try. Vein
said that if he can’t then it can be brought up as an added item as well. He added that he will be meeting
with Mr. Feland tomorrow so they can try to work out how it can be on the agenda for Monday
otherwise we have to wait another two weeks.
Information only.
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA CONSOLIDATED PLANNING GRANT DISTRIBUTION
FORMULA
Haugen reported that this is a continuation of a grant management issue that the NDDOT has been
working with the three MPOs on.
Haugen referred to a graphic, included in the staff report, and commented that he thinks it best captures
what the issue is. He stated that in the last decade, because of Bismarck/Mandan and Fargo/Moorheads’
inability to spend all of their planning funds in a timely fashion, there were too many grants open. He
said that normally, under the federal process, you usually have the year of appropriation, plus three to
spend funds, however, North Dakota Federal Highway is pushing that the NDDOT not have so many
grants open.
Haugen commented that the hope was that the three MPOs could reach an agreement, but the reality is
that that most likely won’t occur, so the NDDOT has indicated that if an agreement can’t be reached
they may step in and make a change based on that grant management. He said that an MPO Director’s
meeting is scheduled for October 7th, where we will again have a discussion on the distribution formula.
Grasser asked if these dollars are available for specific purposes; are they targeted for studies, or staff, or
operations, or is a limitation on them, especially what goes into the base amount. Haugen responded
that there are no limitations. He added that the formula is distributed, and then once we receive our
$500,000 our work program determines where it is spent.
Discussion ensued; consensus was to go with increase just the Grand Forks MPO base.
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Information only.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no one present for comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2019 Annual Work Program Project Update

Information only
b.

Approval Of Bill/Check List For 8/16/19 to 9/13/19 Period

No action could be taken due to lack of quorum.
ADJOURNMENT
MOCK CLOSED THE MEETING AT 12:40 P.M.
Respectfully submitted,
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager
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MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: September 11, 2019
MPO Executive Board: October , 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval of the North Dakota side Functional
Re- Classification.

Matter of the Approval of the North Dakota side Functional Re-Classification.
Background:

In May Functional Re-Classification was introduced, particularly for the North Dakota side. Minnesota
was asked to look over their side. The answer they returned was that with the 2014-2015 review process
they did the changes at that time and there was no real change that was necessary. For this Functional ReClassification we will only be discussing changes in North Dakota.
NDDOT has provided comments and guidance for this process. The first is future extensions will not be
shown unless they are in the TIP. This way partners and the public are informed about Federally funded
projects, as well as locally funded projects that are regionally significant. The second is functionally
classified roads need to connect to other functionally classified roads. The thought being that the end of
road is not functioning to the level of the sections that are connected to other functionally classified roads.
The last is that boundaries like city limits and urban area do not demand a change in functional
classification.
A map was created that took out the future extensions and the stubs that are not part of the frontage
roads. After talking further with NDDOT they will be looking for some of the currently classified
frontage roads to change classification because they do not connect to other functionally classified roads.
This also brought up the issue of crossovers. If the crossovers are part of the frontage road and connect to
other functionally classified roads, they allow for the frontage road to stay classified. Even with this
consideration there are quite a few frontage road sections that would be considered stubs. There is still
conflicting guidance on how to deal with frontage roads that NDDOT needs to clear up. A map of various
locations where frontage roads are being considered stubs by some was sent to NDDOT. The question is
can they be classified because they are frontage roads even though they do not connect to another
functionally classified road on both ends of the road?
At the July TAC meeting a good discussion about many of the classified roads happened. The changes
were made that were discussed at the meeting. An updated map was created and the number of miles &
percentages in each category was calculated. MPO staff asked our partners to look over the updates and
discuss them at the August TAC meeting.
With no other changes desired from our August TAC meeting, staff is presenting the final Functional
Classification map that will go to NDDOT for approval. Staff recommends approval of Functional
Classification Map

Findings and Analysis:
 The functional classification needs to be reviewed and updated.
 FHWA updated their guidance in functional classification and this will be the primary
guide used. Each state has promulgated state specific guides that will be followed.
 The Minnesota side was recently updated so the review will be limited.
 The North Dakota side will require more review due to this being the first update under
the new guides.
 The Work Program has identified this activity being done this year.
 Staff recommends approval of the Functional Re-Classifications.
Support Materials:
 Final Functional Classification Map
 Table of changes
 Table of mileages and percentages.
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Paved
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Paved
Paved
Gravel
Gravel
Paved

0.608
0.711
1.507
0.527
0.543
1.473
1.166
1.001
0.400
0.360
0.499
0.236
0.075
0.161
0.265
0.471
0.095
0.719
0.033

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: October 9, 2019
MPO Executive Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval of Existing and Future Functional Classification.

Matter of the Approval of Existing and Future Functional Classification.
Background:

The TAC requested to have a separate map that includes the future classification of roadways now that
this is no longer allowed in the officially approved functional classification map. The map will be up to
date with the most recent approvals for the existing part of the map. The TAC was able to give staff some
input on the Grand Forks map presented in September.
This month staff is presenting the updates for the Grand Forks map and looking for any updates or
changes to the East Grand Forks map. Staff is asking the TAC comment and discussion on the future
classification part of the maps.
You will notice on both maps that the future identified growth areas have been shown. This allows the
connection between land use and transportation to complement one another.

Findings and Analysis:
 The functional classification has been reviewed and updated.
 TAC requested that a map be created for reference in future functional classification.
Support Materials:
 Existing and Future Functional Classification maps
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MPO Staff Report
MPO Technical Advisory Committee, October 9, 2019 1:30 pm
MPO Executive Policy Board, October 16, 2019 12:00 Noon
RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approval of proposed Safety Targets for CY 2020

Matter of the Safety Performance Management (PM-1) Crash Analysis for Y2014-2018

BACKGROUND:
This report submits for your consideration and approval the following items:
I.
II.

Proposed MPO’s Safety Targets for CY 2020
Presents a comparison between targets set for CY 2018 and the actual attained results

Performance Measures and Performance Target regulations and requirements emanate from the
enacted FAST (Fixing America Surface Transportation) (2015) Act. FAST encourages a
performance-driven and outcome-based transportation planning process. MPOs are required by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to adopt
targets for defined performance measures.
MPOs establish Performance Targets for the following measures:
(1) Safety
(2) Transit asset management
(3) System performance
(4) Bridge condition and
(5) Pavement condition
(6) Transit Safety
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The specific target being presented in this staff report is the Safety Target. Current rules require
MPOs to either: a) adopt the State targets for all five measures; or b) choose an MPO target for all
five measures. Bi-state MPOs must adopt either both State targets or an MPO specific targets.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) suggests that a methodology that could be used to
set targets is a trend line analysis of using a number of sets of 5 year rolling averages. The FHWA
example indicated a reasonable number of sets as being 5. 1
The examination of the Safety Measures discussed on this report is based on crash data provided by
MN DOT and NDDOT. In addition, the following elements are considered during the analysis:
•
•
•

Serious Injury Analysis (A: Incapacitating Injury, MN; Coded A: Incapacitating Injury, ND)
Calculation of the 5-Years Rolling Average
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (327 000 000)

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT:
I. Proposed MPO’s Safety Targets for CY 2020
Safety Targets for CY 2020 are proposed by MPO staff by using the FHWY suggested 5 sets of 5Years Rolling Average Methodology.
Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 illustrate the datasets used to set Safety targets for CY 2020. Calculations to
establish Safety targets for CY 2020 were performed by using the following sets of 5 year rolling
averages for these years (circled in red) divided by 5:
2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 2013-2017
Table 1. Crash Rates Fatalities
per 100 Million Vehicle Miles
Traveled

2014-2018

Table 2. 5-Year Averages
All Crashes

Year

Fatal

A
(Injuries)

Year

2007-2011
2008-2012
2009-2013
2010-2014
2011-2015
2012-2016
2013-2017
2014-2018

0.67278
0.67278
0.67278
0.79511
0.55046
0.48930
0.48930
0.55046
0.57492

4.58716
4.83180
5.13761
5.81040
5.93272
5.13761
4.46483
3.97554
5.06422

2007-2011
2008-2012
2009-2013
2010-2014
2011-2015
2012-2016
2013-2017
2014-2018

Fatal

A
(Injuries)

Table 3. 5-Year
Averages (NonMotorized Fatalities &
Serious Injuries)

Year

Fatal + A

2007-2011
2.2
15.0
2008-2012
2.2
15.8
2009-2013
2.2
16.8
2010-2014
2.6
19.0
2011-2015
1.8
19.4
2012-2016
1.6
16.8
2013-2017
1.6
14.6
13.0
2014-2018
1.8
16.56000
1.88000
Source: Copy of GF_EGF_MPO_Crash_Summary_JMPO_exercise_2018_SEPTEMBER_2019 REVISION (Autosaved)

1

Alicandri, Elizabeth (2017) Memorandum: Information: State Safety Target. Federal Highway Administration
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2.8
2.4
2.6
3.4
3.2
2.6
3.4
3.0
3.1

PROPOSED Y2020
TARGET

TREND

108.3

3 or Fewer

3 or Fewer

1.9 or Fewer

Decline

2. Number of Fatalities
(Per 100 M VMT)

0.62
MVMT

0.626
MVMT

1.34
MVMT

1.27 1.106
M VMT MVMT

0.673 MVMT

0.599 MVMT

0.574

Decline

3. Nummber of Crash Related
1,935 1,711
Serious Injuries

1.714.2

516

486.2 413.9

18 or Fewer 15 or Fewer

16.56 or Fewer

Decline

4. Number of Serious
Injuries(Per 100 M VMT)

3.19

2.854

2.854

5.09

4.848 4.23

5.933 MVMT
or Lower

5.296 MVMT
or Lower

5.0642

Decline

5. Number of Non-Motorized
Fatalities
& Number
of Non Motorized Injuries

348

267.5

317

34

34.6

3 or Fewer

4 or Fewer

3 or Fewer

Decline

Notes: *See Grand Forks-East Grand Forks

II.

33.4

Minnesota,

MPO Planning Area,
2018

127

0.622
MVMT

North Dakota, 2020

North Dakota,

2019

North Dakota, 2018
138

Minnesota, 2020
375.4

2019

375.0 372.2

Minnesota, 2018

1. Number of Traffic
Fatalities

SAFETY PERFORMANCE MEASURES

MPO Planning Area,
2019

Grand Forks- East Grand Forks
MPO's Targets

DOT's STATE TARGETS

2045 Street/Highway Plan Update Vol. 1 for Safety Targets for 2018

A comparison between targets set for CY 2018 and the Actual
attained results

Safety Targets for CY 2018 were set during the update of the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan adopted in 2018. The method used 5-years rolling average data for 2007-2011 to 2011-2015
to support the target setting calculations. The analysis results provided stakeholders with 5 sets of
full 5 year rolling averages.
Table 2 shows the results of the 5 year rolling average for 2014-2018 with the CY 2018 Targets adopted.
The evaluation of performance is only to review the most current 5 year rolling average to the target.
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Table 2. SUMMARY REPORT PERFORMANCE RESULTS
FOR
BY THE GRAND FORKS-EAST GRAND FORKS MPO
TARGETS

MEASURES
(5-YEARS ROLLING AVERAGE)

2018
TARGET

2018
ACTUAL

3-or Fewer

1.8

1

Number of Fatalities

2

Rate of Fatalities

0.673
MVMT

0.55

3

Number of Serious
Injuries

18-or
Fewer

13

4

Rate of Serious Injuries

5.933 or
Lower

3.976

TREND

Number of Non-Motorized
Fatalities & Number of
3-or Fewer
2
Non-Motorized Injuries
Source: Copy of Copy of GF_EGF_MPO_Crash_Summary_JMPO_exercise_2018_SEPTEMBER_2019 REVISION (Autosaved)
5
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SUPPORT MATERIALS:

5-Year Averages (All Crashes)

5-Year Averages
(Non-Motorized
Fatalities &
Serious Injuries)

Year

Fatal

A

Year

Fatal + A

2007-2011
2008-2012
2009-2013
2010-2014
2011-2015
2012-2016
2013-2017
2014-2018

2.2
2.2
2.2
2.6
1.8
1.6
1.6
1.8

15.00000
15.80000
16.80000
19.00000
19.40000
16.80000
14.60000
13.00000

2007-2011
2008-2012
2009-2013
2010-2014
2011-2015
2012-2016
2013-2017
2014-2018

2.8000
2.4000
2.6000
3.4000
3.2000
2.6000
3.4000
3.0000
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MPO Staff Report

MPO Executive Policy Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Recommend the MPO Executive Policy Board Approve
Authorizing The Chairman And Executive Director To Execute The Annual MNDOT
State Planning Agreements For Fiscal Year 2020
Matter Of Fiscal Year 2020 MNDOT State Planning Agreements.

Background:

The MPO annually enters into an agreement with MNDOT in order to
access Minnesota State Funds. The State Funds can be used as local match against the
Consolidated Planning Grant (the federal funds). This is the standard contract, without
significant changes, that we have executed the past several years.
East Grand Forks must provide the 20% match required in order for the MPO to have access to
the State Funds.

Findings And Analysis:
•

Contract is required to access Minnesota State Funds.

Support Materials:
•

Contract.

MnDOT Contract #: 1035506
STATE OF MINNESOTA
GRANT AGREEMENT
This agreement is between the State of Minnesota, acting through its Commissioner of Transportation ("State"), and the
Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization, 600 DeMers Ave, East Grand Forks MN 56721
("Grantee").
RECITALS
1. Under Minnesota Statutes § 174.01, the Minnesota Department of Transportation is the principal agency of the
state for development, implementation, administration, consolidation and coordination of state transportation
policies, plans and programs.
2. 23 U.S.C. 134 requires a continuing, comprehensive and cooperative (3-C) transportation planning process be
carried out between the state and local governments in urbanized areas.
3. Grantee has been designated by Minnesota’s Governor as the Metropolitan Planning Organization responsible,
together with the State, for carrying out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134.
4. Minnesota Statutes § 174.03, subdivision 4, authorizes the State to enter into this agreement.
5. Grantee represents that it is duly qualified and agrees to perform all services described in this agreement to the
satisfaction of the State. Pursuant to Minnesota Statute § 16B.98, subdivision 1, Grantee agrees to minimize
administrative costs as a condition of this agreement.
AGREEMENT TERMS
1.

2.

Term of Agreement, Survival of Terms, and Incorporation of Exhibits
1.1. Effective Date. This agreement will be effective on January 1, 2020, or the date the State obtains all required
signatures under Minnesota Statutes § 16B.98, subdivision 5, whichever is later. As required by Minnesota
Statute § 16B.98, subdivision 7, no payments will be made to Grantee until this agreement is fully executed.
Grantee must not begin work under this agreement until this agreement is fully executed and Grantee has
been notified by the State’s Authorized Representative to begin the work.
1.2. Expiration Date. This agreement will expire on December 31, 2020, or when all obligations have been
satisfactorily fulfilled, whichever occurs first.
1.3. Survival of Terms. All clauses which impose obligations continuing in their nature and which must survive in
order to give effect to their meaning will survive the expiration or termination of this agreement, including,
without limitation, the following clauses: 9. Liability; 10. State Audits; 11. Government Data Practices; 12.
Intellectual Property Rights; 13. Workers Compensation; 14. Publicity and Endorsement; 15. Governing Law,
Jurisdiction, and Venue; and 17. Data Disclosure.
1.4. Exhibits. Exhibit 1, Financial Assistance, and Exhibit 2, Invoices, are attached and incorporated into this
agreement.
Grantee’s Duties
2.1. Grantee, who is not a state employee, will:
Perform in a satisfactory and timely manner the work activities defined in its Calendar Year (CY)
2020 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), as approved by the State, which is incorporated by
reference into this agreement and retained on file in the MnDOT Office of Transportation System
Management. The UPWP defines the scope of work and particular tasks to be completed by the
Grantee, and includes a minimum expenditure of $3,000.00 to provide for the Grantee’s
participation in meetings and workshops of the Minnesota MPO Directors and for other professional
development and training of the Grantee’s staff.
Prepare and submit to the State for approval a CY 2021 UPWP delineating the activities and
expenditures of CY 2021 state grant funds. The UPWP must include a minimum expenditure of
$3,000.00 to provide for the Grantee’s participation in meetings and workshops of the Minnesota
1
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2.2.
2.3.

2.4.

3.

4.

5.

MPO Directors and for other professional development and training of the Grantee’s staff.
Utilize the MnDOT Template when preparing the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
Grantee will comply with all required grants management policies and procedures set forth through
Minnesota Statutes § 16B.97, subdivision 4 (a) (1).
Asset Monitoring. If Grantee uses funds obtained by this agreement to acquire a capital asset, the Grantee is
required to use that asset for a public purpose for the normal useful life of the asset. Grantee must obtain
prior written consent of the State before any capital asset is purchased with funds from this agreement and
must meet any asset reporting requirements identified by the State as part of the written consent. Capital
assets have a normal useful life expectancy exceeding two years and include 1) land, 2) buildings, 3)
equipment over $5,000, 4) infrastructure and 5) purchased software over $30,000. Grantee may not sell or
change the purpose of use for the capital asset(s) obtained with grant funds under this agreement without
the prior written consent of the State and an agreement executed and approved by the same parties who
executed and approved this agreement, or their successors in office.
Contracting and Bidding Requirements. Prior to publication, Grantee will submit to State’s Authorized
Representative all solicitations for work to be funded by this Agreement. Prior to execution, Grantee will
submit to State all contracts and subcontracts funded by this agreement between Grantee and third parties.
State’s Authorized Representative has the sole right to approve, disapprove, or modify any solicitation,
contract, or subcontract submitted by Grantee. All contracts and subcontracts between Grantee and third
parties must contain all applicable provisions of this Agreement. State’s Authorized Representative will
respond to a solicitation, contract, or subcontract submitted by Grantee within 10 business days.

Time
3.1. Grantee must comply with all the time requirements described in this agreement. In the performance of this
grant agreement, time is of the essence.
Consideration and Payment
4.1. Consideration. The State will pay for all services performed by Grantee under this agreement as follows:
Compensation. Grantee will be paid a lump sum of $11,000.00. Grantee must provide a local match
of 20% as identified in Exhibit 1. The local match funds must be separate from the funds used to
match any other funding source.
Total Obligation. The total obligation of the State for all compensation and reimbursements to
Grantee under this agreement will not exceed $11,000.00.
Payment
5.1. Invoices. Grantee will submit invoices for payment by lump sum. Exhibit 2, which is attached and
incorporated into this agreement, is the form Grantee will use to submit invoices. The State’s Authorized
Representative, as named in this agreement, will review each invoice. The State will promptly pay Grantee
after Grantee presents an itemized invoice for the services actually performed and the State's Authorized
Representative accepts the invoiced services. Invoices will be submitted in a timely manner after the end of
each calendar year quarter for 25% of the contract amount. Each invoice will include the submittal of a
report documenting the tasks the MPO completed in the respective quarter.
5.2. All Invoices Subject to Audit. All invoices are subject to audit, at State’s discretion.
5.3. State’s Payment Requirements. State will promptly pay all valid obligations under this agreement as
required by Minnesota Statutes § 16A.124. State will make undisputed payments no later than 30 days after
receiving Grantee’s invoices and progress reports for services performed. If an invoice is incorrect, defective
or otherwise improper, State will notify Grantee within ten days of discovering the error. After State receives
the corrected invoice, State will pay Grantee within 30 days of receipt of such invoice.
For agreements of $50,000 or more, the State will make at least one monitoring visit and conduct
annual financial reconciliations of Grantee’s expenditures during the period of performance.
5.3.1.1. The State’s Authorized Representative will notify Grantee’s Authorized Representative
where and when any monitoring visit and financial reconciliation will take place, which
2
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State employees and/or contractors will participate, and which Grantee staff members
should be present. Grantee will be provided with at least seven calendar days of notice
prior to any monitoring visit or financial reconciliation.
5.3.1.2. Following a monitoring visit or financial reconciliation, Grantee will take timely and
appropriate action on all deficiencies identified by State.
5.3.1.3. At least one monitoring visit and one financial reconciliation must be completed prior to
final payment being made to Grantee.
Unexpended Funds. The Grantee must promptly return to the State at grant closeout any
unexpended funds that have not been accounted for in a financial report submitted to the State.
Closeout. The State will determine, at its sole discretion, whether a closeout audit is required prior
to final payment approval. If a closeout audit is required, final payment will be held until the audit
has been completed. Monitoring of any capital assets acquired with grant funds will continue
following grant closeout.
6. Conditions of Payment
6.1. All services provided by Grantee under this agreement must be performed to the State’s satisfaction, as
determined at the sole discretion of the State’s Authorized Representative and in accordance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, rules, and regulations. The Grantee will not receive
payment for work found by the State to be unsatisfactory or performed in violation of federal, state, or local
law.
7. Authorized Representatives
7.1. The State's Authorized Representative is Bobbi Retzlaff, Planning Program Coordinator, 395 John Ireland Blvd
MS 440, St Paul, MN 55155, 651-366-3793, bobbi.retzlaff@state.mn.us, or his/her successor. State’s
Authorized Representative has the responsibility to monitor Grantee’s performance and the authority to
accept the services provided under this agreement. If the services are satisfactory, the State's Authorized
Representative will certify acceptance on each invoice submitted for payment.
7.2. Grantee’s Authorized Representative is: Earl Haugen, Executive Director, 600 DeMers Ave, East Grand Forks,
MN 56721, 218-773-0124, earl.haugen@theforksmpo.org. If Grantee’s Authorized Representative changes at
any time during this agreement, Grantee will immediately notify the State.
8. Assignment Amendments, Waiver, and Grant Agreement Complete
8.1. Assignment. The Grantee may neither assign nor transfer any rights or obligations under this agreement
without the prior written consent of the State and a fully executed Assignment Agreement, executed and
approved by the same parties who executed and approved this agreement, or their successors in office.
8.2. Amendments. Any amendments to this agreement must be in writing and will not be effective until it has
been executed and approved by the same parties who executed and approved the original agreement, or
their successors in office.
8.3. Waiver. If the State fails to enforce any provision of this agreement, that failure does not waive the provision
or the State’s right to subsequently enforce it.
8.4. Grant Agreement Complete. This grant agreement contains all negotiations and agreements between the
State and Grantee. No other understanding regarding this agreement, whether written or oral, may be used
to bind either party.
9. Liability
9.1. Grantee must indemnify, save, and hold the State, its agents, and employees harmless from any claims or
causes of action, including attorney’s fees incurred by the State, arising from the performance of this
agreement by Grantee or Grantee’s agents or employees. This clause will not be construed to bar any legal
remedies Grantee may have for the State's failure to fulfill its obligations under this agreement.
10. State Audits
10.1. Under Minnesota Statute § 16B.98, subdivision 8, the Grantee’s books, records, documents, and accounting
procedures and practices of Grantee, or other party relevant to this grant agreement or transaction, are
3
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subject to examination by the State and/or the State Auditor or Legislative Auditor, as appropriate, for a
minimum of six years from the end of this agreement, receipt and approval of all final reports, or the
required period of time to satisfy all state and program retention requirements, whichever is later. Grantee
will take timely and appropriate action on all deficiencies identified by an audit.
11. Government Data Practices
11.1. Government Data Practices. Grantee and State must comply with the Minnesota Government Data
Practices Act, Minnesota Statutes Chapter 13, as it applies to all data provided by the State under this grant
agreement, and as it applies to all data created, collected, received, stored, used, maintained, or
disseminated by the Grantee under this agreement. The civil remedies of Minnesota Statutes §13.08 apply to
the release of the data referred to in this clause by either Grantee or the State. If Grantee is a non-profit
organization and Grantee receives a request to release the data referred to in this section, Grantee must
immediately notify the State. The State will give Grantee instructions concerning the release of the data to
the requesting party before the data is released. Grantee’s response to the request shall comply with
applicable law.
12. Intellectual Property Rights.
12.1. Intellectual Property Rights. State owns all rights, title and interest in all of the intellectual property rights,
including copyrights, patents, trade secrets, trademarks and service marks in the Works and Documents
created and paid for under this agreement. “Works” means all inventions, improvements, discoveries
(whether or not patentable), databases, computer programs, reports, notes, studies, photographs, negatives,
designs, drawings, specifications, materials, tapes and disks conceived, reduced to practice, created or
originated by Grantee, its employees, agents and subcontractors, either individually or jointly with others in
the performance of this agreement. Works includes Documents. “Documents” are the originals of any
databases, computer programs, reports, notes, studies, photographs, negatives, designs, drawings,
specifications, materials, tapes, disks or other materials, whether in tangible or electronic forms, prepared by
Grantee, its employees, agents or subcontractors, in the performance of this agreement. The Documents will
be the exclusive property of State, and Grantee upon completion or cancellation of this agreement must
immediately return all such Documents to State. To the extent possible, those Works eligible for copyright
protection under the United States Copyright Act will be deemed to be “works made for hire.” Grantee
assigns all right, title and interest it may have in the Works and the Documents to State. Grantee must, at the
request of State, execute all papers and perform all other acts necessary to transfer or record the State’s
ownership interest in the Works and Documents.
Obligations
12.1.1.1. Notification. Whenever any invention, improvement or discovery (whether or not
patentable) is made or conceived for the first time or actually or constructively reduced to
practice by Grantee, including its employees and subcontractors, in the performance of
this agreement, Grantee will immediately give State’s Authorized Representative written
notice thereof and must promptly furnish State’s Authorized Representative with
complete information and/or disclosure thereon.
12.1.1.2. Representation. Grantee must perform all acts, and take all steps necessary to ensure that
all intellectual property rights in the Works and Documents are the sole property of State
and that neither Grantee nor its employees, agents or subcontractors retain any interest in
and to the Works and Documents. Grantee represents and warrants that the Works and
Documents do not and will not infringe upon any intellectual property rights of other
persons or entities. Notwithstanding Clause 8, Grantee will indemnify; defend, to the
extent permitted by the Attorney General; and hold harmless State, at Grantee’s expense,
from any action or claim brought against State to the extent that it is based on a claim that
all or part of the Works or Documents infringe upon the intellectual property rights of
others. Grantee will be responsible for payment of any and all such claims, demands,
obligations, liabilities, costs and damages, including but not limited to, attorney fees. If
such a claim or action arises, or in Grantee’s or State’s opinion is likely to arise, Grantee
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must, at State’s discretion, either procure for State the right or license to use the
intellectual property rights at issue or replace or modify the allegedly infringing Works or
Documents as necessary and appropriate to obviate the infringement claim. This remedy
of State will be in addition to and not exclusive of other remedies provided by law.
13. Workers Compensation
13.1. The Grantee certifies that it is in compliance with Minnesota Statutes §176.181, Subdivision 2, pertaining to
workers’ compensation insurance coverage. The Grantee’s employees and agents will not be considered
State employees. Any claims that may arise under the Minnesota Workers’ Compensation Act on behalf of
these employees and any claims made by any third party as a consequence of any act or omission on the part
of these employees are in no way the State’s obligation or responsibility.
14. Publicity and Endorsement
14.1. Publicity. Any publicity regarding the subject matter of this agreement must identify the State as the
sponsoring agency and must not be released without prior written approval from the State’s Authorized
Representative. For purposes of this provision, publicity includes notices, informational pamphlets, press
releases, research, reports, signs, and similar public notices prepared by or for the Grantee individually or
jointly with others, or any subcontractors, with respect to the program, publications, or services provided
resulting from this grant agreement. All projects primarily funded by state grant appropriation must publicly
credit the State of Minnesota, including on the Grantee’s website when practicable.
14.2. Endorsement. The Grantee must not claim that the State endorses its products or services.
14.3. Disclaimer. The Grantee must include the following statement in all plans, studies and reports funded under
this contract: “The preparation of this report has been funded in part by the Minnesota Department of
Transportation. The contents of this document reflect the views of the authors who are responsible for the
facts or accuracy of the data presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or
policies of the Minnesota Department of Transportation. The report does not constitute a standard,
specification, or regulation.”
15. Governing Law, Jurisdiction, and Venue
15.1. Minnesota law, without regard to its choice-of-law provisions, governs this agreement. Venue for all legal
proceedings out of this agreement, or its breach, must be in the appropriate state or federal court with
competent jurisdiction in Ramsey County, Minnesota.
16. Termination; Suspension
16.1. Termination by the State. The State may terminate this agreement with or without cause, upon 30 days
written notice to the Grantee. Upon termination, the Grantee will be entitled to payment, determined on a
pro rata basis, for services satisfactorily performed.
16.2. Termination for Cause. The State may immediately terminate this grant agreement if the State finds that
there has been a failure to comply with the provisions of this agreement, that reasonable progress has not
been made, that fraudulent or wasteful activity has occurred, that Grantee has been convicted of a criminal
offense relating to a state grant agreement, or that the purposes for which the funds were granted have not
been or will not be fulfilled. The State may take action to protect the interests of the State of Minnesota,
including the refusal to disburse additional funds and requiring the return of all or part of the funds already
disbursed.
16.3. Termination for Insufficient Funding. The State may immediately terminate this agreement if:
It does not obtain funding from the Minnesota Legislature; or
If funding cannot be continued at a level sufficient to allow for the payment of the services covered
here. Termination must be by written or fax notice to the Grantee. The State is not obligated to pay
for any services that are provided after notice and effective date of termination. However, the
Grantee will be entitled to payment, determined on a pro rata basis, for services satisfactorily
performed to the extent that funds are available. The State will not be assessed any penalty if the
agreement is terminated because of the decision of the Minnesota Legislature, or other funding
source, not to appropriate funds. The State will provide the Grantee notice of the lack of funding
5
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

within a reasonable time of the State’s receiving that notice.
16.4. Suspension. The State may immediately suspend this agreement in the event of a total or partial
government shutdown due to the failure to have an approved budget by the legal deadline. Work performed
by the Grantee during a period of suspension will be deemed unauthorized and undertaken at risk of nonpayment.
Data Disclosure
17.1. Under Minnesota Statutes § 270C.65, Subdivision 3, and other applicable law, Grantee consents to disclosure
of its social security number, federal employer tax identification number, and/or Minnesota tax identification
number, already provided to the State, to federal and state tax agencies and state personnel involved in the
payment of state obligations. These identification numbers may be used in the enforcement of federal and
state tax laws which could result in action requiring the Grantee to file state tax returns and pay delinquent
state tax liabilities, if any.
Fund Use Prohibited.
18.1. The Grantee will not utilize any funds received pursuant to this Agreement to compensate, either directly or
indirectly, any contractor, corporation, partnership, or business, however organized, which is disqualified or
debarred from entering into or receiving a State contract. This restriction applies regardless of whether the
disqualified or debarred party acts in the capacity of a general contractor, a subcontractor, or as an
equipment or material supplier. This restriction does not prevent the Grantee from utilizing these funds to
pay any party who might be disqualified or debarred after the Grantee’s contract award on this Project.
Discrimination Prohibited by Minnesota Statutes §181.59.
19.1. Grantee will comply with the provisions of Minnesota Statutes §181.59 which requires that every contract for
or on behalf of the State of Minnesota, or any county, city, town, township, school, school district or any
other district in the state, for materials, supplies or construction will contain provisions by which Contractor
agrees: 1) That, in the hiring of common or skilled labor for the performance of any work under any contract,
or any subcontract, no Contractor, material supplier or vendor, will, by reason of race, creed or color,
discriminate against the person or persons who are citizens of the United States or resident aliens who are
qualified and available to perform the work to which the employment relates; 2) That no Contractor, material
supplier, or vendor, will, in any manner, discriminate against, or intimidate, or prevent the employment of
any person or persons identified in clause 1 of this section, or on being hired, prevent or conspire to prevent,
the person or persons from the performance of work under any contract on account of race, creed or color;
3) That a violation of this section is a misdemeanor; and 4) That this contract may be canceled or terminated
by the state of Minnesota, or any county, city, town, township, school, school district or any other person
authorized to grant contracts for employment, and all money due, or to become due under the contract, may
be forfeited for a second or any subsequent violation of the terms or conditions of this Agreement.
Limitation.
20.1. Under this Agreement, the State is only responsible for receiving and disbursing funds. Nothing in this
Agreement will be construed to make the State a principal, co-principal, partner, or joint venturer with
respect to the Project(s) covered herein. The State may provide technical advice and assistance as requested
by the Grantee, however, the Grantee will remain responsible for providing direction to its contractors and
consultants and for administering its contracts with such entities. The Grantee’s consultants and contractors
are not intended to be third party beneficiaries of this Agreement.
Additional Provisions
[Intentionally left blank.]

[THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE HAS INTENTIONALLY BEEN LEFT BLANK.]
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STATE ENCUMBRANCE VERIFICATION
Individual certifies that funds have been encumbered
as required by Minnesota Statutes § 16A.15 and
16C.05.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Signed:

By:

Date:

Title:

SWIFT Contract #
SWIFT Purchase
Order No.

Date:

(With delegated authority)

MnDOT OFFICE OF FINANCE – GRANT UNITS

GRANTEE

By:

The Grantee certifies that the appropriate person(s)
have executed the grant contract on behalf of the
Grantee as required by applicable articles, by laws,
resolutions, or ordinances.

Date:

By:
Title:

MnDOT CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

Date:

By:

By:

Date:

Title:
Date:
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EXHIBIT 1
Financial Assistance
Legal Name

Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization

Contract Number

1035506

Contract Type / Program

State Metropolitan Planning Grant

Project Description
Metropolitan Planning Grant – State Planning Assistance
Total State Award

$11,000.00

Required Local Match

$2,750.00
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EXHIBIT 2
Invoices

Greater Minnesota Metropolitan Planning Organization
Request for State Funds
Calendar Year 2020
GRANTEE:

Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization
600 DeMers Ave, East Grand Forks MN 56721
218-773-0124
Recipient Agency Authorized Representative: Earl Haugen, Executive Director

Payment Request:

 First quarter

(January 1 – March 31)

 Second quarter

(April 1 – June 30)

 Third quarter

(July 1 – September 30)

 Fourth quarter

(October 1 – December 31)

Amount of Requested State Planning Funds:

Total=

$3,437.50

Local Match=
(20%)

$687.50

State Funds=
(80%)

$2,750.00
$2,750.00

Invoice cannot be signed/submitted prior to the end of the quarter. Invoice submittal must include a
report/summary of the applicable quarter’s activities. Activity reports submitted for CPG fund reimbursement may
be used.
Signature: ______________________________________________
Recipient Agency Authorized Representative

Date _______________

MnDOT
______________________________________________________
Approval of MnDOT District Representative

Date _______________

______________________________________________________
Approval by MnDOT OTSM MPO Planning Program Coordinator

Date _______________

MnDOT use only:
Contract #:
Swift Contract ID #:

Fiscal Year:
Purchase Order ID #:

9

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: October 9, 2019
MPO Executive Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Matter of Updating the Public Participation Plan documents – Approval of
Update to Environmental Justice Manual
Matter of Discussion of Draft Environmental Justice Program Manual Update
Background:
The Forks MPO has a Public Participation Plan (PPP). This Plan is comprised of several documents that
individually address specific populations yet collectively work together as the entire PPP. The
documents are:
• Public Participation Plan
• Environmental Justice Manual (EJ)
• Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
• Civil Rights (Title VI)
• American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
The local transit operators also rely on the Forks MPO PPP as their respective public participation plans.
This staff report will focus on the Environmental Justice Manual. The concept of Environmental Justice
is based on the affirmation that all people- regardless of their race, color, national origin or income –are
able to enjoy equally high levels of environmental protection. Environmental Justice specifically focuses
on treatment of minority and low-income populations.
There are three fundamental Environmental Justice principles directly related to the development of our
planning and programming activities:
•

To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and lowincome populations.

•

To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation
decision-making process.

•

To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and
low-income populations.

The EJ Manual was last updated in 2015. The main changes occurring with this update are addressing
the concept of “meaningful greater” concentrations of specific populations. A population is of a
“meaningfully greater” interest, if it is two times the total percent population within the metropolitan
boundary or if the geographic unit exceeds 50% of the minority population. These areas with
meaningfully greater” interest are identified as areas of high concentration. Meaningfully greater is a
detailed screening “threshold level” analysis technique used to support the Forks MPO planning and
programming activities.
With this update, we are recommending that the threshold be changed from three time the total
population to be two times the total population. This is done to reflect the growing minority populations
within our metropolitan area. Additionally, we are recommending to separate out the population
characteristics of the North Dakota side from the Minnesota side. This is primarily being done to
recognize slightly different population characteristics between the two and to further recognize that
concentrations do exist on the Minnesota side.
Lastly, the American Community Survey data promulgated by the US Census is being updated from the
5 year data set of 2008-2012 to be the 5 year data set of 2013-2017.
The document has highlighted the relevant sections/paragraphs that have been significantly updated.
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT:
•
•
•
•
•
•

State/Federal Partners did encourage us to update our Public Participation Plan documents.
The FY2019-2020 Work Program identified a work activity to complete the update.
As noted, there are several documents that comprise the overall Public Participation Plan.
American Community Survey data is being updated from 2008-2012 to 2013-2017.
MPO staff will be addressing some documents individually.
NDDOT has audited the Forks MPO Title VI and ADA recently, so not as much work is necessary
on those documents.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:
•

Draft (Revised) Environmental Justice Program Manual, 2019

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
PROGRAM MANUAL

PREPARED FOR:

Grand Forks/East Grand Forks
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)

PREPARED BY:

Metropolitan Planning Organization Staff
Earl Haugen, Executive Director
Jairo Viafara, AICP Senior Planner
Teri Kouba, Planner
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager
The preparation of this Report was financed, in part, through the U.S. Department of
Transportation's Federal Highway Administration, and through local contributions from the
Governments of Grand Forks, North Dakota, and East Grand Forks, Minnesota.

2019

SUMMARY

The elaboration of this Procedural Manual is an attempt to articulate the Environmental Justice laws,
regulations and policies established by a number of transportation-related federal agencies to ascertain that
low income and minority populations within our planning area are subject to “fair treatment and
meaningful involvement of people from all races, cultures, abilities and incomes during the development of
projects, laws, regulations, and policies.”
This report describes the requirements of the Federal Highway Act, 1972 that requires our Grand ForksEast Grand Forks MPO to advance a 3C’s “continuing, comprehensive and cooperative” planning process.
The Forks MPO is also responsible for ensuring that transportation programs in this region address the
effects of all plans, programs, and policies on “disadvantaged populations” through a more comprehensive
and inclusive approach during the transportation planning process. In this effect, "environmental justice" is
advocated based on Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
This Procedural Manual is designed to provide guidance to staff in meeting Environmental Justice (EJ)
mandates and structuring a public participation plan at the project or study level. It describes the
methodologies and procedures to implement the three basic principles of the Environmental Justice
legislation.
The methods and analytical framework discussed in this Procedural Manual constitute a work in progress.
As staff familiarize themselves with the work of comparable mpos, enhance analytical skills, and describe
the monitoring tools used thus far to comply with our Environmental Justice program, this report will
demonstrate our understanding and progress to date. It lays out our path forward in the process of
complying with EJ responsibilities.
This report is divided in ten sections. Section One briefly describes the legislative mandate of the Forks
MPO. Section Two discusses the importance of transportation, including its positive benefits and burdens.
Section Three provides an overview of the concept of EJ. It addresses three fundamental questions as they
relate to the work and mandate of the Forks MPO. Section Four provides a brief introduction to the major
pieces of legislation underpinning the EJ movement for the last 60 years. Section Five discusses our
“thresholds” methodology and procedures implemented to demographically identify and geographically
locate low income and minority populations. Section Six provides our understanding of key parts of the
legislation provided to advance the assessment of the concerns supported by the legislation. Section Seven
describes how the principles of the EJ agenda are implemented. This section describes methods,
techniques, data collection and analysis tools implemented to comply with mandate requirements. Section
Eight provides our MPO’s coordination with regional transit provider and its approach to future actions.
Section Nine provides a brief list of abbreviations and glossary to help with the interpretation of the spirit
of the report. Section Ten gratefully acknowledges the work of colleagues in other jurisdictions. Their
dedicated work has clearly influenced the structure of this report.
This Procedural Manual is designed to provide guidance to staff in meeting EJ principles. Our objective is
to always provide fair treatment and a meaningful participation to those involved in transportation
decision-making activities.
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INTRODUCTION

The Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization (Forks MPO) was established in
1982. The Forks MPO is a United States federally mandated and funded agency. It is dedicated to assure
that transportation investments are made in a manner that reflects the needs and aspirations of the region.
Planning processes advanced by the agency strive to assure that funds and resources are allocated
appropriately.
Located in northeast North Dakota and northwest Minnesota, the planning area encompasses the cities of
Grand Forks, ND and East Grand Forks, MN. It also includes the urbanized areas and areas anticipated to
be urbanized it the next 20-years in Grand Forks County, ND and Polk County, MN. MPOs are
designated for each metropolitan area with a population exceeding 50,000. According to the U.S Census
(2010), the populations for the cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks were 52,838 and 8,602,
respectively.
The Forks MPO’s current governance structure comprises an Executive Board and a Technical Advisory
Committee. Both include local elected or appointed official (s); representatives from Minnesota and North
Dakota’s state agency officials; all are supported by representatives from different modes of transportation;
and non-voting members. Part of the Forks MPO’s function is to provide technical assistance and
expertise to complete studies and identify solutions to metropolitan transportation-related problems.
The primary responsibility of the Forks MPO is to fulfill the requirements of the Federal Highway Act of
1972. This requires those urban areas with a population of 50 000 or more to advance a 3Cs, “continuing,
comprehensive and cooperative” planning process. As a result, the agency manages and provides an
impartial and effective regional forum for decision-making concerning transportation matters. The agency
contributes to a realistic visioning, assessment, monitoring and evaluation of proposed transportation
plans, studies, and projects in accordance to the scale and complexity of the region. Most recently, under
guidance received from Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST), the process has been
enhanced to incorporate a performance-based approach to transportation decision making and
development of transportation plans. Accordingly, the current metropolitan planning process should
advance a transportation planning process that considers planning products and services that –among
others –support regional economic vitality, increase safety and security, promote accessibility and mobility
of people and freight; promote energy conservation, enhance integration and connectivity and promote the
efficiency and preservation of existing transportation system.
MPOs are legally required to produce multimodal plans and programs that support regional community
development, improve quality of life and foster community’s social goals. Among others, MPOs establish
and manage a fair and impartial setting for effective regional decision making in the metropolitan area;
identify and evaluate alternative transportation improvement options, using data and planning methods to
generate and evaluate alternatives.
However, the major work activities advanced by the MPO to meet specific federal requirements include:
a) Developing, updating fiscally constrained 20 years horizon metropolitan transportation plans
(MTP). The purpose is to consider projects and strategies that will strive to meet the eight planning
factors outlined by FAST.
b) Developing a unified planning work program (UPWP). This document outlines the transportation
planning activities and resulting products to be developed by the Metropolitan Planning
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Organization and other transportation planning agencies for the current and next fiscal year. It
summarizes into one document all federally assisted, state, regional, and local transportation
planning activities proposed to be undertaken in our region, including transportation studies and
tasks to be performed by the Forks MPO staff or consultant. UPWP must be in place before
funding assistance is requested from Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA).
c) Developing a short-range (four-year) program of transportation improvements (TIP) in
cooperation with state Department of Transportation (DOT) and transit agencies. Updated
annually, the TIP is required to list all short - term transportation projects in the region using
federal funds and/or regionally significant transportation projects. Thus, it includes a prioritized list
of projects and a financial plan consistent with anticipated funding, and
d) Developing a Public Participation Plan outlining how the MPO will engage the public; describing
activities to seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing
transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households; as well as a process for
periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the plan to ensure a full and open participation process.
While advancing the tasks outlined, and fostering the core values previously described, the agency
facilitates inter-governmental cooperation; and the active participation of interested parties, concerned
citizens and residents in the planning process. The MPO prepares special studies and other planning
documents such as transit, and bicycle and pedestrian plans.
Primarily, the Forks MPO makes every effort to involve the public, including selected demographic groups
and geographic communities deemed to have historically been disproportionally impacted by the outcomes
of the proposed transportation projects. As a result, the Forks MPO relies on a number of public
involvement techniques to get feedback from participants; elucidate community’s points of view and
opinions; and techniques to enhance public involvement to facilitate transportation decision-making. These
techniques are outlined in our current Public Participation Plan (PPP) which defines principles and
strategies for public involvement throughout the transportation planning process.
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2.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Transportation is one of the most important human activities. Transportation provides access to land and
influences the location of jobs, industrial, educational, economic and social activities. The transportationland use relationship determines the prevailing mode of transport that makes access possible and promotes
mobility. As a result, access facilitates commerce, and greatly contributes to the realization of our regional
comparative economic advantages and to our regional prosperity.
Investments in transportation bring important direct and indirect economic development benefits. These
may include increased access to employment opportunities and income growth; improvements on basic
mobility and accessibility; improved household wealth accumulation and housing affordability; as well as,
ready access to available schooling, health, recreational and commercial activities and facilities. Other
positive benefits include increased property values and tax revenues. Investments in transportation greatly
contribute to energy conservation, reduce traffic congestion, reduce travel time, improve capacity and
improve levels of service for users, and better air quality. Transportation positively impacts our
communities; it also strengthens local, state and federal economies.
Without transportation, many activities taken for granted could have a detrimental impact in our
communities if we were to do without them. Unfortunately, transportation also negatively influences the
infrastructure, vehicles and operations key elements of the transportation system. Some negative impacts of
transportation include air, ground and water pollution; excessive use of fossil fuels and corresponding
emissions. At the community level, basic mobility and accessibility factors may be compromised. It is
possible that changes brought about by the transportation system could make it more difficult for transitdependent, motorist, pedestrian or bicyclist users to travel through or around certain communities.
Similarly, some social impacts result from the provision of transportation infrastructure and/or services; or
from the user’s experience with the transportation system. Some impacts include community severance and
cohesion, accidents, noise nuisance, temporal construction barriers, displacement of families or businesses,
lower property values, slow sales of real estate properties, all these factors have significant public
implications. Transportation projects –among others- have the potential to impact communities at the
social, economic and environmental level. These impacts and their effects at the geographic level have been
viewed by some as deserving further attention. Historically, both the geographic distribution and adverse
effects on minority and low income populations have captured the attention of federal and state law. The
law requires an assessment of these impacts, particularly, because members of these groups have been
under-represented in the public decision-making process
Historically, and unintentionally, some public agencies have been deemed to have discriminated against
certain demographic groups, particularly, disadvantaged ones. To prevent these practices from becoming
recurrent a number of pieces of legislation has been enacted. These laws are concerned with the
unintended consequences of the impacts of transportation projects –particularly- negatives on low income
and minority populations. The next section will discuss the key statutory and regulatory requirements
which provide foundation to develop, implement and evaluate Environmental Justice programs integrating
Environmental Justice into our transportation planning activities.
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3.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

3.1

What Is Environmental Justice?

Environmental Justice refers to the “fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people from all
races, cultures, abilities and incomes during the development of projects, laws, regulations, and
policies.” 1 The concept of "environmental justice" has been entrenched in public affairs, community and
environmental activism for the last four decades. The movement sparked from the confluence of
environmentalism and Civil Rights movements that flourished in the 1960’s and 1970’s in the United
States. Advocates demanded the right to participate as equal partners at every level of decision-making.
The Environmental Justice movement has been heavily encouraged by concerned citizens who lived,
worked and played on, adjacent or in proximity to the most polluted environments: hazardous waste
landfills, decommissioned industrial plants, and gas and oil depots. Unfortunately, these areas tended to
historically house a disproportionate number of health threatening facilities. Most likely these are the areas
where communities of color and low income residents are the common denominator.
Most often, members of these communities lack organized community groups or are deficient in terms of
local civic representation. Members of minority and low income communities are unable to actively
participate in the policy-making process and to gainfully utilize resources available to guarantee safe,
healthy and sustainable communities for all members.
There are three fundamental environmental justice principles:
•

To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and lowincome populations.

•

To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process.

•

To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and
low-income populations.

Environmental Justice requires consideration in all phases of planning. However, environmental justice
concerns are more frequently raised during project development. Environmental justice concerns should
be recognised during project development and subsequent phases. Environmental justice focuses on
enhanced public involvement and on the analysis of the distribution of benefits and impacts.
Environmental justice concerns arise when certain communities receive the benefits of improved
accessibility and faster trips while others experience fewer benefits. Issues with taxation related to
transportation, higher transit fares, route changes, lacking or poor restrictive representation in policy
making bodies or poor air quality contribute to raise awareness on Environmental Justice concerns.

1

Environmental Justice Key Terms, Last modified November 17, 2014 http:/www.epa.gov/region7/ej/definitions.htm
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3.2 Why does Forks MPO Need to Address Environmental Justice?
The Forks MPO serves as the primary forum where State DOTs, transit providers, local agencies, and the
public develop local transportation plans and programs that address the metropolitan area's needs. We
need to address Environmental Justice to ensure non-discrimination concerning enacted transportationrelated laws, regulations, and policies.
To certify compliance with, and to address environmental justice, the Forks MPO needs to:
•

Identify residential, employment, and transportation patterns of low-income and minority
populations so that their needs can be identified and addressed, and the benefits and burdens of
transportation investments can be fairly distributed.

•

Enhance their analytical capabilities to ensure that the long-range transportation plan and the
transportation improvement program (TIP) comply with the tenets of Environmental Justice.

•

Evaluate and - where necessary - improve their public involvement processes to eliminate
participation barriers and engage minority and low income populations in transportation decision
making. 2

3.3 How does Environmental Justice Improve Decision Making?
The concept of Environmental Justice is based on the affirmation that all people- regardless of their race,
color, national origin or income –are able to enjoy equally high levels of environmental protection. A
concept that originated in the environmental movement has grown up to encompass other areas of
community concerns, including transportation.
In the legal and regulatory framework of Environmental Justice, when properly implemented, the key
environmental justice’s principles and procedures improve all levels of transportation decision making. For
instance, their implementation help to make transportation decisions that meet the needs of all people. As
a result, the design of transportation facilities is more attuned to the community’s character. Public
involvement greatly strengthens community-based partnerships and affords opportunities for low income
and minority groups to enhance the quality and usefulness of transportation in their daily activities. Other
benefits derived from the implementation of the three basic principles include improved data collection
and analytical tools to evaluate the potential impacts of proposed works on protected populations.
Below is a summary list of the most important statutory and regulatory requirements supporting
“environmental justice” laws, regulations, and policies.

2

FHWA Publication No. FHWA EP-00-013, An Overview of Transportation and Environmental Justice
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4.

STATUTORY & REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

4.1

1964 Civil Rights Act, Title VI

Title VI states that “no person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Title VI bars intentional discrimination (i.e.,
disparate treatment) as well as disparate-impact discrimination stemming from neutral policy or practice
that has the effect of a disparate impact on protected groups based on race, color, or national origin.
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act is the most seminal civil rights and environmental justice legislation.
Title VI was reinforced by the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which required
assessment of major federal actions affecting the human environment. Later, in 1987, the Civil Rights
Restoration Act of 1987 clarified that it was the intent of Congress to include all programs and activities of
federal aid recipients, sub recipients, and contractors that directly benefited from Federal assistance. The
MPO is responsible for evaluating its plans and programs for EJ sensitivity. It is also responsible for
conducting and for developing outreach efforts to low-income, minority, and other traditionally
underserved populations, as part of the United States Department of Transportation’s certification
requirements
4.2

Executive Order 12898

As the environmental movement continued its awareness-raising activities; the movement has increasingly
devoted its attention to the possibility of finding disparate environmental impacts in areas inhabited by
low income and minority populations. The Executive Order 12898, titled “Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations,” was issued by President
Clinton in February 1994. The Order directs federal departments and agencies to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their policies, programs,
and activities on minority and/or low-income populations. Although this executive order targeted the
plans and actions of federal agencies, the effects of the order have poured to state and local governments.
For instance, regarding populations protected by Title VI, a project that has a disproportionately high and
adverse impact may be carried out only if (1) there is a substantial need for the project, and (2) alternatives
to it would have other adverse impacts or would involve costs of extraordinary magnitude.
Regarding populations protected by Executive Order 12898 but not by Title VI, a project that has a
disproportionately high and adverse impact may be carried out only if alternatives or further mitigation
measures are not practicable. Social, economic, and environmental considerations are to be taken into
account in determining what is practicable.
Author Mary English indicates that “Executive Order 12898 goes beyond Title VI by addressing low
income as well as minority populations and by making it clear that unintentional as well as intentional
disproportionately high and adverse impacts are to be avoided. In her opinion, Executive Order 12898 is
more limited than Title VI in one respect, however. While Executive Order 12898 focuses on the
discriminatory distribution of burdens from a federal action, Title VI also considers the discriminatory
distribution of benefits from the action. 3
3

English, Mary R et al. (2007) Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning and Projects: A Desk Guide for Tennessee
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4.3

DOT Order 5610.2

The Order support important strategies emanating from the U.S Department of Transportation (DOT) to
advance the principles of environmental justice in all Departmental programs, policies, and activities. In
particular, the tenets of the Order are expected to be integrated into planning and programming,
rulemaking, and policy formulation.
DOT Order 5610.2 was issued in April 1997 by the U.S. Department of Transportation in response to
Executive Order 12898. The Order emphasizes the importance of addressing environmental justice
concerns early in the development of a program, policy, or activity. The order requires that –where
relevant, appropriate, and practical- information be obtained on the population served and/or affected on
race, color, or national origin and income level. The Order proposed steps to guard minority populations
and low-income populations against disproportionately high and adverse impacts. It elicits public
involvement opportunities and considers the results, and solicits input from affected minority and lowincome populations in considering alternatives.
Among others, the Order provides guidance on how to identify and avoid discrimination and avoid
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations and low-income populations. It also
offers direction on how to make determinations regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority and low-income populations. It requires accounting for all mitigation and enhancements measures
that will be implemented.
According to DOT’s 1997 order, environmental justice principles are to be incorporated into all DOT
programs, policies, and activities. By extension, this applies to all state activities, including those that do not
involve federal aid funds. Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning is subject to environmental
justice requirements. In addition, state and metropolitan transportation projects and programs must
consider environmental justice requirements. Many of the projects with the potentially most significant
impacts are undertaken at the state level. The Order was updated in 2012 and enacted under Order 56102a.
4.4

FHWA Order 6640.23

Order 6640.23, issued in December 1998, is the Federal Highway Administration’s response to DOT
Order 5610.2. It echoes much of Order 5610.2, and it requires that findings identified during
implementation of the order be included in planning or NEPA documentation. FHWA outlines that “at
the start of the planning process, planners must determine whether Environmental Justice issues exist …”
However, FHWA also notes that “communities are constantly changing, so evaluation of human impacts
must be given attention throughout planning, project development, implementation, operation, and
maintenance” (www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ejustice/facts). A formal environmental justice
assessment at the beginning of a plan, program, or project is essential, but it may not be sufficient.
Subsequent assessments may be needed.
4.5

FHWA and FTA Memorandum, October 7, 1999

This is a memorandum issued by the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit
Administration. This rulemaking was issued as “Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and
Statewide Planning on October 7, 1999.” The Memorandum makes clear that Title VI and environmental
justice must be taken into account, not only during project development, but also during planning
processes. It also emphasizes that it applies equally to the projects and products of planning.
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The appropriate time to verify the implementation of those provisions is during the planning selfcertification reviews conducted for the MPO and through the statewide planning finding rendered at
approval of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

4.6

FTA Circular 4703.1

In August, 2012, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued the Environmental Justice Circular
4703.1 which provided updated and clarified guidance on how to incorporate principles of environmental
justice into the metropolitan transportation decision making process. Current Federal guidance directs
MPOs to seek and consider the needs/interests of individuals, groups and communities that are
traditionally underserved by the transportation system (highway & transit), policies and financial
investments.
In response to these federal statutes, the Forks MPO incorporates Environmental Justice into all relevant
aspects of the mandated transportation planning process according to supporting principles. In addition,
the Forks MPO through its Public Participation Plan addresses the needs and concerns expressed by
residents in Limited English Proficiency (LEP).
The Forks MPO carries out a number of activities to ensure disadvantaged persons, as they are defined in
federal statutes, and regulations, do not suffer discrimination in the transportation planning and
implementation phases. Among others, these activities include incorporating techniques and advance
methodologies in public participation and outreach, and plan analysis.
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5.

EVALUATION PROCESS

The Forks MPO gives consideration to: a) Participation; b) Plans and Services; and c) Alternatives and
Projects while implementing the advancement of the 3-Principles of Environmental Justice quoted earlier.
These principles were defined by the United States Department of Transportation (DOT) for the Federal
Highway Administration (FWHA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
5.1

Participation
o Environmental Justice Principle:

To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process.
The outreach activities promoted by the Forks MPO bring to the community sound opportunities to offer
input concerning the planning of transportation initiatives. In addition, these public participation events
also offer interactive conditions to assist residents and others in voicing their concerns and to participate in
decision-making. Although applicable to some planning phases, most of these activities are advanced at the
study-level.
The foundation of the products and transportation projects and initiatives considered at the Forks MPO is
open to community participation.


Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO:

a)

The Forks MPO provides ample opportunity through effective public notices and outreach
activities to engage low income and minority populations in our diverse transportation planning
initiatives.

b)

It utilizes the interested person’s lists to identify all concerned groups with the intent to foster
relationships with relevant agencies and to establish direct contact for feedback on federally funded
transportation plans and programs from these agencies.

c)

It has identified concentrations of low income and/or minority populations by geographically
mapping demographic data to reflect environmental justice populations for use in the metropolitan
transportation planning process.

d)

Places legal notices in local community newspapers, Forks MPO’s website, targeted mailings to
neighborhood and advocacy groups, issues press releases and periodically prints newsletters.

e)

The Forks MPO issues Public Notices for public comment period; it also issues notices for
hearings for comments, reviews, and adoption of Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP),
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and Unified Planning Work Plan (UPWP).

f)

Targets letters and/or postcards announcing updates to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
the Transportation Improvement Program may be sent to targeted audiences encouraging them to
comment on the plan and/or program.
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g) Makes every effort to increase and enhance the current use of any or a combination of available
public involvement materials: Flyers, Brochures, Visualizations, Maps, Drawings, Renderings,
Photographs, Presentations, Fact sheets, Charts and Graphs, Newsletters, and Web Sites.
h) Enhances the use of any or a combination of available visualization techniques including: Maps,
Charts, Graphs, Web content, Slide Shows, Artist’s renderings, and Animation Videos.
i) Surveys basic demographic information of those participating at public meetings.
j) Uses plain language and offer translation services when necessary
5.2

Plans and Services
o Environmental Justice Principle

To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority and low-income populations.
Valuable demographic, economic and social information to support the goals, objectives and policies
adhered to by the Forks MPO’s plans and initiatives is gathered –among others- to assure prompt, ample
and unencumbered participation. This is level of involvement is afforded not only to those interested, but
also to those prospectively impacted by the project.
 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO:
a) Identifies highlights, analyzes and addresses issues with projects within these areas for possible
alternatives and/or mitigation recommendations in the MTP, TIP or Unified Planning Work Plan.
b) The requirements of the Forks MPO’s plans and programs include an environmental justice
analysis. This policy will ensure that the burdens and benefits of planned transportation activities
are equitably distributed across racial and socio-economic groups.
c) Provides timely information about transportation issues and decision making processes in a simple,
efficient and concise manner.
d) In addition to current efforts, Forks MPO’ staff (or designated consultants) evaluate the
prospective impacts that planned programs and projects would have on low-income and minority
residents in such areas as transportation investments, mobility, walkability, and mode choice, effect
of projects on travel times of area residents, and access to transit.
e) In addition to current efforts, Forks MPO’ staff (or designated consultants), investigate the impacts
of the transportation plan or program on these populations and work with interest groups and/or
neighborhood organizations to explore alternatives.
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5.3

Alternatives and Projects
o Environmental Justice Principle

To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and
low-income populations.
A State, MPO, or public transportation operator may undertake a multimodal, systems-level corridor or
subarea planning study as part of the statewide and metropolitan transportation planning process. The
results or decisions of this study may be used as part of the overall project development process consistent
with FHWA regulations.
Environmental justice determinations are made based on reasonably foreseeable adverse social, economic,
and environmental effects, not population size. It is important to consider the comparative impact of an
action among different population groups.
The expectation is that early consultation will help agencies identify key environmental factors and
resources that will lead to more informed decision-making. Corridor and subarea studies can also help State
and local planners understand the magnitude and scope of projects, and allow planners to learn more about
a particular corridor or subarea before moving forward with project development. 4
 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO:
a) Seeks help from possibly affected groups to develop possible alternatives as early as possible;
discusses with them any perceived disproportionate effects the community is anticipating.
b) Through analysis determines possible effects/impacts; and anticipate disproportionate effects. In
addition to current efforts, Forks MPO’s staff (or designated consultants) will discuss
disproportionate effects –if any is anticipated; and will develop mitigation and remedial strategies –
as appropriate- Strive for selecting alternatives that closely reflect needs and preferences of affected
groups.
c) Ensures that recommendations made in the project or study do not adversely impact EJ
communities and/or ensure that the benefits and burdens of a specific recommendation are
equitably distributed. In some instances, an EJ issue may be evident in a study area, but not be
directly related to the residential population of a study area. For instance, there may be an issue that
affects workers or other users of places or services within a study area.
d) Utilizes geographical information systems (GIS) during the updates of the TIP and the MTP.
e) Maps all federally funded candidate projects –at the study level- in relation to low-income and/or
minority areas.
f) Forks MPO staff, in addition to current efforts, is aware that a neutral policy or practice may have a
disparate impact on protected groups. Thus, it will promote recommendations that would
positively impact the EJ population groups identified.
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/corridor_nepa_guidance.asp#toc111
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6.

IDENTIFYING ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATIONS
•

Introduction

Two key reasons for understanding the demographic characteristics of an affected area are:
•

To identify population groups who may need to be targeted for special outreach and consultation
efforts, and

•

To determine whether groups should be considered protected under the environmental justice
standards specified in Executive Order 12898.

Both reasons are important. First, the main objective is to identify the populations protected by Executive
Order 12898. Second, that the demographic analysis methods also are a prelude to determining appropriate
outreach and consultation efforts, needed to advance a regional transportation vision. Other populations
such as the disabled, elderly or those with a Limited English Proficiency, are protected by other federal
statutes and regulations. The Forks MPO has currently a Limited English Proficiency Plan in place.
•

Demographics

In order to determine whether a group qualifies as a “protected population” under Executive Order 12898,
at least the following issues arise:
•
•
•

How to define protected populations (Low Income & Minority)
Study area boundaries, and
Population thresholds.

The Forks MPO serves two geographic areas that by virtue of their original settlement patterns and cultural
backgrounds were originally populated by a variety of immigrant groups. Many settled in proximities to next of kin,
country-people or fellow worshipers. For instance, in North Dakota, except for the original settlers, the American
Indian (5.4%), the number of those belonging to “minority” groups (8.5%) is rather small. Nevertheless, they also
enjoy the protection and benefits derived from enacted civil rights laws, policies and regulations.
In both North Dakota and Minnesota, newcomers came from many ethnic, religious and cultural Eastern European
backgrounds: Belgians, Czechs, Icelanders, Hungarians, Norwegians, Ukrainians and Syrians. As a result, the number
of those belonging to the remaining “minority” groups is rather small. Most recently, people from diverse ethnic
backgrounds have moved to the Forks MPO’s planning area attracted to emergent economic opportunities realized
in the past few years from the oil exploration, and related supporting industries in North Dakota, which makes the
largest geographic region within the planning area.

•

Department of Transportation

DOT and FHWA do not specify thresholds for determining whether a target population qualifies as
“minority” and/or “low income.” In fact, FHWA policy states that even if the minority or low-income
population in a project, study, or planning area is very small, that does not eliminate the possibility of a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on this population.
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ejustice/facts/#QA).
The Forks MPO adheres to the concept of “meaningfully greater” areas in its determination of the
thresholds of populations of interest. A population is of a “meaningfully greater” interest, if it is two times
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the total percent population within the metropolitan boundary or if the geographic unit exceeds 50% of the
minority population. These areas with “meaningfully greater” interest are identified as areas of high
concentration. Meaningfully greater is a detailed screening “threshold level” analysis technique used to
support transportation long range, improvement, and state strategic improvement plans. The “threshold
level” analysis does require a robust knowledge of Geographic Information System; coupled with a sound
understanding of Census data. It does not require an intense data collection.
Data from the American Community Survey (ACS) at the Block group level (2013-2017) was used for the
creation of the high concentration Minority map and the high concentration Low-income map. All data
from the ACS is estimated; thus, there are margins of error that were not taken into consideration. The U.S
Census Block Group is an appropriate geographic unit level of analysis to address MPO’s requirements.
6.1

Method to Find Minority Population(s)
•

Definition

Executive Order 12898 and the DOT and FHWA Orders on Environmental Justice address persons
belonging to any of the following groups:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Black - a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa.
Hispanic - a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.
Asian - a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or
the Indian subcontinent.
American Indian and Alaskan Native - a person having origins in any of the original people of
North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community
recognition.
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander - a person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa or other Pacific Islands.
Department of Transportation

The definition of “minority” according to the Appendix to DOT Order 5610.2 was augmented through a
March 2000 bulletin from the Office of Management and Budget 52(OMB Bulletin No. 0002, “Guidance
on Aggregation and Allocation of Data on Race for Use in Civil Rights Monitoring and Enforcement”).
•

Details

For the purpose of this study, minority was defined as being of any race and/or nationality except white.
The American Community Survey (ACS) block group data was available for 2013-2017 in geodatabases.
This format allowed for the joining of the various tables of information to the geographic block group unit
in ESRI shape file format. Using this data the total population for all the block groups that make up the
MPO area was added to find the total population for the MPO area. For the calculation of the MPO area’s
percent of the minority groups, MPO’s staff calculated the minority population for each block group.
Because of the size of the groups, it was easier to find the white population total for the block group and
then subtract it from the total block group population. Once that was done, the total non-white population
was found by adding up each block group’s non-white population. Dividing the non-white population by
the total MPO area population, then multiplying that by 100 the percent non-white population was found.
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Using that method the percent of non-white population in the MPO area then multiplying that percentage
by two (2) equals a threshold to be considered having a higher proportion of minority populations. Table 1
shows the numbers for the MPO area.
Table 1. MPO Area Minority Population Census Data
MPO Area ACS* Data 2013- 2017
MPO Total
MPO
Percent
2X Percent

All
Populations
70,389

White Only
Populations
61,979
88%

Minority
Populations
8,410
12%

24%

The information has been analyzed at the Census Block Group (BG) Level. A census block is the smallest
geographic unit used by the United States Census Bureau for tabulation of 100-percent data (data collected
from all houses, rather than a sample of houses). Typically, Block Groups have a population of 600 to
3,000 people. Usually, a BG usually covers contiguous area.
After the percentage of minorities were found for each block group it was found that very few block
groups had 24% or more minority population. In order to have a better representation of the populations
in the MPO area it was decided to separately calculate the data between the North Dakota side and the
Minnesota side of the MPO area. The percentages displayed in Map 1 are separated into two categories: 1)
Block groups in North Dakota above 25%, and 2) Block groups in Minnesota above 17%. No block
group within the MPO area has a minority population of 50% or greater, because of this the 2 times the
percent of minority in each state was used. There were at least one block group in each state that were two
times the state percent in the MPO area. This data is displayed in Table 2 below.
Table 2. Minority Population in each State in the MPO Area
MPO Area ACS* Data 2013-2017
Total Populations
White Only
Populations
Minority Populations
Percent Minority
2X Percent
*American Comumity Survey

Grand
Forks
60,430

East Grand
Forks
9,959

7,565
13%
25%

845
8%
17%

52,865

9,114

Map 1 was prepared by the GF-EGF MPO to highlight corresponding area of high concentration of the
Minority Population(s), and to facilitate the analysis and visualization process.
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MPO Area ACS* Data 2013-2017
Total Populations
White Only Populations
Minority Populations
Percent Minority
2X Percent

*American Comumity Survey

Grand Forks
60,430
52,865
7,565
13%
25%

East Grand Forks
9,959
9,114
845
8%
17%

6.2

Method to Find Low-Income Population(s)
•

Definition

“Low-income” is defined in the Appendix to DOT Order 5610.2 as: a person whose median household
income is at or below the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines. However,
FHWA guidance allows states or localities to use higher (that is, more inclusive) thresholds as long as they
are not selectively implemented. Author Mary R. English, quoting “In Use Definitions of Environmental
Justice Terminology in Long Range Transportation Plans, (Paul R. Lederer, Teak Kim, and Louis F. Cohn,
University of Louisville, July 30, 2004). ” indicated that according to that study of the environmental justice
practices of MPOs across the United States, 78 percent of MPOs use the HHS guidelines, while others use
a higher threshold to adjust for higher cost of living than the national average.
DOT, FHWA, and FTA environmental justice orders define low-income as “a person whose household
income is at or below the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.” In
addition, a State or locality may adopt a higher threshold for low-income as long as the higher threshold is
not selectively implemented and is inclusive of all persons at or below the HHS poverty guideline. It is
under this understanding that the Forks MPO is using the data available from the ACS 2013-2017 dataset.
Further, the ACS Poverty data includes selected characteristics such age, race, living arrangements and
education to establish a determination.
•

Department of Transportation

However, according to updated Order 56102a (2012), the definition of Low-Income Population is
enhanced to “means any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live in geographic
proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant
workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or
activity.” Although there is a number of demographic Poverty Guidelines to support our analysis; please
notice that the threshold analysis presented in this report is based on data from the American Community
Survey (ACS) block group (2013-2017) available in a geodatabase format.
•

Community Thresholds

The 2013-2017 ACS gathers this information and uses it to come up with a ratio of income to the Census
poverty threshold that is used for every member of the family to produce a total of individuals that are at a
certain ratio. The Census poverty threshold is similar to the HHS. Census has developed a number of
experimental measures to determine poverty. In addition to accounting for household size, Census includes
gender, age, race, living arrangements, and education level in their definition of poverty. The Census
poverty thresholds are a little higher than the HHS thresholds. It includes people who would be considered
in poverty under the HHS poverty guidelines.
At the national level, there is a distinction between poverty thresholds and poverty guidelines. Poverty
thresholds figures vary by household size and number of dependents, whereas the poverty guidelines vary
by household size only. Human Services Poverty Guidelines are used by some agencies for administrative
purposes, such as determining eligibility for federal and other programs such as poverty-reduction,
revitalization of low-income communities and the empowerment of low income families and individuals in
both urban and rural areas to become self-sufficient.
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•

Details

The Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that varies by family size and composition to
determine who is in poverty. If the family’s total income is less than the family’s threshold, then that family
and every individual in it is considered in poverty. When the family’s total income is divided by the family’s
threshold the ratio of income to poverty number is established for everyone in the family.
The Census data gives a range of ratio numbers that individuals fall between in the table. Anyone with a
ratio number of less than 1.00 is considered in poverty. Anyone 2.00 and over (or 2 times the income
threshold) is considered to have a healthy income. Although many individuals with a ratio number between
1.00 and 2.00 qualify for some assistance programs, they are considered working poor. In the MPO
planning area, anyone with a ratio of 1.84 or less is considered low-income.
To obtain the total low-income population, the analysts added the low income population for each block
group. Once these numbers were figured then they were divided by each other and then multiplied by 100.
Using this method it was found that the low-income population in the MPO area by multiplying that
percentage by two (2) equals a threshold of 59% to be considered having a higher proportion of lowincome populations. Table 3 shows the numbers for the MPO area.
Table 3. Low-Income Population for MPO Area
MPO Area ACS* Data 2013- 2017
MPO Total
MPO Percent
2X Percent

All Populations
70,389

*American Community Survey

Low Income
20,617
29%
59%

Our analysis indicates that only block groups within the MPO area that has a low-income population of
59% or greater are in North Dakota. In order to have a better representation of the populations in the
MPO area it was decided to separately calculate the data between the North Dakota side and the
Minnesota side of the MPO area. Our “meaningful greater” is either 2 time the average or 50% and greater
within any block group. The percentages displayed in Map 2 are separated into two categories: 1) Block
groups in North Dakota above 50%, and 2) Block groups in Minnesota above 2 times (47%). This data is
displayed in Table 4 below.
Table 4. Low-Income Population by State in the MPO Area
MPO Area ACS* Data 2013-2017

Grand
Forks
60,430
Total Populations
18,297
Low Income Populations
30%
Percent Low Income
61%
2X Percent
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*American Community Survey

East Grand
Forks
9,959
2,320
23%
47%
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East Grand Forks
9,959
2,320
23%
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7.

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The Statutory and Regulatory laws, Executive Orders or programs guiding the environmental justice
process are complex. For instance, the law calls for the assessment of disproportionally high and adverse
impacts on protected populations. The law is also concerned with the nature and scope of social impacts,
and their distributional effects across various segments of society. The questions below are posed to assess
key tenets of the legislation: the disproportionally and adverse impacts on the protected populations.
7.1

Adverse impacts and what does “significant” mean?

Adverse effects means the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental
effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but are not limited to: bodily
impairment, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination; destruction or
disruption of man-made or natural resources; destruction or diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or
disruption of community cohesion or a community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the
availability of public and private facilities and services; vibration; adverse employment effects; displacement
of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion
or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community or from the broader
community; and the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of DOT
programs, policies, or activities.
7.2

What does “disproportionate” mean?

Disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations means an adverse
effect that: (1) is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or
(2) Will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority population
and/or non-low-income population.
7.3

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

DOT Order 5610.2 states that:
Adverse effects mean the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental
effects, including interrelated social and economic effects… (Emphasis added) Similarly, CEQ’s
environmental justice guidance for NEPA (1997) directs agencies to consider, among other things, whether
adverse effects will occur in a minority or low-income population that is already affected by cumulative or
multiple exposures to environmental hazards.
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8.

FUTURE ACTIONS

The elaboration of this Procedural Manual is an attempt to articulate the Environmental Justice laws,
regulations and policies established by a number of transportation relate federal agencies to ascertain that
low income and minority populations within our planning area are subject to “fair treatment and
meaningful involvement of people from all races, cultures, abilities and incomes during the development of
projects, laws, regulations, and policies.”
The order also requires that –where relevant, appropriate, and practical- information be obtained on the
population served and/or affected on race, color, or national origin and income level. In this regard, this
report presented the foundations of an initial “threshold” methodology devised by the Forks MPO’s staff
to identify the numbers, locations and settlement patterns of low income and minority populations. The
purpose of this data gathering and analysis endeavor is to proceed with an evaluation of prospective
disproportionately high and adverse effects resulting from the planning and construction of transportation
related facilities.
8.1

Primary Assessment

Striving to include all stakeholders in the transportation decision-making process, the methodology in place
has assisted Forks MPO staff in the process of planning and advancing engaging public involvement
activities for the benefits of those residing at or in proximity to the locations where MPO projects are
being considered. This review has also facilitated the analytical evaluation of current plans and programs to
see if any of them led to adverse impacts on these populations.
In this first phase of our Environmental Justice program, Forks MPO staff developed the data collection,
analysis and the methodology necessary to identify the low income and minority populations in our region.
We have evaluated –using available tools- long range and improvement plans and programs to see if any of
them led to adverse impacts on these populations. In addition, we continued our proactive public outreach
program. The aim is to include all citizens in the decision making process.
The results indicated that neither low-income, nor minority populations are “disproportionally” or
adversely bearing the brunt of the transportation projects, initiatives or plans produced by the Forks MPO.
That means that transportation planning activities performed by the Forks MPO are not –to the best of
our understanding- known to have been disproportionately distributed regarding the designated target
populations.
The exercise has been useful in helping Forks MPO staff to identify the demographic and socio-economic
characteristics of a portion of the transient student population residing nearby the University of North
Dakota’s Campus. Although a large portion of this population is geographically found within the Census
Block corresponding to low income residents, it is key to notice that some transportation related projects
actually improve access, connectivity and mobility for many of them. Moreover, access and mobility
programs tend to improve their transportation choices and to reduce their expenses.
Another interesting finding is the geographic location of a segment of the minority population. Although
very reduced in numbers, it appears many minorities by virtue of their location, overlap with low income
residents. However, a closer look at their realities presents a quite different view. Many residents on those
census blocks enjoy transit access, bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, signalized intersections and
other conveniences that increase their mobility, safety and facilitate their participation in economic
activities.
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Combined Environmental Justice Areas
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8.2

Transit Coordination

Grand Forks, ND and East Grand Forks, MN are direct recipients of Federal Transit Administration
funds. The City of East Grand Forks contracts its public transportation services from Grand Forks. The
city of Grand Forks’ Public Transportation Department, also known as Cities Area Transit (CAT), is the
public transportation provider. The agency operates thirteen routes Monday through Saturday. CAT
provides area’s residents with quality, affordable transportation. The objective is to improve their quality of
life and increase region’s economic vitality.
A primary Environmental Justice concern for service providers is the heavy reliance of disadvantaged
populations on public transportation. These populations are constrained by little or no access to private
motor vehicle transportation. They rely on transit to increase their mobility. Cities Area Transit (CAT) is a
recipient of Federal Transit Administration financial assistance. Whether this aid is federal, or not, the CAT
is mandated to incorporate Environmental Justice (EJ) into its plans, projects and activities.
The Forks MPO is responsible for implementing and conforming to federal environmental justice
regulations. Cities Area Transit is represented at the Forks MPO Technical Advisory Committee. As a
member, it assists in the review of Forks MPO’s projects and initiatives. For instance, the Forks MPO has
produced and reviewed, in coordination with CAT the following Environmental Justice elements:
•
•
•

Determined whether minority populations, low-income populations are present within the planning
area
Identified and addressed the needs of minority and low-income populations in making
transportation decisions, particularly, concerning services provided
Cooperated through the process of identifying and addressing transit-related needs of Limited
English Populations (LEP)

Cities Area Transit –through its active participation at the Forks MPO TAC, has:
•
•

Assisted in drafting the Public Participation Plan (PPP) which guides public participation process,
and techniques
Drawn from the full array of formal techniques for citizen participation, including, technical
committees, advisory bodies, meetings and conferences, focus groups, surveys, worked through
neighborhood groups

When required, Cities Area Transit (CAT), in coordination with the Forks MPO, will:
•

Assess whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects as a result of providing its services

CAT follows the tenets of the Public Participation Plan (PPP) developed by the Forks MPO. The agency
makes efforts to coordinate with the MPO the advancement of initiatives involving minority and lowincome populations in its programs and activities.
Cities Area Transit (CAT) and Forks MPO, with stakeholders through the upcoming update of the Transit
Plan, will study whether any of the characteristics associated with operation and provision of services could
potentially hinder or make transit services more accessible to low-income, minority or vulnerable disabled
populations.
Page 22 of 28

Such a process requires performing assessment techniques for the determination of potential adverse
health, safety, community and environmental impact on the on the relevant demographic and geographic
groups. The quantitative analysis could also facilitate the selection of alternatives and mitigation approaches
to avoid, and/or minimize their impacts.
8.3

Next Steps

Environmental Justice is an analysis performed at the Forks MPO level as part of our long range planning
process. This analysis also performed as a component of the planning phase of specific projects. For
specific projects, the emphasis is not just to consider potential impacts of project alternatives on the
affected community, but also whether the community participated in project inputs and project meetings. 5
At the Forks MPO, appropriate public involvement activities are developed early in the planning process
or when projects are under programming. The next-steps described below are meant to complement
efforts already in place. In making efforts to articulate our Environmental Justice procedures, Forks MPO
staff has come to a number of findings that, if considered and later implemented, have the potential to
strengthen the current Public Participation Plan, methods and techniques.
Preliminary results indicate:
a) As the number of minorities and low income people is almost nil in some planning areas; a
consideration of the need to extend outreach efforts to include Limited English Population, agegroups, and members of Zero-vehicle households in our Environmental Justice Analysis. The
purpose is to strengthen the population and to pinpoint the location of these “communities of
concern.” For instance, DVRPC has recently implemented the method known as the Indicators of
Potential Disadvantage (IPD), is their Environmental Justice program analysis.
b) The Forks MPO implements a people (demographic) and place (geographic)-based approach
directed to locate minority and low income populations in the area. However, the current analysis,
suggest an expansion of the population groups to include additional groups that may be
experiencing specific transportation planning related challenges. This policy is reflected on the
Environmental Justice approach outlined by Minnesota DOT in the Minnesota Go Statewide
Multimodal Transportation Plan.
c) Staff should strive to develop performance measures to succeed in meeting Environmental Justice
requirements and goals. Continue to apply existing methodology and available geographic
information, census analysis while developing new methods to identify and to understand
Environmental Justice issues in relation to the functioning of these populations and their
transportation needs.
d) The Forks MPO could enhance its current efforts by enlisting representatives of minority / low
income groups to ensure that its efforts reflect the diversity of our current population. It could
work to inform minority and low-income communities about specific plans or projects being
developed in their area by generating additional materials to educate these communities about the
transportation planning process and about options and services they may not be aware of, such as
transit training or transportation enhancements for their communities.

Durham-Chapel Hill-Carboro (DCHC) Metropolitan Planning Organization. (2014) Environmental Justice Report.
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5

e) Provide Forks MPO’s materials to government agencies, community organizations, homeowners
associations and civic groups to educate their memberships and to fill an educational goal in their
communities. The objective is to assist them in reaching more informed transportation-related
decisions.
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9.

GLOSSARY AND ABREVIATIONS 6

9.1

Glossary

Adverse Effects – The totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental
impacts. Includes social and economic impacts, which may include, but are not limited to the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, or death;
air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination;
destruction or disruption of:
human-made or natural resources,
aesthetic values,
community cohesion or a community's economic vitality, and
the availability of public and private facilities and services;
vibration;
adverse employment impacts;
displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic
congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given
community or from the broader community; and denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the
receipt of, benefits of transportation programs, policies, or activities.

American Community Survey (ACS)- This is an ongoing survey that provides vital information on a
yearly basis about our nation and its people. The ACS creates period estimates, which means they represent
the characteristics of the population and housing over a specific data collection
period. These are the 1-year and 5-year estimates. Only the 5-year estimates provide data for geography at
the census block group level.
Beneficial Effects- These are positive or “good” effects on the community.
Block Group - A subdivision of a census tract, a block group is the smallest geographic unit for which the
U.S. Census Bureau tabulates sample data. Block groups average about 1,500 inhabitants.
Community Cohesion- The ability of people to communicate and interact with each other
in ways that lead to a sense of community, as reflected in the neighborhood’s ability to function and be
recognized as a singular unit. Physical attributes of a community, resident demographic characteristics,
social values, and shared community activities and daily interaction of residents, business owners, and
employees define the strength of the community’s cohesion.
Disproportionately High and Adverse Impact on Minority and Low-Income Populations – This is a
type of adverse impact defined by the populations it affects. To qualify as this type of impact, the adverse
impacts of a proposed project must be:
•
Predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population or suffered by the
minority population and/or low-income population at an appreciably more severe or greater magnitude
than the adverse impacts suffered by the nonminority population and/or non-low income population.
6

Various Sources: Texas Department of Transportation Handbook: Community Imparct, Limited English Proficiency and Tittle VI.
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Environmental Justice (EJ) – With respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies regarding TxDOT projects, EJ is the fair treatment and
meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income.
GF-EGF MPO - adheres to the concept of “meaningfully greater” areas in determination of population of
interest if it is two times the total percent population within the metropolitan boundary or if the geographic
unit exceeds 50% of the minority population.
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) – This term applies to people who are unable to communicate
effectively in English because their primary language is not English and they have not developed fluency in
the English language. A person with LEP may have difficulty speaking or reading English.
Low-Income – A person whose median household income is at or below the Department of Health and
Human Services poverty guidelines for a family of four for the current year.
Low-Income Population – This term is used to describe any readily identifiable group of low-income
persons living in geographic proximity and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons, such as migrant workers or Native Americans.
Minority - (as defined by EO 12898) – A person meeting any of the following criteria is considered a
minority.
•
•
•
•
•

Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa
Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race
Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent
American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original people of
North America, South America, and Central America, who maintains cultural identification
through tribal affiliation or community recognition
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: a person having origins in any of the original peoples
of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands

Minority Population – Minority populations can include any readily identifiable groups of minority
persons living in geographic proximity and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons, such as migrant workers or Native Americans, similarly affected by a proposed transportation
project.
Significant or Significantly – As used in NEPA, a determination of significance requires considerations
of both context and intensity.
•
Context – Context is the concept that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several
contexts, such as society as a whole (human and national), the affected region, the affected interests, and
the locality. Significance varies with the proposed project setting, and both short and long-term impacts are
relevant.
•
Intensity – Intensity is a concept for measuring the severity of an impact. There are ten factors to
determining the intensity of an impact, and these are outlined in 40 CFR 1508.27.
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Title VI – Title VI of the Civil Rights Act is a substantive law, codified in 42 USC 2000d(1-7), and this law
requires any recipient of federal funding, to ensure non-discrimination for all persons under Title VI. It
states that agency actions are subject to judicial review of compliance with Title VI, which specifically
mentions race, color, and national origin as protected classes.
Title VI Program – This FHWA program requires the consideration of age, gender, and disability in
addition to race, color, and national origin classes listed in the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. As a
recipient of federal funding.
9.2

Abbreviations

ACS
ADA
CEQ
CAT
DOT
EA
EJ
EIS
EPA
FHWA
FTA
LEP
NEPA
MPO
MTP
PPP
TIP
USDOT
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American Community Survey
Americans with Disabilities Act
Council on Environmental Quality
Cities Area Transit
Department of Transportation
Environmental Assessment
Environmental Justice
Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration
Limited English Proficiency
National Environmental Policy Act
Metropolitan Planning Organization
Metropolitan Transportation Plan
Public Participation Plan
Transportation Improvement Program
United States Department of Transportation
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MPO Staff Report
MPO Executive Policy Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Matter Of Approval Of Awarding Agreement With
CivicLive For ADA Website
Matter of Agreement With CivicLive For ADA Website
Background: The Forks MPO’s Public Participation Plan is comprised of several separate
documents, many of which are responsive to specific requirements to specific populations and
how they are provided access. One specific population is the disabled; we are required to
provide equal access to services under the nondiscrimination requirements of Title IV of ADA. The
MPO is required to have a website and the Department of Justice has specifically stated in rulings that
websites should be designed so they are accessible to individuals who have vision, hearing, and
physical disabilities. There is a growing body of case law where the Department of Justice required
companies to provide an ADA compliant website and levied hefty penalties when sites failed to
accomplish this. While there are legal considerations that make having an ADA compliant website a
good decision, it is also a matter of good customer relations.
Since the MPO’s current website is not ADA compliant, we reached out to three eGovernment web
specialists for information and quotes on helping get an ADA compliant website set up for us. All three
companies gave a demonstration of their work and what they can provide and then were asked to submit
project proposals and cost estimates.
CivicLive has a one-time implementation fee that covers costs associated with designing, developing
and implementing our new website using SmartWork Methodology. There would also be an annual
cost of $4,260.00 to maintain and update the website, as well as to ensure that we remain ADA
compliant.
After reviewing all three proposals the MPO Staff has determined that CivicLive would be the best fit
for our needs at this time, thus staff is recommending the Board approve entering into an agreement
with CivicLive for our ADA Compliant Website.

Findings and Analysis:
•
•

The GF-EGF MPO Needs To Create An ADA Compliant Website
CivicLive Meets The Requirements And Budget Restrictions To Assist With The Creation Of
An ADA Compliant Website

Support Materials:
• CivicLive Website Examples:
o https://www/dividecountynd.org
o https://wwwmitchellcity.net
o https://cityofarcadiawi.com
o https://www.wiltonnh.gov

MPO Staff Report
MPO Executive Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Review Draft Scope of Work for Bridge Feasibility Study
Matter of the Draft Scope of Work for Bridge Feasibility Study.

UPDATE:

Both City Councils have authorized the release of a Request for Qualifications to conduct a water
hydraulic analysis for the three potential future bridge locations. Final funding splits are still being
considered. Additional updates may be provided verbally at the meeting.

Background: The MPO Board requested a draft scope of work for a bridge feasibility study at the
32nd Ave S corridor. When discussing the draft provided, the Board further directed staff to
redraft the scope to include two more possible river crossings: at Elks Dr and at 47th Ave S.

A bridge feasibility study has three basic tasks. First is the water hydraulic impact the bridge
structure has on river flows. Complicating the one within our area is the fact that also exists the
flood protection system that has additional impact concerns to analyze. On the North Dakota
side, all three crossings impact the flood protection system. On the Minnesota side, 47th Ave S
location does not a flood protection impact directly; it may have an indirect affect.
Staff had also indicated that, although we have funded bridge feasibility studies in the past, there
now may be some work activities no longer eligible for planning funding. FHWA/NDDOT have
indicated that the hydraulic analysis is NOT eligible for planning funding. This was
communicated verbally only so far.
Given this ineligibility, MPO staff met with MPO City Council Reps and City Administers to
recommend that its local partners and MPO separate this from the possible planning work. If
separated, then this analysis can proceed outside the MPO procurement process. This means that
it would be possible to move the timeline for receiving this vital information much sooner than
otherwise would be possible. Additionally, the outcomes may be informative enough to allow
the remaining tasks to be focused of less than three corridors.
Those in attendance agreed that this was a good concept to pursue. The general plan of action
was for the two Cities to split the cost for the Elks and 32nd Ave S study locations. Since 47th
Ave S is far outside East Grand Forks cooperate limits, Grand Forks indicated a willingness to
fully fund that location.

Discussion at each City level is taking place and verbal reports can be provided at the MPO
Board meeting.

Findings and Analysis:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The MPO Board desires to consider undertaking a Bridge Feasibility Study in 2020.
The adopted 2020 Work Program already has activities programmed so there are no unallocated funds to placed towards this.
The 2020 Work Program has some activities that could be delayed in order to re-allocate funds
needed to undertake the Bridge Feasibility Study.
The MPO Board directed staff to prepare the amendment and RFP for consideration at its
August meeting.
Water hydraulic analysis is not eligible for MPO planning funds.
The Cities can move immediately on retaining a consultant to prepare this analysis.
The water hydraulic results may provide further direction for the remaining bridge feasibility
studies.

Support Materials:
•

Profile of Possible Three Bridge Corridors
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MPO Staff Report
MPO Executive Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Update on ND Consolidated Planning Grant Distribution
Formula
Matter of the CPG Distribution Formula.

UPDATE: On October 7th, the three MPO Directors adopted a motion to leave the basic

distribution of CPG funds based on a formula that provides each MPO a base amount (currently
$120,000 each), with the remaining funds distributed in proportion to the ND urbanized
population. Agreement to any other change seemed unlikely. Also, NDDOT indicated that they
could open the 2020 grant and distribute funds as they become available. With continuing
resolutions funding only portions of the 2020 grant, funding balances will be tight. After
discussing the situation with Chair Vetter, the MPO took action to ensure ability to keep
operations continuing with a focus on retaining consultant specialties, when needed thus
controlling budget, versus keeping all staff. One Senior Planner position was laid-off. The
policy on lay-offs is that the last person hired is the first laid-off. This lay-off is over an
indefinite period.
NDDOT still has to make a decision on whether the distribution formula needs to change.

Background: The basic distribution of CPG funds is based on a formula that provides each
MPO a base amount (currently $120,000 each), with the remaining funds distributed in
proportion to the ND urbanized population.

After the 2010 census the base amount was increased from $90,000 to the current amount of
$120,000 in part because the $90,000 base was causing an imbalance between the MPO’s. In
2016/2017 the NDDOT began working with the three MPOs to try to figure out a way to better
spend the federal planning funds. In the past the Forks MPO received re-allocation of funds
previously obligated to both Bis-Man and FM COG, and in addition NDDOT “de-obligated” one
whole year’s worth of funds due to previous years funds not being efficiently spent. This
particularly impacted our 2016 Work Program, as well as subsequent years much more than it
impacted the other MPOs. NDDOT has been working with the other two MPOs to
“aggressively” spend down their balances and both MPOs have been diligently working on
amending their work programs and approving RFPs to accomplish this.

While all of this is helping with the funding issue, it is not addressing the perceived root cause.
From NDDOT’s perspective the distribution formula needs to be adjusted to more evenly
distribute these funds among the three MPOs. Although the other MPOs are working on
amending their programs and are issuing RFPs the rate at which they are spending the old funds
will not help alleviate the problem when the new annual funds contribute new amounts for them
to have to spend. While Bis-Man has basically caught up with their funding FM COG has
contracts executed for work but that work still has to be done prior to spending of the funds.
The current issue is that the Forks MPO is using its funds in a timely fashion, and we have
actually been “showcased” as how the NDDOT and FHWA would like the other two MPOs to
operate, receive funds and use them in a timely manner.
As the Forks MPO spends their funds the NDDOT is faced with the conflict of how many federal
grants to have open, and they have decided that they don’t want to open a third grand until the
balances from the older grants are depleted. This has caused the Forks MPO delayed access to
its current appropriated funds.
The following figure attempts to capture when grants are opened and when they are depleted:

As shown in the figure when the Forks MPO needs to access funds FM COG still has unspent
funds from the two previous grant years. Again, past solutions to this was for the other two
MPOS to “gift” $300,000 each in federal funds to the Forks MPO at different times. This
worked to some extent; it just addressed the past distribution not “correcting” future
distributions.
In 2017 each MPO took action to endorse a different formula, but were unable to reach a
consensus. The NDDOT and FHWA however decided that they would not step in and decide
what the new formula should be. Factors that influenced this decision included the vacancy (at
the time) of the NDDOT Directorship and the untimely death of the FM COG Executive
Director. The focus for the NDDOT and FHWA staff was to get the other two MPOs to
aggressively work towards spending down their funds.

Now the issue is again on the forefront with the Forks MPO needing to access its FY2020 funds
soon. NDDOT and FHWA have encouraged the three MPO Executive Directors to meet to try
to develop a uniform new distribution formula to address the issue. The Directors met with
NDDOT staff to renew the discussion, and did agree that any new distribution formula would
only be in effect until the results of the 2020 Census were known, hopefully early 2023. So it
would likely be in effect from 2020 to 2022, and then we would again revisit the formula.
At that meeting some new formulas were discussed. The initial two suggestions, which slightly
raised the base for all, did not seem to address the issue in the eyes of the NDDOT staff so they
proposed that the Forks MPO receive a base of $200,000 while the other two MPOs base
remains at $120,000. This is supported by Forks MPO staff.
However, as each MPO Executive Director went back to their respective offices, each developed
their own suggested new formula. They are as follows:
Bis-Man – the base amount would be increased to $190,000 for the three MPOs and BisMan would gift their increase back to the Forks MPO.
FM COG – keep base as is or remove entirely.
Although the hope is that the three MPOs can reach agreement on their own, NDDOT and
FHWA can still step in and make a new formula distribution if they so choose. The F-M COG
Executive Director has stated she could, reluctantly, go with Bis – Man’s option or another
option that lessened the decrease in their amount.
Each individual MPO Board is taking action on a formula distribution. There is a regular, semiannual meeting scheduled on October 7th for the MPOs, NDDOT, and FHWA, Each MPO will
share their induvial Board decisions. At this meeting, a decision may take place. Staff will report
the results of that meeting at our October Executive Policy Board meeting.

Findings and Analysis:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

NDDOT and its MPOs have been dealing with closing out annual fiscal year grants.
NDDOT has “de-obligated” one year’s worth of funds as part of an effort to address this.
NDDOT and the other two MPOs have worked to significantly increase their work programs.
NDDOT believes even after the above implementation the distribution formula needs to be changed
“sooner than later”.
NDDOT requested each MPO Board address this issue.
Each MPO Executive Directors support a different formula.
NDDOT/FHWA may decide on a new formula for us.

Support Materials:
•

Distribution Formula Options.

Using FY 2017 FHWA PL Funds as Example (ND Only)
Available 2017 FHWA Funds (ND Only)
Scenario
Current
A
B
C
D
E

$
$
$
$
$
$

Total
1,525,391.10
1,525,391.10
1,525,391.10
1,525,391.10
1,525,391.10
1,525,391.10

Base Amount
$ 360,000.00
$ 480,000.00
$ 600,000.00
$ 440,000.00
$ 570,000.00
$
‐

$
$
$
$
$
$

Remaining
1,165,391.10
1,045,391.10
925,391.10
1,085,391.10
955,391.10
1,525,391.10

Current Scenario ‐ Base Amount of $120,000 per MPO
Percentage of
Splits
Base Amount
Total
Entity
Total
Bis‐Man MPO
30.46%
$ 354,978.13 $ 120,000.00 $ 474,978.13
FM Metro COG
49.86%
$ 581,064.00 $ 120,000.00 $ 701,064.00
GF‐EGF MPO
19.68%
$ 229,348.97 $ 120,000.00 $ 349,348.97
$ 1,525,391.10
Scenario A ‐ Increase Base Amount to $160,000 per MPO
Percentage of
Splits
Base Amount
Total
Entity
Total
Bis‐Man MPO
30.46%
$ 318,426.13 $ 160,000.00 $ 478,426.13
FM Metro COG
49.86%
$ 521,232.00 $ 160,000.00 $ 681,232.00
GF‐EGF MPO
19.68%
$ 205,732.97 $ 160,000.00 $ 365,732.97
$ 1,525,391.10
Scenario B ‐ Increase Base Amount to $200,000 per MPO
Percentage of
Splits
Base Amount
Total
Entity
Total
Bis‐Man MPO
30.46%
$ 281,874.13 $ 200,000.00 $ 481,874.13
FM Metro COG
49.86%
$ 461,400.00 $ 200,000.00 $ 661,400.00
GF‐EGF MPO
19.68%
$ 182,116.97 $ 200,000.00 $ 382,116.97
$ 1,525,391.10

Current Split Gain or Loss
$ 474,978.13 $
$ 701,064.00 $
$ 349,348.97 $

‐
‐
‐

Current Split Gain or Loss
$ 474,978.13 $ 3,448.00
$ 701,064.00 $ (19,832.00)
$ 349,348.97 $ 16,384.00

Current Split Gain or Loss
$ 474,978.13 $ 6,896.00
$ 701,064.00 $ (39,664.00)
$ 349,348.97 $ 32,768.00

Scenario C ‐ Increase Base Amount to $200,000 for GF/EGF only, leaving FM and BM at $120,000 NDDOT and Forks MPO
Percentage of
Splits
Base Amount
Total
Entity
Current Split Gain or Loss
Total
$ 474,978.13 $ (24,368.00)
Bis‐Man MPO
30.46%
$ 330,610.13 $ 120,000.00 $ 450,610.13
$ 701,064.00 $ (39,888.00)
FM Metro COG
49.86%
$ 541,176.00 $ 120,000.00 $ 661,176.00
$ 349,348.97 $ 64,256.00
GF‐EGF MPO
19.68%
$ 213,604.97 $ 200,000.00 $ 413,604.97
$ 1,525,391.10
Scenario D ‐ Increase Base Amount to $190,000 per MPO BIS-MAN Executive Director Option
Percentage of
Splits
Base Amount
Total
Entity
Total
Bis‐Man MPO
30.46%
$ 291,012.13 $ 190,000.00 $ 481,012.13
FM Metro COG
49.86%
$ 476,358.00 $ 190,000.00 $ 666,358.00
GF‐EGF MPO
19.68%
$ 188,020.97 $ 190,000.00 $ 378,020.97
$ 1,525,391.10

Current Split Gain or Loss
$ 474,978.13 $ 6,034.00
$ 701,064.00 $ (34,706.00)
$ 349,348.97 $ 28,672.00

Scenario E ‐ Eliminate Base Amount per MPO and Use Population Percentage Only F-M COG Executive Director Option
Percentage of
Splits
Base Amount
Total
Entity
Current Split Gain or Loss
Total
$ 474,978.13 $ (10,344.00)
Bis‐Man MPO
30.46%
$ 464,634.13 $
‐
$ 464,634.13
$ 701,064.00 $ 59,496.00
FM Metro COG
49.86%
$ 760,560.00 $
‐
$ 760,560.00
$ 349,348.97 $ (49,152.00)
GF‐EGF MPO
19.68%
$ 300,196.97 $
‐
$ 300,196.97
$ 1,525,391.10

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: October 9, 20189
MPO Executive Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Update on FY2021-2024 TIP Solicitation
Matter of the FY2021-2024 TIP Solicitation.

Background: Annually, the MPO, working in cooperation with the state dots and transit

operators, develop a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which also serves as the transit
operators’ Program of Projects (POP). The TIP covers a four period and identifies all
transportation projects scheduled to have federal transportation funding during the four year
period. The process runs over an eleven month period with several public meetings ranging from
solicitation of projects for specific programs and comments on listed projects. This point in the
process is the soliciting for projects.

Minnesota side

The deadline for Transportation Alternatives Program for submitting Letters of Intent is October
31st.
The rest of the solicitations will open later. City Sub-target is already programmed for FY2022.
So the focus includes potential projects from the County or the State Highway.

North Dakota side

The solicitations for the TAP, HSIP, RRxing were announced and are open. Deadline is noon on
December 4th. The Solicitation for Urban, Urban Roads, and Regional may be announced soon they are not as of Oct 2nd. The Recreation Trails will begin in December or January.

Findings and Analysis:
•

NONE

Support Materials:
•

NONE

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: October 9, 2019
MPO Executive Board: October 16, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Discuss Difference between TIP and STIP
Matter of the Differences between TIP and STIP.

Background: After the MPO adopts a four year TIP, the projects should be inserted into the
STIP without change. However, sometimes the state does insert changes without prior full
communication with the MPO. When that happens, the differences need to be resolved.
This also provides an opportunity to revisit the TIP and STIP development process to understand
what can be done to attempt to prevent thess differences.
The attached highlights the differences between the TIP and STIP. There are 5 projects that are at
issue.

Findings and Analysis:

•
•
•
•

Project modifications have been identified.
STIP cannot make changes to TIP without MPO Action
Solutions to resolve the differences need to be identified.
Review of the TIP and STIP development should be done..

Support Materials:
•

TIP Differences

GRAND FORKS - EAST GRAND FORKS METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 2020 - 2023
PROJECT
URBAN
AREA

PROJECT
NUMBER

FACILITY

LOCATION

ESTIMATED COST
(THOUSANDS)

RESPONSIBLE
AGENCY

CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT
TYPE

FUNDING
STATUS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

STAGING

AND
SOURCE OF FUNDING

TOTAL

FEDERAL

STATE

OTHER

N. 5th St.

#6

NDDOT

Minor Arterial

PCN
21842

Minor Rehabilitation

Discretionary

Grand
Forks

Grand Forks

Grand
Forks

LOCAL

Pavement preservation work tentatively described as
a mill and overlay btween State Road and N. 3th St.

1,813.14
TOTAL
1,046.00

1,467.37
136.43
FEDERAL
STATE
OTHER
846.00
95.00
Urban Regional Secendary Roads Program

209.43
LOCAL
105.00

P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

1,046.00
1,046.00

REMARKS:
Operations
Capital

Minor Arterial
STIP

Rehabilitation

Discretionary

Grand Forks

Gateway Dr.

Install red light running confirmation lights to the traffic
signal on Gateway Dr.

Grand Forks

Principal Arterial

Safety projects on various corridors to install backplates
and leading pedestrian timing

Safety

Discretionary

3,461.00
TOTAL
3,461.00

2,209.00
FEDERAL
STATE
OTHER
2,459.00
Urban Roads Program

1,252.00
LOCAL
1,002.00

P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

3,461.00
3,461.00

Operations
Capital
P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

398.00
398.00

REMARKS:

#8
PCN

R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

Operations
Capital

PCN
22372

Grand
Forks

EXPENDITURES

2020

#7
Grand Forks

ELEMENT

Pavement project likely to be a mill and overlay of N. 5th St.
between Gateway Dr and DeMers Ave.
REMARKS:

STIP

University Ave

FUTURE

Operations
Capital
P.E.

FUNDING SOURCE
Grand Forks

ANNUAL

TOTAL
398.00

FEDERAL
STATE
OTHER
359.00
3.00
0.00
Highway Safety Improvement Program

LOCAL
36.00

2021

2022

2023

GRAND FORKS - EAST GRAND FORKS METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 2020 - 2023

URBAN

PROJECT
LOCATION

FACILITY

AREA

PROJECT

RESPONSIBLE
AGENCY

CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

(THOUSANDS)

STAGING

AND
SOURCE OF FUNDING

Operations

FUNDING
STATUS

TOTAL

FEDERAL

STATE

OTHER

LOCAL

FUNDING SOURCE
Grand
Forks
#??

Grand Forks

Washington St

NDDOT

Principal Arterial

PCN
22211

Address ADA curb ramps along Washington St
between Hammerling and DeMers and also between
1st Ave N and 8th Ave N.

Grand Forks

Grand Forks

670.00
TOTAL

542.00
FEDERAL

60.00
STATE

OTHER

67.00
LOCAL

Discretionary

32nd Ave S

completing safety improvements at various intersection
along 32nd Ave S between I29 and S. Washington St.

P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.

670.00

TOTAL

670.00

Operations
Capital
STIP

Safety

Capital
P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

REMARKS:

Principal Arterial

PCN
21884

EXPENDITURES

Operations
Capital

Urban Regional Secendary Roads Program
Grand
Forks
#??

ELEMENT

REMARKS:

STIP
ADA Transition

FUTURE

2020

NUMBER
PROJECT
TYPE

ANNUAL
ESTIMATED COST

7,373.00
TOTAL

6,636.00
FEDERAL

369.00
STATE

OTHER

369.00
LOCAL

Discretionary

P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

Urban Roads Program
REMARKS:

TOTAL

FEDERAL

STATE

OTHER

LOCAL

Operations
Capital
P.E.
R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

7,373.00
7,373.00

2021

2022

2023

GRAND FORKS - EAST GRAND FORKS METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 2020 - 2023

PROJECT
URBAN

FACILITY

LOCATION

AREA

PROJECT

ANNUAL

FUTURE

ELEMENT

EXPENDITURES

ESTIMATED COST
(THOUSANDS)

RESPONSIBLE

CLASSI-

AGENCY

FICATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

STAGING

AND

2020

SOURCE OF FUNDING

2021

2022

2023

Operations

NUMBER

Capital
P.E.
PROJECT

FUNDING

TYPE

STATUS

TOTAL

FEDERAL

STATE

OTHER

LOCAL

CONSTR.
FUNDING SOURCE

Grand

Grand Forks

I29

Forks

TOTAL

CPR, grinding of I29 near the 32nd Ave S Interchange and REMARKS:
southward to Thompson Interchange. Both directions

STIP has listed as two separate projects

#27

3 miles is within MPO Study area
NDDOT

Operations

Interstate

Capital

PCN

P.E.
TOTAL
Rehabilitation

Discrectionery

2,062.00

FEDERAL
1,856.00

STATE

OTHER

206.00

0.00

LOCAL
0.00

Interstate Maintenance Program
Grand

Grand Forks

US2

Forks

Project entails mill and overlay and a chip seal of US2

CONSTR.

2,062.00

TOTAL

2,062.00

REMARKS:
Operations

NDDOT

Principal Arterial

Capital

PCN

STIP

22167

568.00
TOTAL

Rehabilitation

Discrectionery

568.00

454.00
FEDERAL
454.00

114.00
STATE
114.00

P.E.
OTHER
0.00

LOCAL
0.00

Urband Regional Secondary Roads Program

Forks

R.O.W.

between N. 69th St and N. 55th St.

#28

Grand

R.O.W.

R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

Intentionally left blank
REMARKS:

#29

Operations
Capital

PCN
??

P.E.
TOTAL

FEDERAL

STATE

OTHER

LOCAL

R.O.W.
CONSTR.
TOTAL

568.00

568.00
568.00

TABLE OF CONTENTS- UPDATE OCTOBER, 2019

TASK

%

200.2

Public Participation Plan

MPO staff continue to educate themselves via webinars. The
Environmental Justice Manual update has been drafted and is being
vetted this month. The webiste has had three proposals to update and
bring into ADA compliance; staff is reviewing the proposals and expect to
present a contract to the MPO Board for execution.

30%

31-Dec-19

3001

Functional Classification
(Update)

MPO staff has made TAC recommended updates. MPO staff will provide
an updated map on August 14, 2019 at Technical Advisory Committee
meeting.

60%

300.1

ITS Regional Architecture
(Update)

Continued building the RAD-IT architecture database. ATAC will begin
sharing reports and diagrams from the architecture with stakeholders in
October.

45%

CAT Route Changes

CORRIDOR PLANNING

US 2/US 81 Skewed
Intersection Study

300.2

MPO UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM -UPDATE , 2019

CODE

Grand Forks Downtown
Parking Study

30-Jun-19 30-Dec-19

31-Dec-19

30-Apr-19

Consultant team is preparing a written draft document for submission.

70%

30-Jun-19

30-Dec-19

The Study is waiting to be presented to Grand Forks Committee of the
Whole in conjunction with the Downtown Action Plan

99%

30-Jun-19

31-Oct-19

MN 220 N Corridor Study

COMPLETED

Downtown Transportation
Study

Consultant consultant has submitted a draft of the Existing Condition report
that MPO staff is now reviewing. The Steering Committee membership is
being finalized.

25%

30-Jun-20

Vision Camera Data Collection & Traffic Analysis Enhancements.

10%

On-going

Traffic Count Program

300.5

COMPLETED

SPECIAL STUDIES
EGF ADA Transition Plan

300.52

School Safety Study

300.54

CAT/UND Shuttle Merger

PROJECTED
COMPLETION
DATE

AREA

ORIGINAL
COMPLETION
DATE

TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE AND IMPLEMENTATION
ACTIVITIES

31-May-19

COMPLETED
MPO staff is reviewing comments received, preparing a response and
editing document.

A draft document is being written to be presented

30-Jun-19

95%

On-going

NA

30-Jun-19

30-Dec-19

9:18 AM

Grand Forks East Grand Forks MPO

10/11/19

Transaction List by Vendor
August 17 through October 11, 2019
Type

Date

AFLAC.
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Alerus Financial
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/06/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Liability Check
10/04/2019
Alliant Engineering
Bill
10/09/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
10/09/2019
Business Essentials
Bill
08/22/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/22/2019
CitiBusiness Card
Bill
08/23/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/23/2019
Bill
09/27/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/27/2019
City of East Grand Forks
Bill
10/09/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
10/09/2019
Earl Haugen
Bill
08/30/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/30/2019
Bill
10/08/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
10/08/2019
Fidelity Security Life.
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Forum Communications Company
Bill
09/13/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/13/2019
Jairo Viafara.
Bill
09/03/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/03/2019
Bill
09/05/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/05/2019
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc.
Bill
09/10/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/10/2019
Bill
09/10/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/10/2019
Bill
10/10/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
10/10/2019
Liberty Business Systems, Inc.
Bill
09/18/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/18/2019
LSNB as Trustee for PEHP
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Madison Nat'l Life
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Mike's
Bill
08/21/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/21/2019
Bill
09/18/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/18/2019
Minnesota Department of Revenue
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/06/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Liability Check
10/04/2019
Minnesota Life Insurance Company
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019

Num

Memo

Account

Clr

Split

Amount

AFLAC
AFLAC

501
501

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-585.22
-585.22

EFTPS
EFTPS
EFTPS
EFTPS

45-0388273
45-0388273
45-0388273
45-0388273

104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-3,377.54
-3,367.22
-3,348.88
-3,326.88

Inv. #...
6817

Retainage Du...
Retainage Du...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

220 · Retainag...
206 · Accounts...

-6,999.69
-6,999.69

Inv. #...
6796

Office Supplie...
Office Supplie...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-51.98
-51.98

Acct. ...
6797
Acct. ...
6813

Charges For ...
Charges For ...
Charges For ...
Charges For ...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

-SPLIT206 · Accounts...
-SPLIT206 · Accounts...

-399.99
-399.99
-957.04
-957.04

Inv. #...
6818

2019 4th Qua...
2019 4th Qua...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-3,031.58
-3,031.58

6815

Reimburse Tr...
Reimburse Tr...
Reimburseme...
Reimburseme...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

530 · Educatio...
206 · Accounts...
530 · Educatio...
206 · Accounts...

-112.00
-112.00
-42.00
-42.00

6791
6806

50790-1043
50790-1043

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

210 · Payroll Li...
210 · Payroll Li...

-16.84
-16.88

Inv. #...
6805

Public Hearin...
Public Hearin...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

-SPLIT206 · Accounts...

-414.38
-414.38

6802

Travel Expen...
Travel Expen...
Travel Expen...
Travel Expen...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

530 · Educatio...
206 · Accounts...
530 · Educatio...
206 · Accounts...

-205.96
-205.96
-57.00
-57.00

Inv. #...
6803
Inv. #...
6804
Inv. #...
6819

Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

550 · Corridor ...
206 · Accounts...
550 · Corridor ...
206 · Accounts...
550 · Corridor ...
206 · Accounts...

-2,196.58
-2,196.58
-7,595.85
-7,595.85
-11,378.38
-11,378.38

Inv #3...
6810

Contract Bas...
Contract Bas...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-147.87
-147.87

6799

6801

X

X

NWR...
NWR...

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

216 · Post-Hea...
216 · Post-Hea...

-165.00
-165.00

6792
6807

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

215 · Disability...
215 · Disability...

-90.29
-90.28

711 · Miscellan...
206 · Accounts...
711 · Miscellan...
206 · Accounts...

-125.00
-125.00
-51.00
-51.00

6811

MPO Lunche...
MPO Lunche...
MPO Lunche...
MPO Lunche...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

MNDOR
MNDOR
MNDOR
MNDOR

1403100
1403100
1403100
1403100

104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

210 · Payroll Li...
210 · Payroll Li...
210 · Payroll Li...
210 · Payroll Li...

-207.00
-207.00
-207.00
-192.00

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-117.78
-117.78

6795

6793
6808

X
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Transaction List by Vendor
August 17 through October 11, 2019
Type

Date

Nationwide Retirement Solutions
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/06/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Liability Check
10/04/2019
NDPERS
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
QuickBooks Payroll Service
Liability Check
08/21/2019
Liability Check
09/04/2019
Liability Check
09/17/2019
Liability Check
10/02/2019
SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
Bill
08/27/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/27/2019
Bill
09/25/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
09/25/2019
Standard Insurance Company
Liability Check
08/23/2019
Liability Check
09/20/2019
State Tax Commissioner
Liability Check
10/02/2019
Teri Kouba
Bill
08/30/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
08/30/2019

Num

Memo

Account

Clr

Split

Amount

NWR...
NWR...
NWR...
NWR...

3413
3413
3413
3413

104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-640.92
-640.92
-640.92
-640.92

NDPE...
NDPE...
NDPE...
NDPE...

D88

104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X
X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-3,853.50
-3,273.38
-3,853.50
-3,273.38

Created by P...
Created by P...
Created by P...
Created by P...

104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-8,384.43
-8,343.59
-8,232.76
-8,114.76

Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...
Work Done O...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking
206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

565 · Special ...
206 · Accounts...
565 · Special ...
206 · Accounts...

-2,752.57
-2,752.57
-4,077.69
-4,077.69

217 · Dental P...
217 · Dental P...

-158.60
-158.60

Inv. #...
6798
Inv. #...
6812

D88

6794
6809

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

NDST...

45038827301

104 · Checking

210 · Payroll Li...

-510.00

6800

Travel Reimb...
Travel Reimb...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

530 · Educatio...
206 · Accounts...

-112.00
-112.00
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