
 

Regional Solicitation Policy Work Group Meeting Notes – April 23, 
2021 

Attendees:  

James Hovland; Kevin Reich; Peter Dugan; Christopher Geisler; Deb Barber; Kris Fredson; 
Mathews Hollinshead; Frank Boyles; Julie Jeppson; Mary Giuliani Stephens; Jon Ulrich; Trista 
MatasCastillo; Stan Karwoski; Debbie Goettel 

Staff Attendees:  

Cole Hiniker; Jenna Ernst; Jon Solberg; Nick Thompson; Amy Vennewitz; Steve Peterson; 
Emily Jorgenson; Michael Thompson; Joe Barbeau; Elaine Koutsoukos; Sara Maaske; Lisa 
Freese; Adam Harrington; Peter Grafstrom; Jonathan Ehrlich; Angie Stenson 

Notes: 

1. WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, AND MEETING OVERVIEW 

Jim Hovland welcomed the group and went over the guidelines for how the group will operate. 
Cole Hiniker went over the schedule for the content of the six planned Work Group meetings.  

2. HISTORY OF UNIQUE PROJECTS CATEGORY 

Cole Hiniker described the history of unique projects in the Regional Solicitation and the recent 
Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) input on the topic.  

More information was requested on the Travel Behavior Inventory (TBI) funding need from the 
Unique Projects pot of funding. This will be brought forward at a future meeting.  

A question was asked about why Unique Projects are identified as short-term funding (2 years 
out). Hiniker noted this mostly is driven by TAB’s desire to fund innovative projects and put this 
funding closer to the implementation timeline to be as nimble for new ideas as possible.  

Several comments about new federal funding that may need to be considered by TAB in the 
future (e.g. stimulus or new federal bill) and could impact Unique Projects funding. A similar 
comment that this category evaluation framework could be used regardless of the funding 
amount, if more funding becomes available.  

Other clarifying questions or comments were also made.  

3. DISCUSSION OF UNIQUE PROJECTS PURPOSE, GOALS, AND OUTCOMES 

Hiniker introduced the discussion and participants used MentiMeter to respond to a number of 
questions.  

  



 

Question 1: What is your purpose for funding Unique Projects in the Regional 
Solicitation? 

Fourteen participants submitted up to three responses each with the results shown below.  

 

Members of the work group made comments about equity: 

• Wanting to keep it in the forefront of the conversation 
• Focus on racial disparities 
• Equitable access means a lot of things, ability to pay, ability to get places 
• Need for a common definition of equity  

A comment was made about the purpose of Unique Projects being to fill in gaps in regional 
goals and outcomes that aren’t already acknowledged in the Transportation Policy Plan, 
particularly technology improvements like smart roads, autonomous vehicles. Additionally, 
Metro Mobility improvements and shared mobility being a possible focus. 

Question 2: What is your purpose for funding Unique Projects in the Regional 
Solicitation? 

The participants submitted opened-ended responses with the results shown below.  



 

 

A comment was made to explain that disruptor technologies could be a focus and trying to 
create high-risk, high-reward and fund good ideas and innovation.  

A comment was made that the group may want to consider funding studies that explore new 
ideas and a new smartphone app was used as an example.  



 

A comment was made that there will be an important role for technical staff in evaluating 
proposals with several examples given from several members (cost benefit, who is impacted, 
barriers).  

A comment was made that partnerships could be a key consideration in proposals, or level of 
collaboration.  

A suggestion was made to use the University of Minnesota Center for Transportation Studies to 
help evaluate or identify innovative ideas.  

A comment was made that this category is not necessarily about creating new ideas but 
expanding or increasing the implementation of existing ideas.  

A comment about whether MnDOT expertise could be helpful at a future discussion.  

Question 3: Any ideas for the types or specific projects you want to see as applications? 

The participants submitted opened-ended responses with the results shown below.  

 

A reminder comment was made to the group that there is no requirement to fund Unique 
Projects.  

4. NEXT STEPS AND MEETING REFLECTION 

The group reflected on the meeting format and acknowledged that additional commitment to 
monitoring the chat and hand-raising tools will be important at future meetings.  

Several members appreciated the use of technology and engagement tools.  
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