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PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD OF THE 
GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, September 19th, 2012 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Warren Strandell, Chairman, called the September 19th, 2012, meeting of the MPO Executive 
Policy Board to order at 12:08 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Warren Strandell, Mike Powers, Steve 
Adams, Tyrone Grandstrand, and Doug Christensen (via conference call).  
 
Absent were:  Gary Malm, Greg Leigh, and Mike Pokrzywinski.  
 
Guests present were:  Jane Williams, Grand Forks City Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Strandell stated that because a quorum is not yet present we are unable to act on those agenda 
items requiring action, therefore he would like to suspend the agenda to discuss agenda items not 
requiring action. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON KENNEDY BRIDGE STUDY 
 
Haugen explained that he would be placing this study, as well as the Sorlie Bridge Study on the 
monthly agendas for both the Executive Policy Board and the Technical Advisory Committee in 
order to keep everyone informed as to what is going on with each of the studies. 
 
Haugen reported that the firm CH2M Hill was hired to perform the Kennedy Bridge study.  He 
stated that they are currently working on organizing their guiding team, adding that staff has 
been communicating with MNDOT, which is the lead agency on this study, about the possibility 
of this board serving as a coordinating board for this study, however they are still trying to figure 
out how it fits in with what they want to do.  He explained that their view of the study advisory 
committee is one that would be more of a technical group that will guide them through the 
process, and he is trying to convince them that that is what our Technical Advisory committee is 
set up to do, and that the Executive Policy Board could act as their policy advisory committee, so 
we are still waiting to hear what our role will be in this study.  The MPO Board, and the TAC for 
that matter, would need to have additional agencies sitting at the table when thie Bridge Study is 
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involved; but the MPO structure can be used as the base with adding the key agencies not 
currently represented. 
 
Haugen commented that it is their intent to have the work completed within a year, and at our 
next T.I.P. cycle we should have an agreed to project, and an agreed to cost estimate for the 
project.   
 
Strandell reported that Roger Hjelle is MNDOT’s bridge specialist, and he was at their last 
Transportation Advisory Committee meeting for the Northwest Regional Development 
Commission, and concerning the Kennedy Bridge he said there was one pier, Pier 6, that is really 
in bad shape and needs to be addressed.  Haugen agreed, adding that it is a pier on the North 
Dakota side, and in 2010 they had originally programmed $1,000,000 to fix that pier, but they 
have since decided to combine that project with this project for 2016.  He stated that the first 
item for the consultant to accomplish is to examine that pier and determine what can and should 
be done with it.  He added that they are also still looking at the potential replacement of the 
structure, but it seems more and more that the outcome will be to do a rehab project instead.   
 
Powers asked if the pier movement was caused by flooding over the years.  He stated that it says 
that the pier is seven inches off its original position.  Haugen responded that it is combination of 
Red River soils and flooding.    
 
Haugen commented that when we get into the Minnesota side of the T.I.P. you will see that we 
are now programming for a $25,000,000 project in 2016 for the Kennedy Bridge rehab or 
replacement.  
 
MATTER OF SORLIE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT OR REHABILITATI ON PROJECT 
 
Haugen reported that North Dakota is the lead agency on this project, and they just issued their 
RFP, with a response date of October 3rd. 
 
Haugen stated that one thing to note is the process difference between the two studies.  He 
explained that North Dakota is taking this straight to the project development phase, the NEPA 
Phase, so that entails or requires a whole different set of federal participation processes.  He said 
that the way they set up, and how they are going to approach advisory committees and such is 
already determined by the NEPA process, whereas the Kennedy Bridge Study is a planning study 
and will not engage the NEPA process at this time.  Strandell asked what NEPA stands for.  
Haugen responded that it is the environmental protection act.   
 
Haugen reported that the end result is that the Kennedy Bridge Study will not actually determine 
what the preferred or recommended alternative treatment is because the NEPA process will not 
be followed and/or engaged in it, so they will go through their study process, reach a consensus, 
but then they will need to go into the actual project development, which engages the NEPA 
process, so there is still a little uncertainty as to what the actual outcome of that process will be 
because once you fully engage the NEPA process you have a whole different set of requirements 
you have to process through. 
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Haugen commented, then, that because North Dakota is engaging the NEPA process right from 
the start on the Sorlie Bridge project, whatever the outcome is for the project scope should be 
what goes forward for actual implementation. 
 
Strandell stated that it appears that they will be rehabbing the Sorlie Bridge rather than replacing 
it.  Haugen agreed, adding that a clue to that effect is that North Dakota is doing a Project 
Concept Report.  He explained that originally in our current T.I.P. we show that a full EIS study 
estimated to cost $6M+ would be done on the Sorlie Bridge, with one NDDOT division doing 
the EIS, but it now shows that a different division will be doing the study and it was dropped 
down to a PCR, so that is a good indication that this will be a rehab project, however they will 
still look at a replacement alternative as well. 
 
Strandell asked about the historical requirements should the bridge be replaced.  He said that it 
was his understanding that if it is replaced the old bridge needs to be reconstructed at a different 
location.  Haugen responded that that may not be the case, but they would have to have a 
mitigation agreement, which can be something as simple as preparing a document on the bridge 
that is placed in the historic register, or you can go to the extent of placing the old bridge 
elsewhere as a functional structure of some sort.  Strandell asked who would be involved in this 
process.  Haugen responded that it would include both DOTs, Federal Highway, and the 
Department of Interior; and they would go through what is called a Section 404 Historic 
Mitigation Process.  He added that the Sorlie is listed on the National Register, and MNDOT and 
its historic body have reached an agreement that this is identified as one of the bridges they hope 
to try to preserve in place.  He stated that North Dakota was not a party to that determination, 
however even though they are the lead agency they still have to comply with Minnesota laws, 
and, ultimately, because it is on the National Register, regardless of who is the lead agency they 
will need to mitigate through that Section 404 Mitigation Process. 
 
Discussion on project timelines ensued. 
 
Grandstrand asked if Mr. Haugen would be willing to attend the City Council meetings to give 
updates on these two projects.  Haugen responded that he would be glad to give updates on the 
two projects. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. – NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 
 
Haugen reported that the FY2013-2016 T.I.P. for the North Dakota side is on hold until a 
determination can be made as to how MAP-21 will affect funding.  He said, however, that 
NDDOT has indicated that what we approved in our Draft 2013-2016 T.I.P. in July is probably 
not too reliable as to what the out-years of 2015 and 2016 show for funding, therefore some 
changes will most likely need to be made once more is known.   
 
Haugen stated that the reason we only approved the Minnesota side T.I.P. today is because 
MNDOTs philosophy is that these projects are worthy projects since they have been 
programmed, so for now we will put them into a new T.I.P. document, and then as we work out 
MAP-21 our first priority will be to determine how to get these projects done; whereas North 
Dakota is saying they want to figure things out first before we finalize a document.   
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MATTER OF PROJECT SOLICITATION FOR FY2014-2017 T.I. P. 
 
Haugen reported that even though we are just finishing up our current T.I.P. process, we now 
have to begin the next T.I.P. process by soliciting projects.  He stated, however, that while 
Minnesota is going forward with this, the only projects we will be soliciting will be County and 
State projects in our MPO area, otherwise all other programs on both the North Dakota and 
Minnesota sides are on hold until further information is known regarding how MAP-21 will 
impact funding. 
 
Christensen was connected via conference call.  A quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL DRAFT OF THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. – M INNESOTA SIDE 
 
Haugen reported that a public hearing was held and no verbal or written comments were 
received.  He stated that both the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending the 
MPO Executive Policy Board adopt the 2013-2016 T.I.P. for the Minnesota side. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ADAMS, TO APPROVE THE FINAL FY2013-2016 
MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Christensen asked if they were approving only the Minnesota side, not the North Dakota side.  
Grandstrand responded that only the Minnesota side was being approved today.   
 
Voting Aye: Christensen, Strandell, Adams, Powers, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ADAMS, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 19TH, 
2012, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:38 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Christensen, Strandell, Adams, Powers, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


