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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, August 21st, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the August 21st, 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 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. 
 
Guest present were:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT Local Gov’t Division; Jane Williams, GF City 
Traffic Engineer. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 24 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE JULY 24TH, 2013, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, and Leigh. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that, as mentioned at last month’s meeting, we did not meet our original 
deadline for completing our Long Range Transportation Plan Update.  He explained that this is, 
for the most part, due to issues with MAP-21 as it has really thrown a monkey wrench into our 
process, and still continues to do so. 
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Christensen reported present. 
 
Haugen stated that because of our missing our deadline, Federal Highways and Federal Transit 
and our two State DOTs sent us a letter indicating that we now have to have an update completed 
by January 31, 2014.  He said that in the meantime, while we work towards that date, another 
action they have placed on us is to freeze our current T.I.P. document.  He explained that this 
means that our current 2013-2016 T.I.P. cannot be adjusted or amended to add in new projects, 
change the scope of work, or to add in additional funds.  He said that this also means that our 
2013-2016 T.I.P. is our T.I.P. document until we complete the Long Range Transportation Plan 
Update. 
 
Haugen reported that normally in August of each year we would be approving a new T.I.P. 
document, however, not only because of the freeze, but also because he doesn’t think either State 
is ready to adopt a new T.I.P. in August, we cannot adopt a 2014-2017 T.I.P. until after our Long 
Range Transportation Plan is completed, so not until January 31st, 2014. 
 
Haugen stated that they gave us a deadline of August 12th to have a new schedule showing how 
we will meet completion of our Long Range Transportation Plan by that January 31st, 2014, 
deadline.  He pointed out that included in the packet were copies of those communications from 
Federal Highway. 
 
Haugen said that in working with SRF on changing and streamlining the scope of work, we have 
produced a schedule that shows how we will achieve that deadline.  He referred to a slide, 
illustrating the updated schedule, and went over it briefly (a copy of the schedule is included in 
the packet and available upon request). 
 
Haugen pointed out that, although the deadline for completion of the Long Range Transportation 
Plan Update is January 31, 2014, Federal Highway and Federal Transit both require a 30-day 
review period, therefore the entire month of January is set aside to allow for them to review the 
document we produce, which means that at our regular December meeting we will be asked to 
adopt our updated plan, which also means that we will be granting preliminary approval in 
November, so we need to have a draft plan available by late October. 
 
Haugen referred to copies of an e-mail he included in the packet, and explained that it discusses 
clarity questions he asked regarding the T.I.P. freeze discussed in the MTP Letter of July 29, 
2013.  He pointed out that the letter said that they are allowing a one-time amendment process to 
occur, however it is only available to our State Agencies and our Public Transportation Partners, 
they are the only agencies that can propose amendments to our 2013-2016 T.I.P., thus counties 
and cities don’t have this same window of opportunity.  He added that another thing though, that 
somewhat eases this a bit is that the frozen current year isn’t 2013 but actually 2014 so all the 
projects we have identified to occur in FY2014 can proceed as normal, they aren’t frozen.   
 
Haugen commented that after today the State Agencies and Public Transit Operators will start 
proposing the amendments they seek to our document so in September we will be asked to 
amend our current document to bring these projects into our T.I.P. document so that they can 
proceed. 
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Haugen stated that MAP-21 is still being implemented, and we are still discovering some of the 
implications it is causing, including the fact that we were just informed ten days ago that our rate 
of growth in revenue has been cut in half.  He said that we were previously approved to use a 3% 
growth rate, but we are now projecting a 1.5% growth rate. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and pointed out that the baseline is from our current plan, in which we 
were assuming a 2% rate of growth, and now we are going backwards.  He added that the slide 
also shows that as we go out into our out-years are purchasing power is eroding as well because 
our cost inflation is at 4% on the North Dakota side and 5% on the Minnesota side, so every year 
we are losing roughly 2.5% of our purchasing power. 
 
Haugen explained that what this means for our total budget is that we lost roughly $50,000,000 
with the rate of growth change over the life of this plan.  He commented that, as he has 
highlighted, we have budget constraints going into this and those constraints just got bigger.  He 
pointed out that with our current plan we had roughly $300,000,000 in our budget for projects, 
and that amount has been decreased to $200,000,000, while the cost of the projects has actually 
increased to $340,000,000.  He stated that what this all means is that we now have some real 
budget constraints coming at us now that weren’t as bad ten days ago.   
 
Grandstrand reported present. 
 
Vetter asked if the decrease in the revenue forecast was due to the census data.  Haugen 
responded that it isn’t, that it is due to MAP-21.  He explained that we were utilizing some 
interim SAFETEA-LU forecast year budget, and with MAP-21, NDDOT in particular and 
MNDOT, when they look at our two year bill and see what they are forecasting for 2014 
appropriations, they are only at roughly 1.5%, so MAP-21 is now the official adopted bill for 
Congress that shows how much money they are willing to infuse into the transportation system, 
and it is 1.5%, so MAP-21 is causing us to have to shrink our rate down to 1.5%.  He added that 
further frustration is that this is only a two year bill and we are going out to FY2040 with federal 
forecasting, and the Highway Trust Fund is having to be infused regularly with general funds, so 
it is very difficult for us to forecast funding. 
 
Christensen commented that this is a great report, and your telling us what is going on, but we 
don’t really know what we’re going to have three years from now to fund project with.  Haugen 
responded that these are the assumptions that we are going to be using.  Christensen said that we 
are here to make decisions based upon something, but what kind of decisions can we make if we 
don’t have any idea what our revenue is going to be.  Haugen responded that this is giving you 
the information, what kind of revenue your going to have, now $203,000,000 to maintain and try 
to predict out to 2040.  He said that the next slides give us a direction as to where we will be 
going.  Christensen stated that what he is saying is, how can you possibly try to forecast out to 
2040 when you don’t know what you can do in say 2016, why would you waste our time trying 
to do that.  Haugen responded that that is the process that we are engaged in with the feds to get 
their federal funds on an annual basis.   
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Haugen stated that he fully expects that we will have plan that we will have to adopt, and have 
approved by January 31, 2014, and hopefully amended as soon as possible thereafter.  He said 
that, again, that what we are asked to do with these federal funds, and as part of our planning 
process, is to emphasize the preservation of what we have in place today, and to emphasize the 
facilities that served national and regional significance.  He added that prior to MAP-21, these 
two were the same preservation or emphasis areas but MAP-21 focused the bulk of the federal 
funds, 60%, onto the national and regional transportation system, so not only did MAP-21 shrink 
our rate of growth, but it also determined where monies can come from and what they can be 
used for. 
 
Haugen commented that they did ask all of their agencies to submit a list of what type of 
preservation projects, or state of good repair projects before we start talking about what funds we 
had left over to build new things.  He stated that the NDDOT identified four major 
reconstruction projects they felt needed to be done prior to 2023: 

1) Washington Street Underpass 
2) 32nd Avenue 
3) North Washington 
4) South Washington 

 
Haugen stated that the financial issue we have is that under the old SAFETEA-LU system we 
still haven’t morphed over to MAP-21 as to how the NDDOT separates out its funds, so on the 
North Dakota column, if you take out the Kennedy and Sorlie Bridge projects, there is only 
$15,000,000 during this period of 2016-2022 to do projects on the State Highway System, and 
the underpass project itself would cost more than that.   
 
Haugen commented that the 32nd Avenue reconstruction roughly matches the amount of monies 
we have forecasted for the State Highway System during the 2023 to 2030 period, so we can 
accomplish one project on the State Highway system for that timeframe.  He said that 
Washington Street is a little more bit more than what revenue we have coming in, and we are 
skipping the whole DeMers/Washington Intersection.   
 
Haugen stated that we are needing to produce a plan that is focused on how we can preserve our 
existing system and how it focuses on our National/Regional priorities, so what we will end up 
doing to accomplish that is to transfer some of the funds from one column into another so that we 
are meeting those emphasis areas.  He added that a good part of our plan will be identifying the 
need for additional revenue to not only maintain, as we won’t be able to maintain everything 
even if we do this, but to also find revenue sources to grow our system.  
 
Haugen reported that to help try to ease this process and make it go quicker, Federal Highway 
had asked us, at the start of this process to identify projects in value of $1,000,000 or more that 
are typically a state of good repair projects, but that value has been raised to only those projects 
in value of $5,000,000 or more, which is a value that Congress actually uses.  He added that, 
while we are trying to only identify and list those projects that are $5,000,000 or more, we still 
have to set aside an on-going annual amount even though we aren’t listing specific projects so 
that we know we have the ability to maintain what we currently have.   
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Haugen summarized that this is where we are at right now with our local agencies, trying to 
identify what are those real high value projects that we have to individually list, and how can we 
look at some of these projects that are currently scoped as reconstruction, with a high cost, to see 
if we can do a pavement technique that will allow us to stretch the roadway surface longer, and 
delay the reconstruction. 
 
Haugen stated that we are still looking at a few expansion type projects to see how, and if we can 
get them as recommended projects.  He added that it is very likely that we will have a lot of 
illustrative projects in our plan, projects that we would like to do, but we just can’t show that we 
have the financial resources available now, but if that individual project can get funding awarded 
it, we will amend our plan to bring them in as a recommended project, then follow through with 
a T.I.P. amendment. 
 
Haugen reiterated that we have a deadline of January 31, 2014; and we know we have constraints 
and the unknowns of what MAP-21 is bringing to us, and we discover new issues weekly, yet we 
are still required to have this Long Range Transportation Plan in place. 
 
Haugen commented that he did have a slide that shows all of our recommended projects in our 
current 2035 Plan, but the vast majority of them are no longer going to be viable alternatives for 
us to try to pursue or debate, such as whether or not we should or shouldn’t have a bridge located 
here, or there, there just won’t be funds available to do them.  
 
Information only. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen distributed copies of the list of members selected for the Citizens Advisory Committee 
for the Sorlie Bridge Project, as well as a description of what the committee is and does. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that he included a summary of the public 
information meetings held on July 17th.  He stated that nine people attended on both sides of the 
river, and there was a variety of interest expressed.   
 
Haugen commented that also included in the packet are slides of the presentation that was given 
at the public meetings.  He explained that the bulk of the slides discuss the findings from an 
inspection done on the bridge, which was one of the consultants full-checklist type inspections.  
He said that they discovered that there aren’t any new surprises, what they already know is pretty 
much all there is to know about the structure.  He said that it shows there is just a couple more 
years of deterioration, but that it is in fair condition other that the issue with Pier 6, which does 
need to be addressed in the near term.  He added that they are noticing that the deck is starting to  
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show a lot of wear, but they were aware of this already.  He said that the main point of the 
inspection was that they didn’t find any real new information, or surprising information that 
caused them any concern. 
 
Haugen commented that the remaining slides focus on whether or not the Kennedy Bridge 
should be considered historical or not.  He said that the conclusion is, based on a couple of 
criteria that the federal government has laid out to allow things be considered historical, the 
Kennedy Bridge does meet those criteria so it will be treated as a historical structure. 
 
Haugen said that there was some time spent on discussing that if they should decide to pursue 
replacement of the structure, some of the replacement type structures do have some limitation,  
one being that a center pier has to be part of any replacement structure. 
 
Haugen reported that one question that was raised was when do we have to start addressing these 
bridge projects.  He said that the Draft North Dakota S.T.I.P. for 2014 to 2017 shows the 
Kennedy Bridge project with a line through it.  He explained that the reason for this is because 
North Dakota had sent a previous document that showed the Kennedy Bridge in the Urban 
program, so to try not to be confusing they drew a line through here and only highlighted on 
those things he needs to focus on, so it is still in 2016. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Sorlie Bridge, North Dakota is suggesting that they will show it 
in the 2017 year of the S.T.I.P. as a pending project, and if North Dakota does get enough either 
State or Federal Funds they will start utilizing 2017 year funds towards that project.  He said that 
in communicating with North Dakota, our T.I.P. document may need to show in 2017 North 
Dakota’s funding of the bridge with a note saying it is pending.  He stated that on the Minnesota 
side we will have to show it as zero funds with a notation saying that North Dakota may fund 
some of this out of 2017 funds, and then in 2018 we will possibly show the reverse, so we will 
have to make a decision in September how we will show the Sorlie Bridge and how it is 
programmed into our T.I.P.  He said that for the City of Grand Forks that may mean they will 
need, although unlikely, there is a small chance that your City share may have to be available a 
year earlier than anticipated. 
 
Haugen reported that every year now, you will be asked to approve programming of projects into 
the T.I.P., and you will be asked is this the project your wanting to program, so you will have to 
decide whether it is consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan, and is it the project you 
want to program.  Christensen asked if this is for each city.  Haugen responded that each city will 
have that participation, but it is really the MPO Executive Policy Board that will be addressing 
those questions.   
 
Leigh asked how we know how much East Grand Forks is going to come up with for these 
bridge projects.  Haugen responded that on the Minnesota side, typically it is zero dollar 
participation.  He said that there may be some work you want to do concurrent with the bridge 
projects, but that would be your decision to do work that isn’t bridge related, but in the vicinity 
of the bridge.  He said that an example might be, MNDOT is going to be doing some road work 
downtown, and you took the opportunity to some utility work at that same time.   
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Christensen asked, from a strategy standpoint, assuming Grand Forks adopts this policy, we can 
put it in our T.I.P. when we know Minnesota’s got the money to do it, but to put it in our T.I.P. 
prior to that time would be disadvantageous for the City of Grand Forks.  Haugen responded, 
however, that we need to have it in the T.I.P. document, and we have it in the T.I.P. document 
just like we do for the Kennedy Bridge, and a lot of other projects, as a placeholder as we don’t 
know exactly what the project is, but we do have a project and a year we want to do it, as well as 
a guess as to what the cost will be.  He said that we have to have this in the document as there is 
still a need for approval from Federal Highway in order for it to proceed to the year of 
construction, and one of the first steps in that approval process is to make sure it is in the T.I.P. 
and S.T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that we are engaged in the EIS process, we are engaged annually in the 
T.I.P./S.T.I.P. cycle to make sure that we always have the ability to say, negotiate, and 
cooperatively agree to what that project will be in end. 
 
Christensen said that this is what he heard, he heard that we have to identify State projects for 
priority, money is going to be preserved to fund State projects, and that is on our side, but he 
supposes they have to do the same thing on the Minnesota side.  Haugen responded that 
Minnesota did their MNSHIP document in which they basically said that because of MAP-21 
there will be zero investment in the State Highway System in our MPO area for the first ten 
years, out past 2023, and from 2023 to 2040 there is a small investment they will make, each 
fourth year the City of East Grand Forks gets roughly $500,000 to pick a preservation project to 
maintain their system, so on the Minnesota side the State already has gone through their MAP-21 
analysis, absorbed all the funds for their State project, looked at statewide needs and felt that 
East Grand Forks’ State Highway System doesn’t need any projects until the second half of the 
MNSHIP document, although Minnesota is also saying that they need more revenue, and the 
Governor has passed through the Commissioner, to propose to the legislature a plan of how they 
will get more revenue into the State of Minnesota for their transportation system. 
 
Christensen asked, then, how does this work, doing this as a cooperative body when there is no 
money for ten years on the Minnesota side, and there is this gentleman sitting here from the 
North Dakota Department of Transportation, and we’re asked to take and address preservation of 
North Dakota highways, whatever they are, probably two or three in our City, and we’re asked to 
take and set aside monies to fund projects, obviously there will be projects on our side of the 
river, they won’t be something that is cooperative.  He stated that he just doesn’t see it, he isn’t 
trying to be difficult, he is just trying to tell you what he is hearing and what he is seeing, so 
you’re working for both of us, you should give us some direction on this placeholder for a 
project when and if funding is available, because they don’t have any over here for ten years, so 
he doesn’t know what you all want to do.  Haugen responded that there are funds for the Sorlie 
Bridge, they do have a commitment for funds for the Kennedy Bridge on both sides of the river.  
Christensen said that they don’t have any money so it is going to be from the State of Minnesota, 
and Minnesota said no, not for ten years.  Haugen responded they said no except for those two 
bridge projects, as long as they are within the ballpark of these cost figures, there is money 
available.  Christensen stated, then, that your asking us to pick a bridge at this point, and  
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eventually you will be asking us to focus the City’s involvement on which bridge they want to 
do.  Haugen responded that both bridges are on schedule to be done, one in 2016 and one in 
2018, with the 2016 project, because it is on U.S. Highway 2, has virtually zero City 
participation for both cities; the Sorlie Bridge, North Dakota’s current policy is that the City of 
Grand Forks needs to participate 10% in the cost, and that is what the $1,465,000 is. With North 
Dakota surplus of funds, the City should consider requresting the State fully fund the North 
Dakota share of the Sorlie Project.  Christensen stated he understood.  Haugen said that 
Minnesota’s current policy is zero percent participation for the City of East Grand Forks.    
 
Haugen summarized that, again, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee on the Sorlie has been 
determined and you have the list of members.  He said that when he is aware of meeting times 
and dates he will forward that information to the board.   
 
Haugen stated that one of the first important things on the Sorlie Bridge project is the Purpose 
and Needs Statement.  He explained that if they have too broad of a Purpose and Needs 
Statement we are looking at all sorts of replacements, replacements with alignments, 
replacements with capacity issues; but if they have a more focused Purpose and Need Statement 
then we can eliminate a lot of that loud guessing or loud speculation of what is going on, so the 
Purpose and Needs Statement is critical, and the Citizen’s Advisory Committee is one of those 
groups that has been asked to assist in writing that Purpose and Need, and you now know the 
names of people to contact if you want to give your opinion on this issue.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

a.     Matter of Local Road Safety Plan 
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT has allocated federal funds to each County to do a Local Road 
Safety Plan.  He explained that within those counties that have the twelve large cities in North 
Dakota, they will also do a City focused Safety Plan, or an analysis of the crash data.  He stated 
that Grand Forks County was on the hook, was requested to commit 10% of the cost, which is 
roughly a $30,000 total cost, so $3,000, and they have said that they are committing to 
participate in that so there will be a Local Road Safety Plan done for Grand Forks County and 
the City of Grand Forks.  
 
Haugen commented that how the system works again is our Long Range Transportation Plan has 
to reflect what these Safety Plans are coming up with so as soon as these Local Road Safety 
Plans are adopted, we will have to probably amend our Long Range Transportation Plan to bring 
in some of the information.  He said that it will identify some types of projects, which will be 
good.  He explained that the reason we have to do this is, under MAP-21 they maintain a 
program called “The Highway Safety Improvement Program”, and all of the projects that are 
funded out of the Highway Safety Improvement Program have to be derived from these safety 
plans, and the Long Range Transportation Plan then needs to concur with what these safety plans  
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are saying, so even though he just told you that we will have to adopt a plan by January 31, 2014, 
as soon as these Local Road Safety Plans are done, we will have to do an amendment so that 
those projects identified are eligible for that Highway Safety Improvement Program. 
 
Haugen reported that Minnesota is about a year behind on this.  He said that in the near future we 
would expect Polk County to do this, and Minnesota has also informed us that in the MPO areas 
they will do a similar analysis of the local MPO study area. 
 
Information only. 
 

b. Matter of NDDOT Traffic Counting 
 
Haugen reported that originally North Dakota was going to be doing their 48-hour tube counts in 
the spring, however with the lateness of our spring, and the early construction season that was 
delayed until this fall.  He said that by the last couple weeks of September you should see North 
Dakota DOT crews out there laying down their tube counters.  He added that this will go until 
the first part of October. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 21ST, 2013, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:41 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Vetter, Malm, Strandell, Powers, Adams, Leigh, Christensen, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 

 

 


