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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, October 16th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the October 16th, 2013 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:  Steve Adams, Mike Powers, Gary 
Malm, Warren Strandell, Clarence Vetter, Greg Leigh, Doug Christensen, and Tyrone 
Grandstrand. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; 
Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Traffic Engineer. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 18 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 18TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there really isn’t any new information since our last meeting on the Sorlie 
Bridge project. 
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen said that there are three things he hopes to cover:  1) What the alternatives are that we 
are looking at as well as their cost estimates; 2) How each alternative accommodates all traffic 
modes; and 3) What this study is leading the project to be in the end, although no decision has 
been made. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that they are really looking at two projects, and the first would be to do a 
minimal rehabilitation by addressing only what is absolutely necessary, at a cost of $3,500,000.  
He explained that this solution might give us, perhaps, up to ten years of life but after that then 
we would likely have to go to the moderate rehabilitation project.  He stated that the main 
difference between the two is what you do with the deck, under the minimal alternative they 
would just do some repair work to the existing deck, while with the moderate alternative they 
would remove the existing deck and replacing it.   
 
Haugen commented that under the moderate alternative there are two ways of how they could 
handle the bike/ped accommodations.  He said that this would increase the cost of the project 
from $3,500,000 for the minimal rehab to $13,500,000 because of the deck replacement, and 
then depending on what is done with the bike/ped accommodations it would either increase by an 
additional $500,000 or $2,000,000. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the replacement range is from $20,000,000 to $33,000,000.   
 
Leigh asked what the difference is between putting the bike/ped facility inside the truss or 
outside the truss.  Haugen responded that he will cover this shortly.  Malm asked what the 
lifetime expectancy is on the moderate alternative.  Haugen responded that it would offer 
approximately a twenty-year life span.  Vetter asked what will decide whether or not they go 
with Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.  Haugen responded that that decision will be made in the 
next phase of the study.  He added that what will actually decide it will be public input and what 
recommendations will come from all the boards involved.  Vetter asked, if they go with 
Alternative 1 can they still do the bike/ped stuff.  Haugen responded they can. 
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Haugen reported that inside the truss gets a little more tricky under Alternative 1, and he can go 
into more detail on that if this body wishes, but because they aren’t completely rearranging how 
the concrete is, they have medians and curbs that are existing and will be left in place, so they 
will have to work around that, so inside the truss gets more tricky for the bike/ped facility but it 
can be done. 
 
Haugen stated that outside the truss really means that they are building, for part of it, a separate 
bridge structure, and then with the truss itself they are cantilevering off the truss, exactly the 
same method that was done on the Sorlie Bridge.  He said that because the approaches are 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 

Wednesday, October 16
th

, 2013 

 

 3 

 

different than the truss, there really isn’t enough strength, as well as some other issues, they can’t 
cantilever off them so they would just build separate spans nearby, but not attached.  
 
Strandell referred to Option 11, and commented that he has some concerns with this option as 
they are talking about a shared bike lane, shared with vehicle traffic, and he can’t imagine that 
being safe.  Haugen responded that within the trusses there is only so much width that can be 
worked with, so while they have other options, the options included in the packet are the ones 
that make the most sense, however, within these options there are some that make more sense 
than Option 11. 
 
Haugen referred to the options and went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that Option 13, where instead of having the separate path outside of the 
truss, this option shows a standard shared use path construction width inside the truss, as it is 
elsewhere in the City, except the greenway.  He stated that this would give us a 10-foot wide 
shared use path inside the truss, as well as a five-foot bike lane on the other side of the bridge.   
 
Haugen commented that what happens with all these options is that the driving lanes are 
narrowed down.  Leigh asked what a normal driving lane is.  Haugen responded that twelve-feet 
is the normal width for rural highway design.  Leigh asked if the bike lane would have a fence 
between it and the driving lanes.  Haugen responded it would not.  He added that you could not 
have the five-foot bike lane, or you could make it a five-foot sidewalk, or you since you have a 
path on one side you could not have anything on the other side, but one of the things that they 
want to make sure everyone is aware of is that the joint in their approach span, which is located 
right on the center, is an area they are really trying to not have traffic on.   
 
Vetter asked what there is currently, twelve foot lanes and four foot buffers.  Haugen responded 
that there are twelve-foot lanes and three foot buffer, as well as a small ledge for a sidewalk, 
about two and a half feet.  
 
Strandell asked what is meant by shared use.  Haugen responded that it means that the driving 
lane has a wider width so bicyclists can share it.  Consensus is that this option is not very safe.  
Haugen commented that all of the options given in the packet meet design standards, so they 
have been termed “safe”, but there is a difference between statistical safety and perceived safety. 
 
Haugen reported that there are a couple of options that show replacement, and you can go with a 
truss design, which is more expensive, in the $33,000,000 range; or you can go with a more 
deck-type superstructure, girder underneath, which is somewhat less expensive, in the 
$20,000,000 range.  He added that all replacement options assume two things for sure, that there 
will have to be a center pier and that they will have shared use paths. 
 
Malm asked, if they replace the bridge, what is the life span of that.  Haugen responded that you 
would hope it would be over fifty years.  Malm asked how long the existing bridge has lasted.  
Haugen responded it was built in 1965 so it is 48 years old.   
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Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the girder style replacement and explained that this would 
be the cheapest replacement option, at an estimated cost of around $20,000,000.  He commented 
that almost all replacement options are to the north because of some utilities, and other 
restrictions to the south.   
 
Haugen stated that to get to the $33,000,000 range you would be using a truss, plus they would 
try to attempt the issue of adding a couple of feet so that the dip at 4th would be removed, which 
would mean they would have to rebuild that bridge as well. 
 
Leigh asked where we are at in the process of determining what we are going to build, and then 
the funding part of it.  Haugen responded that because of its historic nature, because they have 
gone through this exercise and have discovered that there are feasible alternatives that leave the 
historic structure in place, the project priority would be to rehab the bridge, so then we can go 
back to the slide that shows the costs and ask the question, do they want to do the minimal 
amount of work or the moderate amount of work.  Leigh asked who “they” is.  Haugen 
responded that there would need to be a joint decision made amongst the MPO, each City 
individually, and both State DOTs.  Leigh asked how we can all arrive at a decision, how do we 
narrow it down to make that decision.  Haugen responded that the next phase will be going into 
the project development and NEPA document where they fully engage all the environmental 
agencies, the public, and through the whole process  they come up with what the recommended 
project is and then everyone has to agree to that recommendation.  Powers said, then, that at 
some point in time we are going to be asked what we would recommend be done.  Christensen 
asked how far down the line before this occurs.   Haugen responded that if they maintain the 
2016 schedule, they will finish this study and then go into the project development phase, and 
whether that lasts twelve months or sixteen month, that is the timeline in which they will come 
back and say they need a decision on whether or not we concur with what we are recommending 
the project be. 
 
Christensen asked, before they can recommend the project, though, they have to our input right.  
Haugen responded that during the project development stage they will get the MPO Board’s 
input, as well as the public’s input, they will go through that formal process.  Leigh said that he 
is trying to figure out who they is, is it MNDOT and NDDOT Engineers.  Haugen responded that 
that is correct.  He added that if we can go back to the Sorlie Bridge, they are engaged in that 
formal process right now, they are doing a full-boar environmental impact statement.  Leigh said, 
but you said “they “ again, is it MNDOT and NDDOT.  Haugen responded that on the EIS North 
Dakota is the lead agency, but MNDOT, of course is a co-owner of the Sorlie Bridge, so that is 
the “they” on that project; and on the Kennedy MNDOT is the lead agency, and because 
NDDOT is the co-owner on that bridge, they are the “they” he is referring to. 
 
Haugen reported that, again, MNDOT went through a process in which they wanted to do this 
study beforehand to help them narrow down what the actual likely project will be, and that is 
what is has been showing you, that they are saying that the likely priorty is going to be rehab.   
 
Christensen asked, as for the rehab though, is that when we will be getting into the bike path 
thing because with the rehab everything stays the same except maybe hanging the bike path.   
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Haugen responded that there are a couple of things specifically about the bike path.  He 
explained that because they are using federal funds we have to make sure we accommodate all 
modes of transportation, and we can’t worsen the bike/ped experience, so because there is a two 
and a half foot sidewalk on each side of the bridge we can’t make it so there is no 
accommodation for bike/peds at all, plus Minnesota has a state law that says if they are using 
state monies they must make the bridge accommodate bike/peds, so if they do a rehab project 
they will likely involved federal funds, so then they are on the hook to make sure they are 
accommodating bike/peds, and on the Minnesota side their state law requires them to 
accommodate bike/peds if they are using that pot of money that they will most likely use.   
 
Christensen said that he just wants to narrow it down to bike/ped, what do you include in that, 
people walking and bikes.  He asked what the minimum width of an area they need to 
accommodate them.  Haugen responded that they need a minimum of eight-feet if you put in a 
shared use path, however because this is a historical structure there is an outside chance that they 
will allow five-feet on either side.  Christensen asked if they need to have eight-feet on both 
sides.  Haugen responded that you only need to put the eight-foot path on one side, but five-foot 
paths would have to be on both sides and signed one-way.   
 
Discussion on bike/ped options ensued. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE ENDORSING 
ALTERNATIVE 2B. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT 2014-2017 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reminded the board that last month they approved an amendment to the 2013-2016 
T.I.P., and we are now finalizing the 2014-2017 draft, so really, because of the action we took 
last month there are a few things that we are adding to this document, and most of them are 
occurring in 2017.   
 
Haugen stated that he would like to highlight a couple of things.  He referred to the document, 
page 22, and pointed out that, we just took action recommending a $15,000,000 project on the 
Kennedy Bridge, and this Draft T.I.P. sets aside $25,000,000 for that structure.  He said that the 
other thing is, 2017 is the new year we are adding to the document.  Leigh asked when we will 
know that the money is going to be here.  Haugen responded that what is shown in this document 
is about as sure as we can get at this point. 
 
Strandell asked if this option will include rebuilding the bridge over 4th Street.  Haugen 
responded it would not.   
 
Haugen commented that the new projects that we are adding into the document, and these are 
just the North Dakota side ones, as we discussed last month North Dakota is showing the Sorlie  
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Bridge in Federal Fiscal Year 2017.  He said that we had previously always been told that it 
would be a 2018 project, but now because North Dakota wants to try to finance it with 2017 
federal funds, we have to show it in 2017 with the North Dakota amount showing, and as we 
noted in here the Minnesota side will be programming it in 2018.  Strandell asked if both these 
projects will be done at the same time.  Haugen responded that they will avoid that, adding that if 
they were to choose to replace the Kennedy it would likely mean postponing the Sorlie. 
 
Vetter asked, just piggybacking on Warren’s comment about the dip at 4th Street, they were 
looking at repairing it if they replaced the bridge, but have they looked at doing it with a rehab as 
well, or isn’t there anything we can do with it with a rehab.  Haugen responded that they have 
looked at it in the past and have submitted grant requests.  He explained that the Minnesota 
Legislature sets aside some dollars to mitigate flood conditions, and MNDOT has submitted an 
application to raise that section independent of any bridge work, so they have pursued this in the 
past, and they can do so again in the future.   
 
Haugen reiterated that he is just showing what projects were added in 2017, and we are 
discussing the Sorlie Bridge, and why it is showing up in 2017.  He stated that it is just showing 
up in 2017 simply for fiscal reasons, and he doesn’t anticipate any construction occurring in 
2017, but the federal fiscal year starts October 1st of 2018, so if they have any money left at the 
end of 2017, August or September, they will try to fund it in 2017 funds. 
 
Haugen commented that the next projects are City of Grand Forks projects.  He said that the first 
one is on Columbia Road, south of 40th Avenue South to 47th Avenue South.  He explained that it 
will take that roadway from its current form, a rural two lane to a five lane urban cross section.  
He added that the City is using local dollars to urbanize that stretch from 36th Avenue to 40th 
Avenue, so Columbia Road, from 36th Avenue to 47th Avenue will be five lanes by the end of 
2017 if everything falls into place. 
 
Leigh asked what road the middle school is located on.  Haugen responded it is on 47th.   
 
Haugen reported that the other project they received federal funds for are traffic signal at the 
intersection of Gardenview Drive and South 42nd Street; on the east side of 42nd Street is where 
AE2s and ICON are located, as well as the apartment complexes on the east side, and more 
going in on the west side, so the City requested this project.   
 
Haugen stated then, that other than a couple other minor project changes, the only other project 
he will highlight is next year South Washington, from 32nd Avenue to Hammerling will be 
worked in in the same manner 32nd just had done.  He said that they will also be correcting the 
off-set problem at 28th and Washington, after which the signal will be updated to an all green left 
turn rather than just a protected left green, and they will address some of our other hot-spot 
issues along Washington as well.   
 
Haugen said that the Technical Advisory Committee and staff are recommending approval of the 
Draft 2014-2017 North Dakota Side T.I.P., subject to any comments received from the public 
input hearing that we advertised would occur at this meeting, as well as any comments received 
prior to noon today, of which we received none.    
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Adams opened the public hearing.   
 
There was no one present for discussion or comments. 
 
Adams closed the public hearing. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2014-2017 
NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Haugen reported that there is a project on the Illustrative list that he should explain, particularly 
for the North Dakota side.  He explained that Phase 2 of Columbia Road will take us down past 
14th Avenue.  He stated that originally Phase 1 was to happen this year, and Phase 2 next year, 
but last year when we went through the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. process Phase 2 was delayed to 2016.  He 
said that when they delayed it at the state level to 2016 they didn’t adjust for cost inflation, so 
after pointing that out to them that there will be roughly $500,000 in additional costs due to their 
delay of the project, and it is a burden to the local entity, so we asked them to absorb that 
additional cost.  He said that they are going to try to do that, but the way that we have to show it, 
as an illustrative project with the increased dollar amounts.  He stated that he just wanted to point 
out that there is still an opportunity for Phase 2 of Columbia Road to get that difference between 
delaying it 2014 to 2016 and what that cost difference is, there is an opportunity to reimburse 
that amount, so we have to show it as an illustrative project. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF PROJECTS FOR 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that essentially we are just drafting the current T.I.P., and now we are starting 
the next T.I.P. cycle, so before we even finish one T.I.P. cycle, we start another.  He said that  
soon your staff, and others will be going through your local processes with a list of projects for 
funding consideration. 
 
Haugen commented that you will primarily be looking at FY2018 projects.  He added every 
fourth year the City of East Grand Forks receives their money, and 2018 is the year they receive 
those funds.   
 
Leigh asked if one project be the intersection of 2nd and Highway 2, would that be a possible 
project for consideration.  Haugen responded that you have roughly $600,000 of federal monies 
available in 2017, so whatever the cost above and beyond the $600,000 you would have to 
match, so anything above that is 100% locally funded.   
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that it includes information on the different 
projects that are coming through, primarily street and highway projects.  He said that they will  
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come here to the MPO on the North Dakota side in December and on the Minnesota side in 
February. 
 
Information only.  
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE FY2013-2016 
T.I.P. AMENDMENTS AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that there was a lot of information included in the packet, some of which was 
presented to this body at the last meeting, so unless you want, he will just be discussing the 
Street and Highway portion today. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen explained that the revenue available on the North Dakota side is a combination of State 
Highway funds, and the match required for State Highway funds; and what has been termed the 
Local Road Program, and the match for that program, so we have roughly $65,000,000 of 
revenue.   
 
Haugen stated that the first line was just the district highway needs if they were to do their 
normal standard operating procedure of replacing pavement on a cycle, rehabbing pavement on a 
cycle, rehabbing pavements after it is replaced, and seal coats after it is rehabbed.  He said that 
this meant the cost was way above the revenue we had, so we asked them to give us the opposite 
of what they had given us, what is the bare minimum they can get by with, and that is what the 
rehab only showed.  He added that under the hybrid there were a couple of projects that the 
sooner you do the reconstruction, the better off you are, with South Washington and 32nd Avenue 
being the two main projects, so we showed those costs. 
 
Haugen reported that, at the time , because the district itself was taking almost all the revenue, 
we asked them, if they would go back to their minimum, would they be able to extend out their 
cycles so instead of doing a mill and overlay every ten years, could they go every thirteen years, 
so we are trying to make it so that the district wasn’t needing 100% of the revenue.   
 
Haugen commented that at the Service Safety Committee they explained that because they are 
trying to leave some revenue on the table to do other things, when we are going to do a 
reconstruction project on the state highway system, it is expected, then, because there is revenue 
that we address all the needs for that segment of highway, so we can’t just do pavement to 
pavement, or curb to curb work, we have to go in and address the safety and capacity needs as 
well.  He stated that this affects how we will do South Washington and 32nd Avenue.   
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Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the project list and commented that the only projects for 
reconstruction are:  1) Washington Street Underpass; 2) Washington Street from 7th Avenue 
South to Hammerling; and 3) 32nd Avenue from west of Columbia to I-29 to 6-lanes. 
 
Haugen reported that the next series of slides will walk us through the financial portion of the 
presentation.  He went over the information briefly, explaining that they have addressed what, 
minimally, it would take to keep the State Highway System operational.  He stated that only a 
few areas are really addressing capacity or safety, or any type of issues, but by doing that it 
allowed us to maintain some urban monies so local roads can receive some improvements.  
 
Discussion on the financial portion ensued. 
Haugen commented that what they are trying to identify now is what are the projects the City 
would like to identify that would use up the $6,800,000 dollars, that would use up the 
$5,300,000, and that would use the $46,000,000.  He added that a good chunk of the funds have 
to be used on maintain the Federal Aid System.  He said that Columbia Road, north of the over 
pass to Gateway Drive, they don’t know how that should be maintained yet, they are trying to 
figure that out;  and South Washington south of 32nd Avenue to 62nd Avenue, which is on the 
NHS system, a City owned facility that we need to figure out what is needed there as well.   
 
Haugen reiterated that in the end, the bottom line is that there isn’t a lot of money left to do a lot 
of expansion or new projects, address some of our connectivity issues, etc.  He said that they met 
with City staff this morning, and hopefully by this time next week they will have a better idea of 
how much of this money goes toward maintaining the federal aid system, what is left after we do 
that that we can then assign to a project, but it won’t be a lot of dollars. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF 2014 UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that the MPO does a two-year work program that shows what specific activities 
we are going to be doing in 2014.  He added that towards the end of 2013 we ask people to 
revisit this list of project to make sure they are still the projects they want to see the MPO do in 
2014.  He said that most of them are things that we are mandated to do, but he highlighted the 
ones that are a little more discretionary. 
 
Haugen commented that on the transportation plan, what we are really doing with the $70,000 is 
updating our Regional Architecture for our Intelligent Transportation System, which is one of the 
mandated elements of our Long Range Transportation Plan, otherwise these are two 
discretionary type projects.  
 
Haugen pointed out that the first one that is listed is west of the interstate, with all of the things 
going on with Walmart, etc.  He explained that there was a request by the State that we do an 
access study to help lay out where access needs to be located on U.S. Highway 2 as it converts 
from a rural to an urbanized area.   
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 

Wednesday, October 16
th

, 2013 

 

 10 

 

Haugen stated that the second one is Traffic Incident Management.  He explained that this will 
help lay out a plan to help us deal more efficiently when something like a beet truck tips over on 
a critical roadway, that we can re-route the traffic, coordinate the response, etc., more quickly. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 16TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:58 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


