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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, July 17th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the July 17th, 2013 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:03 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Steve Adams, Mike Powers, Gary 
Malm, Doug Christensen, Warren Strandell, Greg Leigh, Clarence Vetter, and Tyrone 
Grandstrand. 
 
Guests present were:  Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Lynn Stauss, East Grand Forks 
Mayor; Doug Abere, CH2M Hill (MNDOT); Dale Thomas, CH2M Hill (MNDOT); Tim 
Thoreen, CH2M Hill (MNDOT); Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Local Government; Roger Hille, 
MNDOT-Bridge Division. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Mikel Smith, GF/EGF Intern; and Peggy 
McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen introduced Mikel Smith, GF/EGF MPO Intern, and asked that she tell a little about 
herself for the board. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 20 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 20TH, 2013, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh ,Grandstrand, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 

• Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that with us this afternoon are the lead consultants on the Kennedy Bridge 
Study; along with Roger Hille, the District Bridge Engineer from MNDOT, and Michael 
Johnson, from NDDOT.  He explained that with the public meetings tonight he asked if these 
people would be gracious enough to come to this board meeting and give you a status report on 
their study of the Kennedy Bridge.  He stated that Doug Abere, CH2M Hill, will now lead us 
through a brief presentation on the status of the Kennedy Bridge study. 
 
Hille commented that they hope that if there are comments or questions of any type, that you get 
them to them as their whole intent during this early part of the process is to make sure that they 
get all the comments that they can so that they can build a better product at the end.  He said that 
he knows that it gets kind of messy and busy here when we talk about the Sorlie Bridge Study 
and the Kennedy Bridge Study because there are a lot of things going on with both bridges, but 
they want the end products for both those bridges to be the best they can be for the two 
communities.  He added that with that they have one of the best consulting teams in the business 
helping them along. 
 
CH2M Hill Personnel:   
 
 Doug Abere – Public Information and Planning  
 Dale Thomas – Project Manager  
 Tim Thoreen – Planner and Environmental Documentation Specialist 
 
Abere stated that what you are seeing in this presentation is information that they are going to 
have available tonight at both meeting locations.  He said that it is not aimed at this audience 
precisely, but it does give you a preview of things that will be discussed tonight.  He pointed out 
that he also has an overview map of the study area on the wall, which will also be available for 
viewing tonight. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of the presentation is included in the file and available upon 
request). 
 
Abere commented that, just to briefly orient you to the Kennedy Bridge, it is distinguished from 
the Sorlie a little bit in that it is newer, it has much longer approach spans and it has a number of 
piers, with three of them being of greater substance. 
 
Abere stated that the existing cross section of the bridge is fairly tight, with a 4-foot median in 
the middle and a couple of twelve foot lanes going either way.  He added that it is also very 
limited in terms of shoulders, with no sidewalks for pedestrians, who are warned via signage 
telling them not to use the bridge to cross. 
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Abere referred to a slide illustrating two bridge terms:  Superstructure and Substructure.  He 
explained that Superstructure consists of the truss, beams, deck slab, and railings; and the  
Substructure consists of piers, abutments, foundations, and piles.  He pointed out that they are 
highlighting the bearing, which is an element that comes in above the pier and provides the 
connection between the pier itself and the rest of the superstructure.  He stated that they are 
particularly looking at one pier, and as he moves forward they will touch on that more, as there is 
one pier that has a special concern.   
 
Abere then referred to a slide illustrating Pier 6, which is the pier of most concern, and explained 
that it is the main pier on the North Dakota side of the bridge.  He suggested that if your ever out 
there you might want to just step back and take a close look at it sometime, as it shows evidence 
of some tilting, some twisting, some movement, which happens because soil slump occurs, and it 
is known to occur all along the Red River.  He stated that they are looking at the extent of how 
much it has moved, and the extent of how much more movement can be accommodated.   
 
Abere reported that the bridge is actually designed to accommodate some movement, you can 
move the bearing and make adjustments, however, at this point the amount of movement in that 
pier, just the amount that it has moved, is becoming a concern because it is tilted enough that is 
is no longer as vertical as they would like it to be, it is not transferring the load down into the 
ground and into the piles underneath it as true as it should.  Thomas commented that there is the 
ability to move the bearing and adjust it further, but we need to keep track of that tilt.  Abere said 
that was always identified as an early component of this study so it has been looked at pretty 
closely already as part of the study and it will be one of the first things that they will be giving 
details on in terms of alternatives for moving forward. 
 
Abere stated that some other things that will be looked at on the truss are the truss spans, which 
are more complex pieces of engineering, so all of the members and connections need to be 
considered: things like corrosion repair, strengthening existing members and connections, 
rehabilitation or replacement of the deck and railings, and providing improved reliability. 
 
Abere said that another thing they will be looking at is an approach span detail.  He referred to a 
slide illustrating a pin connection between a couple of beams along those approach spans so the 
approach spans are set up around beams that are on a series of pins, and the spans are not as long 
as those truss spans, they are relatively short spans, but these pin connections are not used as 
frequently now as they were in the past, and they are just a detail that needs to be looked at 
closely, and there are a lot of them so they are repeated over and over again so it is important to 
understand the condition of all those connections in order to determine if there should be any 
effort made to change or repair them.   
 
Abere commented that another consideration is, again looking at the existing bridge, whether or 
not we have the opportunity to add a new element, a potential pedestrian/bicycle trail, most 
likely on the outside of the truss.  He stated that they have just begun working on some graphics 
to depict a cross section of what that might look like.  He added that this then brings up some 
additional issues in terms of whether additional strengthening or modifications to the truss would 
need to be made.   
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Powers asked how wide the proposed bike path going to be.  Thomas responded that they don’t 
have a defining number, but MNDOT requires it be a certain width, somewhere between eight-
feet and twelve-feet wide.  Powers asked if they were going to put it on both sides of the bridge 
or just one.  Thomas responded that that hasn’t been determined, but it would be unlikely that it 
would be on both sides.  Abere added that they will be recommending it be only placed on one 
side, and they have been advised that it would be more consistent with local plans to put it on the 
south side of the bridge.  He explained that, very preliminarily, in looking at right of way issues 
they found that there are some parcel boundaries shown on the map that could possibly create 
some advantage to it being placed on the south side as well, in terms of where the existing right-
of-way is that is owned by the two States.   
 
Abere reported that the question of whether to rehab or replace the structure, it should be noted 
that the bridge has been determined eligible for the historical register, so that creates some sense 
of duty in how you look at it.  He said that one of the first things is that we really have to take a 
close look at the long term feasibility and cost effectiveness of a rehabilitation project; and then 
do that with some comparison of a bridge replacement so you can begin to gauge the difference 
between those choices, and they will be doing that in this study.  He added that ultimately, if the 
study shows that rehabilitation of the bridge is not feasible and prudent, or if the repairs to it are 
too invasive to its historic character, then it could be replaced, so that is essentially the process. 
 
Abere referred to some slides illustrating bridge replacement concepts, and went over them 
briefly. 
 
Stauss commented that one thing he will say is that the sidewalk is badly, badly needed on that 
particular bridge.  He stated that he likes locating it on the south side because it comes right 
down to their campground, allowing people to travel all around on both sides of the river. 
 
Hille reported that right now they are just looking at whether or not they should strongly pursue 
either the rehab or the replacement option, and of course the condition of some of the critical 
elements of the Kennedy Bridge are going to have an impact on that decision.  He said that if it 
leans toward replacement it is very likely that those structures at 4th Street would be replaced or 
modified to a certain degree, whether it be in conjunction with the job or shortly thereafter, but 
there are some issues with the cover-plates on those structures that is not going to break 
MNDOT’s heart as something will need to be done with them in the near future in any event. 
 
Stauss stated that as you come down on 4th you might look at replacing it with a higher approach 
because they have some problems down there during flooding, water comes up the sewer, so 
making it higher would be helpful.  Hille responded that if they do replace that there they would 
look at the whole profile of that grade, clearance issues, and all those kinds of things.  
 
Strandell commented that he is also thinking that the approach, or the up-ramp going west, he 
would like to see some kind of a merge in that area because currently the lane goes directly into 
the traffic lane so if it could be designed to allow more of a merge into the traffic lane that would 
be good. 
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Stauss stated that the big thing is that your studying all of this to see how bad that structure really 
is to determine if we need to build new, or if we can fix it up.  Hille responded that he agrees, 
and added that they have a really good team assembled to look at some of the stuff, some of it we 
already know, but some of the cost elements they don’t, and when you start rehabbing, where to 
do you stop, and what requirements are there not only from the AASHTO Design Standards, but 
Federal Highways as well.  
 
Strandell asked if there has been, or will be any consideration for replacing the on-ramps that 
were removed when the dike was constructed, going east on 4th Street.  Hille responded that they 
are not there at all.  He added that if it were a rehab structure, they probably wouldn’t look at it 
until they replace the 4th Street bridges, if it is a replacement they would look at it, but he doesn’t 
know much about traffic, he only knows about bridges, so he would have to defer that to 
someone else. 
 
Christensen said that all this planning will probably go on for another year and a half or two 
years, what is the source of money to pay for this, by that he means Federal and State funds, is 
there any local match required.  Hille responded that he can’t answer that at this time because if 
it is determined that both structures be rehabbed it will make a big difference in terms of local 
participation than it will if it is determined it should be replaced.  Christensen asked if this was 
code for saying that if it is a rehab project then the cities will have to participate.  Hille 
responded that there would be some elements of local participation on either project, but he 
doesn’t think they are at the point where they can identify that amount at this time, but he also 
doesn’t think it will be a major financial impact on the City unless the City requests some 
additional things such as widened lanes, or access to bike paths, etc.. 
 
Christensen asked what the length is of this studies shelf life, five years, ten years, when will we 
have to restudy this.  Hille responded that there will be action post-study.  He added that their 
intent is to complete this study this year and then at that time we should have an idea of whether 
we are going to pursue replacement or rehabilitation and will move right into that phase. 
 
Stauss asked if the Sorlie is on the same schedule as the Kennedy.  Hille responded that right 
now the schedules, because of some of the environmental issues and so forth, have put the 
Kennedy ahead at this time, but that could change.   
 
Christensen asked, then assuming everything goes through as planned, what are the State of 
North Dakota’s plans as far as prioritizing this to get it done with Federal and State fund.  
Johnson responded that right now this project is included in the North Dakota S.T.I.P. for the 
Year 2016.  He added that dollar amount shown is just so they have a buffer, they assumed 
replacement, so if it is determined they will do a rehab, those cost estimates will change. 
 

• Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the first thing he would like to highlight is the fact that they are seeking 
nominations for people to serve on the Citizen’s Advisory Group.  He said that the consultants  
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presented this at their June public meetings, and he knows that they are still recruiting as of last 
week so if you have names of anyone you think would be appropriate to serve on this group, 
please contact Glenn Carpenter at 701-250-5960 or by e-mail at glenn.carpenter@kljeng.com. 
 
Haugen explained that the roll of the Citizen’s Advisory Group is; and they hope to have it 
consist of people who are not elected officials, who really don’t serve on the appointed boards, 
but who are true citizens that have an interest particularly in the downtown area; to help the 
consulting team in both States to define what the purpose and need elements of the project are, to 
help them refine what alternatives should be detailed further in review, to help them with public 
outreach, etc.   
 
Leigh said the he read someplace that there really aren’t any issues with the Sorlie Bridge other 
than the fact that it is old, and it probably just needs a new coat of paint and some lightbulbs.  He 
asked if this was true, and if so are we just spending a lot of money studying it for just the sake 
of studying it.  He said that he understands studying the Kennedy Bridge because of the issue 
with Pier 6, but if there isn’t really anything functionally or structurally wrong with the Sorlie 
why are we spending a bunch of money studying it, other than the fact that that is the thing to do.  
Hille responded that they know that there are sections, especially in the lower chord that have up 
to 30% section loss, so there are some serious issues with the Sorlie Bridge, so anyone that says 
there is nothing wrong is incorrect, however, he would also stress that the bridge is safe as we sit 
here, but at the same time, over the next thirty years, without some very basic upkeep we will 
have some issues that would not be fun, and that isn’t a structure that anybody would want to see 
us come in and close it down.  He stated that they definitely have some maintenance issues that 
have to be addressed on both of these structures, and there is no question about it. 
 
Stauss commented that on the Sorlie the possibility of raising it because of flood issues was 
brought up, but doesn’t the Railroad Bridge stop the water first, and if that is true why would we 
need to raise it.  Hille responded that the only issue with raising the Sorlie would not be 
hydraulic oriented, it would be access oriented, and it would be such that you could access the 
bridge up to the point in time that the flood walls were closed, as you do now, but there is a 
lower area after you get through the flood walls, so if they brought that area up to the elevation 
of the flood walls, or a bit higher than that it might be a bit advantageous for access during 
flooding events.   
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that the scope of work from KLJ shows that the 
alternatives do talk about raising that area three-feet in order to allow the bridge remain open as 
long as the flood wall is opened.  Leigh asked if this wouldn’t have an effect on getting to the 
parking lots on the Minnesota side if they raise that area.  Haugen responded that it could 
potentially affect that.  Thomas added that it would lengthen the project, they would have to 
down DeMers Avenue in both directions to make sure that they accommodate that element.  
Christensen commented that he doesn’t think this would be a very good idea.  Hille stated that 
they aren’t talking a three-foot higher flood-wall, they are talking three-feet in terms of the 
approach.  Thomas commented that one thing to note is that this is a scope that is identified by 
the consultant for estimating their hours and time, so they throw three-feet in there as an 
assumption for estimating their time, it isn’t a set in stone elevation for fixing that area, it is just 
a number that was picked out to estimate their hours and time. 
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Hille said that you need to remember, and he is going to combine the Sorlie and Kennedy, that 
the reason that they are trying to get comments are:  1) to determine what the right thing to do is; 
but just as importantly 2) to determine what things can be ruled out early on so they don’t spend 
a lot of time and money on them.  He stated that if raising the flood walls at all is going to be off 
the table for both communities, say it now so we don’t spend time and money on it.  Christensen 
responded that for Grand Forks he would see no reason to raise anything, so he would be all for 
taking that off the table, but he is only speaking for Grand Forks.  Stauss said that East Grand 
Forks is very concerned about the closure of DeMers at any time, but considering the number of 
floods that require closure, and while they say it is happening more and more often, he would 
agree that this is something they probably don’t need to consider.  Hille responded that the 
comments they are getting here are important, but they will certainly take a look at what the cost 
would be, from a bridge maintenance standpoint a lot of the issues they have on the lower chord 
is because they have ice chunks hitting it and causing some concerns from a maintenance 
standpoint, so do they lift it out, do they cover plate it, they will look at those options.   
 
Stauss commented that Mr. Hille is right, some ice chunks hit it once in a while, but most of the 
ice, when it gets up to that point, the ice is normally gone, but underneath there they haven’t 
really had to make any repairs that he can remember.  Hille responded that all the sway bracing 
has been taken off or is non-functional, but they were able to do that because they have sheer 
connectors in the deck when they replaced the deck last time, but of course all the lighting is 
gone that they put up there some years ago.   
 
Stauss stated that he thinks both sides agree that it needs a paint job, so they certainly won’t stop 
them from doing that, it needs it now. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Sorlie itself the open public comment is until the end of July so if 
you have comments you want to submit for the record, you have until the end of July.  
Christensen asked if they weren’t doing that now, the secretary is taking notes, this is our 
meeting, these are our comments, put them in the record, please. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF CANDIDATE PROJECT LIST FOR NORTH DAKOTA S IDE 2014-2017 
T.I.P. 
 
Adams reported that he received a request from Mr. Haugen to table this item until next 
Wednesday.  Haugen agreed that if possible he would like to have this item tabled until next 
Wednesday at the same time.  He explained that we do have to have these project submitted to 
the NDDOT by the end of July, so next Wednesday, July 24th, would work best.   
 
After some discussion, consensus was that a quorum would be available to meet next 
Wednesday. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO APPROVE TABLING THIS 
ITEM TO A SPECIAL MEETING ON WEDNESDAY, JULY 24TH, 2013, AT 12:00 NOON. 
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Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh ,Grandstrand, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED CITIES AREA TRANSIT (CAT) ROUTE CHANGES AND 
DESIGNATED STOPS 
 
Haugen reported that this was included in last month’s packet, when we went into more detail; 
however today’s packet includes all of the comments they formally received, as well as their 
response to those comments for your review.   
 
Haugen stated that 90% of the comments were able to be addressed, and they were able to 
accommodate their individual, unique circumstance.  He said, however, that the 10% that was 
not able to be satisfactorily addressed has to deal with access to the Library.  He explained that 
people wanted to be dropped off closer to the door, but Cities Area Transit believes they are as 
close as they can get with their current routes. 
 
Haugen said that each side of the river will have this go through their local city process for 
consideration and a recommendation of approval.  He added that this body will be asked for 
formal action in August. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported the material included in today’s packet are technical in detail, and were 
primarily meant for the Technical Advisory Committee.  He explained that it describes our 
Travel Demand Model Forecasting Network that we have developed, how it was validated, 
calibrated, to replicate 2010 base conditions so that as we try to convey to you and the public that 
in 2025 we forecast an “x” amount of traffic, or some comfort level that our model was at least 
calibrated to a base year of 2010, and our calibration validation was exceeding the minimums by 
quite a bit for the most part to it is a fairly good model, probably one of the better ones we have 
had in the past, so the information is good, but fairly technical. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there has been a lot of comment about the traffic in North Dakota, and 
the growth trend reports out of NDDOT indicate that we may have reached our peak traffic.  He 
said that the oil patch is experiencing consolidation, different drilling methods, more pipeline 
and railroad activity, so truck activity there is down, so a lot of the traffic in North Dakota 
generally has declined over the last four months, which indicates that last year may have been 
our peak travel.  He added that in Minnesota, and throughout the Nation, peak traffic may have 
occurred a few years ago. 
 
Haugen said that the last thing is, and they will provide more information, but the original 
deadline was to have this wrapped up in June, and we are beyond that timeframe, so we are 
going to prepare a schedule of when we believe we will have a complete Long Range  
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Transportation Plan for your adoption, in any event it should be completed before the end of the 
year, but they will have that schedule possibly by next week for the agenda. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Kennedy Bridge 
 
Malm said that he has a question, which he should have asked earlier, but if the Kennedy is 
eligible to be placed on the Historical Register, how do you prevent it from happening.  He stated 
that if it happens, then you are going to have a big historic area to contend with on the North 
Dakota side.  He asked how that would affect building a new bridge.  Haugen responded that he 
believes there is really little distinction between being on the register and being eligible to be on 
it, if your eligible to be on it your treated as if you are on it, so he doesn’t think there is much 
differentiation between eligible for or on it. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 17TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:50 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Malm, Vetter, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh ,Grandstrand, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 


