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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Thursday, June 20th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mike Powers, Secretary, called the June 20th, 2013 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:  Mike Powers, Gary Malm, Doug 
Christensen, Warren Strandell, Greg Leigh, Clarence Vetter, and Tyrone Grandstrand. 
 
Absent was:  Steve Adams. 
 
Guests present were:  Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Staff present were:  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. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 17 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 17TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen distributed copies of the Sorlie Memorial Bridge Dedication document from 1929.  He 
explained that Henry Tweten, East Grand Forks Council Member, asked that he give all the 
MPO Executive Policy Board members a copy of this document. 
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Haugen reported that back in 2007, with the I-35 collapse, the State of Minnesota Legislature 
took action and agreed to a multi-billion dollar bonding bill to rectify all these fracture critical 
bridges across the State.  Haugen commented that both the Kennedy Bridge and the Sorlie 
Bridge were identified as needing work, and with the bonding bill expiring in 2018, it was 
determined that the Kennedy Bridge needed to be addressed in 2016 and the Sorlie Bridge in 
2018.   
 
Haugen explained that in May of 2008, MNDOT came to East Grand Forks, and without 
consulting with NDDOT personnel, announced that they were going to replace the Kennedy 
Bridge and rehab the Sorlie Bridge.  He stated that since then there have been continuing 
discussions between the two states as to what actions need to be taken on these bridges.  He 
commented that this is even more evident as we get into these project development studies.       
 
Haugen reported that there were several public meetings last week on the Sorlie Bridge, of which 
he was only able to attend the one on Thursday evening here in East Grand Forks.  He said that 
he has the presentations that were given, and he could highlight a couple of things if this body 
wished, but for him the important meeting actually took place earlier on Thursday in Bemidji.  
At that meeting, MNDOT presented its 20-year Highway Investment Program, and MNDOT 
basically stated that they are programming rehab projects, that their financial ability is only to do 
rehab projects, however if replacement is the ultimate decision for the two bridges, most likely 
no large scale improvement would be taken on those structures in 2016 and 2018.  He added that 
with MNDOT’s analysis of MAP-21 Performance Measures, plus their general accounting 
requirements of maintaining assets in good condition, preservation is a strong thing for MNDOT, 
preserving what they have.  He said that they also talked about the bonding bill that ends in 2018,  
if replacement is the ultimate decision on those bridges, while they would be comfortable with 
that decision since they will participate in the decision process, MNDOT made it clear that they 
don’t have financing available to replace both structures within that timeline. 
 
Haugen stated, however, that in any case we still need to go through the full environmental 
protection process, and the EIS on the Sorlie Bridge started last week with the scoping.  He 
stated that they have to go through the hoops and hurdles of showing that we are not excluding 
any and all reasonable alternatives.   
 
Haugen commented that an important document that the scoping process is going to create is the 
Purpose and Needs statement.  He said that he did send an e-mail to everyone to help highlight 
that the Purpose and Needs is where it really starts to narrow down what alternatives are meeting 
the purpose of what they are trying to accomplish, and the need that they have identified. 
 
Haugen referred to a few slides from the presentation that discusses the condition of the Sorlie 
Bridge.  Leigh asked, then, if it isn’t structurally deficient, why waste the money to do the study.  
Christensen asked how much the study will cost.  Haugen responded that he has been trying to 
get that answered.  He explained that a couple of years ago, in our T.I.P. document on the Sorlie 
Bridge, we amended in, because we have to show all federally funded projects, and it needs to 
show up in our T.I.P. document for the feds to take action on the documents that are being 
produced, at that time we showed a just over $3,000,000 start to the EIS process, that was North 
Dakota’s 100% funding to start, with the next year being matched by Minnesota, and the third 
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year being a 50/50 split between the two states for the remaining amount for the EIS.  He said 
that since then they have hired a consultant, and the scope-of-work has been completed, but he is 
still requesting from North Dakota a copy of the scope-of-work and the cost, but have not yet 
received either. 
 
Leigh commented that he is confused, because if the bridge is structurally not deficient, it is 
functional, it is downtown, it is a historical bridge, why wouldn’t we just sandblast it, clean it up, 
fix the lights, and worry about the Kennedy Bridge, which is more heavily used and has some 
issues with its pier, and it could use a pedestrian access, why wouldn’t the money be focused on 
one bridge rather than two of them.  Haugen responded that this goes back to the 2008 
announcement by MNDOT as to what they were going to do with the two bridges.  He said that 
since then they have been working on trying to reach an agreement as to how to address these 
two bridges, and the agreement has been to do a full EIS on the Sorlie and let the process play 
out so that all potential alternatives are examined to the length necessary so that a decision can 
be documented and supported.   
 
Malm asked what the local share is on this.  Haugen responded that the EIS cost has no local 
participation in the cost. 
 
Haugen reminded the board that it will be asked if whatever project they conclude be done is 
consistent with our plan, and then to program it to the dollar value they want into the MPO TIP; 
this board will still have to make a decision to either amend it into our documents or approve it 
into our documents. 
 
Christensen asked what the estimated date as to when the board will have to make a decision.  
Haugen responded it they will need to do so in the next three or four years, but on the Kennedy a 
decision will need to be made within a year, subject to change, because they haven’t even started 
the NEPA process on the Kennedy Bridge, even though it is the first one up for action in 2016.  
He added that we won’t see anything on the Sorlie until 2015. 
 
Haugen reported that the first issue to be addressed on the Kennedy was Pier 6.  He referred to a 
slide illustrating Pier 6; how it was designed and constructed, as well as its existing condition,  
specifically how it is tilting.  He explained that the design has the ability to move 28 inches, and 
so far it has moved half that in its fifty years, or 14 inches.   Leigh said, then that we have 
another 14 inches before we have to be careful when we drive over it.  Haugen responded that 
that isn’t necessarily true.  He explained that there are really two different issues; the top area is 
designed for movement, the Pier itself is intended to remain straight up and down, but you can 
see that this one did not.  So while we have the ability to adjust it further as it has only moved 
half of what it was designed to be able to move, the question is whether or not we can adjust it 
with local MNDOT resources, and the answer is yes, but can we still allow movement in the 
Pier, which is actually moving in two different directions, so there is still a part of their analysis 
needed to try to decide if this critical pier movement is enough to force total replacement of the 
bridge, or if the pier itself can be replaced and the rest of the structure be rehabbed, that is the 
next part of the study to be done.   
 
Powers asked if the rest of the piers are in good physical shape.  Haugen responded they were.  
He added that the only other known deficiencies area the paint flakes, etc., plus they have 
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identified that they need to add bike/ped accommodations.  Powers asked if Pier 6 is on the 
North Dakota side.  Haugen responded it is.  Vetter asked if there has been any movement on the 
other piers at all, as far as having to adjust the rocker bearings.  Haugen responded that they have 
not reported that yet. 
 
Haugen reported that MNDOT has announced when they will be holding their general public 
meeting.  He pointed out that the document included in the packets indicates it is scheduled for 
Tuesday, July 16th, however that has been changed to Wednesday, July 17th instead.  He added 
that they are also going to hold the meeting in two locations, on the Sorlie they held the two 
meetings on two separate days, but on the Kennedy they are going to try to do it as a virtual, one 
meeting in two locations.         
 
Haugen commented that another bit of news that is of some importance to the communities, is 
that MNDOT did attempt to get funding to raise the low spot on the East Grand Forks side of 
Highway 2 and we will encourage them to continue trying in the future.   
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO ACCEPT AND FILE THE 
REPORT. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF T.I.P. AMENDMENT ON FY2013 ANNUAL ELEMENT  
 
Haugen reported that this is a requested action of the board to approve, an amendment to our 
2013-2016 Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
Haugen stated that this is related to the Veterans Transportation Community Living Grant, or the 
One-Click On-Call Center Grant that we received.  He explained that when we originally put this 
into our T.I.P. back in January, on the local side we had missed half of the funding awarded to 
the City of Grand Forks, so the total project back then was roughly $330,000, and we are 
amending that to $650,000.  He stated that the federal amount changed from $270,000 to 
$522,000, so we have to do an amendment to allow Grand Forks Cities Area Transit the ability 
to access the full funding available for this grant. 
 
Haugen commented that there was a separate grant that was awarded to Cities Area Transit as 
well.  He explained that it is a complete separate project, with a complete separate funding 
source, and we have to list it separately.  He said that it is a $50,000 award to use for marketing 
the One-Click One-Call Center, and that $50,000 does not require any local match, but we have 
to amend our T.I.P. to show it as a project so that the federal funds can flow. 
 
Haugen reported that they did advertise for a public hearing at today’s meeting. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC 
HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. 
AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Leigh referred to Page 29, Project #12 Project Description:  “This grant will purchase 
communications equipment to allow Veterans and others to have easier access to schedule public 
transportation”, and asked who “others” encompasses, is it handicapped or disabled people.  
Haugen responded that it is.  He explained that anyone who meets the criteria for demand 
response, even our senior citizens who aren’t disabled, this one-click one-call will assist them.   
 
Leigh asked what the actual equipment includes.  Haugen responded that it is a combination of 
computer equipment, GPS type equipment for the vehicles, and communication equipment, that 
will allow veterans and others to have to go to only one place for information and to schedule a 
pick-up.   
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF PUBLIC INPUT MEETING ON CITIES AREA TRANS IT (CAT) ROUTE 
CHANGES 
 
Haugen reported that Tuesday evening they held a public open house on the proposed changes, 
implementing the Transit Development Plan’s recommendation of going to designated stops, and 
also making some route changes to allow our routes to have better run time performance.   
 
Haugen referred to the packets, and pointed out that copies of individual maps of each of the 
routes were included.  He explained that the maps identify the suggested locations of the 
designated stops for each of the routes, as well as any modifications made to the routes. 
 
Haugen commented that the public feedback they have received so far has been generally 
positive.  He stated that people are aware that on-time performance has been a hindrance to the 
system in the past, so the general response has been positive.  He added that they have received a 
few requests for some additional modifications to the proposed stops, which they will take into 
consideration, so there may be more changes made before final approval is sought. 
 
Vetter asked why the stops wouldn’t be at the bus shelters.  Haugen responded that they 
generally are, but there are some shelters that because the route was changed will need to be 
relocated.   
 
Haugen reported that one thing to note, whereas they kept almost all the routes generally as they 
were, with some minor tweaking, they are eliminating one totally.  He explained that Route 5/7, 
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the Green Route, used to have a slight alternation with Route 7 servicing an area of South 17th, 
but based on both ridership and the length of time of Route 5 versus Route 7, it has been 
recommended that they only do Route 5 every half hour. 
 
Leigh asked how the construction on Columbia has affected the routes, he sees it goes behind the 
hospital.  Haugen responded that it hasn’t been an issue, and in-fact they are actually to go over 
the overpass to get back on campus and do their return trip, so their initial plan was to go behind 
in both directions, but their actual execution has allowed them to use the overpass and get the 
core campus, so it has worked well. 
 
Powers asked if there have been any issues with the elimination of the “wave” stop and going 
with designated stops, will it fly.  Haugen responded that so far, again their comments have been 
fairly positive about this change.  Powers said, though that you won’t make any decisions before 
the 28th.  Haugen responded that they are allowing comments ten days after the public open 
house, which is our norm, so after that it will go through the local processes of the Service Safety 
Committee on the Grand Forks side and through a working session on the East Grand Forks side, 
then action, so we hope to implement this by the time schools starts in August or September. 
 
Haugen commented that another bit of good news is that they were able to cut the cost of putting 
the signs up, implementing the designated stops, by half. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF RE-ADJUSTING FEDERAL URBAN AID BOUNDARY 
 
Haugen referred to a copy of our current Federal Urban Aid Boundary map and explained that 
we are once again making adjustments to it.  
 
Kouba stated that, as you saw on the map, there are boxes provided for comments and questions, 
and most of the questions involved adjusting the lines a very tiny amount to be, as opposed to it 
looking like it is on the center line, including the right of way. 
 
Kouba said that both the State of North Dakota and the State of Minnesota had similar requests 
for adjustments throughout this process, but when North Dakota got ahold of it they felt that 
mostly one of the major ones was the Highway 2 whereas we previously had it just to the yellow 
line on the map, which is the City Limit line, and they suggested moving it out to Highway 2, 
and after we discussed it with MNDOT we moved it all the way past the right of way so all of 
Highway 2 is included into the Urban Aid Boundary. 
 
Kouba commented that other than the above changes there really isn’t much of a difference 
between the maps that were previously brought to this body and the one we are bringing forward 
now.  
 
Kouba stated that staff is looking for approval so we can hopefully finish this process and get 
this information back to both States. 
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Christensen asked about 47th, how much is included.  Haugen referred to the map and pointed 
out how much of 47th is included in the Federal Urban Aid Boundary.  Christensen asked if they 
should move it out further to include the interchange.  Kouba responded that it already includes 
the whole interstate area, including the right-of-way, so it shouldn’t be a problem.  Christensen 
asked when adjustments would be made again in the future.  Kouba responded that this process 
starts after the Census Bureau does it initial population counts, so every ten years.   
 
Haugen explained the process further, adding that at any time during the ten years between 
adjustments, we do have the ability to make changes based on new development, etc., to these 
lines.  He stated that back in the day these lines meant a whole lot more than they mean today, 
today these lines don’t mean a lot but they are still necessary. 
 
Christensen suggested that they may want to include another half mile or so, from 40th down to 
62nd, but if staff doesn’t feel it is necessary, he is okay with that.  Haugen said that when the City 
starts annexing that land, moving the annexation line out, that would be the appropriate time to 
reconsider including more of that area.  Christensen asked if it would be a problem moving it 
half a mile down if we want to.  Haugen responded that it can be done if that is what you want to 
do.  Strandell commented that it seems that it would make sense to follow the dike lines, then 
you probably wouldn’t have to adjust this every few years, it would be in place for some time.  
Christensen asked for Haugen’s opinion.  Haugen responded that for those small things it does 
control having it as constricted as we can is the way staff would recommend we go. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
CHANGES TO THE FEDERAL URBAN AID BOUNDARY, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FHWA-ND MPO PEER EXCHANGE RESULTS 
 
Haugen reported that the reason we held our meeting today rather than yesterday was because 
Federal Highway had this event take place.   
 
Haugen reminded the board that staff has been briefing them on MAP-21 and its performance 
based planning, and how it is a game changer on how everyone involved with federal 
transportation has to change their way of awarding projects, of considering projects.   
 
Haugen commented that it was a good session, however the last bit that talked about developing 
an action plan was constricted to about a five minute conversation.  He stated that he had hoped, 
when he placed this on the agenda last week, that we would actually have a document, and action 
plan in hand to present to you to as to how we are going to implement the performance based 
planning management, but that didn’t happen.   
 
Haugen said, however, that they have periodically been bringing forward for you our draft 
performance measures for our Long Range Transportation Plan, and this is the document we 
received a few months ago, which they will take another look at it, but his base guess is that 
because of the process they went through this is a fairly good start to identifying what our 
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performance measures are, what targets we are trying to achieve with our federal aid and our 
planning methods and program methods, so we will resend this document to everyone. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 20TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:45 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Christensen, Powers, Leigh, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


