
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, February 12th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the February 12th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Dale Bergman, Cities Area 
Transit; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Patrick Dame, Airport Authority; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; Ali Rood, Cities 
Area Transit; Dustin Lang, NDDOT- Grand Forks District; and Bobbi Retzlaff (Proxy For Joe 
McKinnon), MNDOT-RDC (Via Conference Call). 
 
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(s) present were:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineer; Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand Forks; 
Bill Macki, Grand Forks Police; and Roger Hille, MNDOT-Bridge Division. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that, because we have some new faces here today, everyone please state their 
name and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 8TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BROOK, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 8TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 

1 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that it includes a staff report that discusses some 
recent action the MPO Executive Policy Board made, as well as a request they made to the 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks City Councils.  He explained that the MPO Executive Policy 
Board stated their preference for a cantilevered bike/ped accommodation off the Kennedy Bridge 
a couple of times, so in January MNDOT asked if they could come before the board to discuss 
that option.  He stated that at the end of that discussion the MPO Board still wanted the 
cantilevered option to be considered, and asked the MPO Staff to approach each City Council for 
a resolution in support of that option.  Haugen reported that the MPO Staff submitted the request 
to both City Councils, and both did adopt resolutions in support of the cantilevered option, 
copies of which are included in the packets as well.  He added that both resolutions have been 
conveyed to the MnDOT Team.  
 
Grasser said that he would like to expound just a bit on the City of Grand Forks’ resolution, 
which they did modify slightly. He explained that the discussion that was held indicated that they 
were looking for more information before they actually made a decision.  He added that it is his 
understanding, at least it is his hope, that some of that information will be coming through the 
Bridge Planning Study.   
 
Grasser commented that, speaking for himself, and hopefully on behalf of the City; some of the 
things that he was looking at, that he feels will be important for them to consider at the 
community level would be whether or not we do an EA or an EIS.  He explained that that could 
maybe add two years or so to the project.  He added that he thinks what they are looking for, 
what he is hoping to see in the report, is more discussion on that, or affirmation of it, as well as 
what the timelines might be, what trigger points might be, etc. 
 
Grasser stated that what has occurred to him is, if we delay the Kennedy Bridge for two years, 
that would move us to a 2018 timeframe, which would be concurrent with the Sorlie Bridge 
project.  He said that he thinks it is important that if we can identify and understand what the 
permutations of that might be, and he doesn’t know if there are any, but he knows that we can’t 
do two bridges in one year, but he doesn’t know if there are permutations with funding, so he 
would be looking for more insight, or understanding of what that might be. 
 
Grasser commented that dollars are always a concern, and right now the local communities really 
don’t have any dollars in the game, but would that change if we continue with the cantilevered 
bikepath option. 
 
Grasser said that he knows this isn’t supposed to be as real detailed study, but they are curious 
about tie-in points also, especially on the south side of the bridge.  He commented that we have a 
historical structure, we have a flood protection structure, so, again, just some insight so they get a 
better sense of decisions and impacts so that they can come back to, and make knowledgeable 
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decisions as to what those are so the closest they can get to that would be great, so they are 
looking forward to seeing the plans. 
 
Grasser asked if either Mr. Hille or Mr. Haugen know what the timetable is for completing the 
Bridge Study.  Hille responded that the study should be out on Friday.  He said that he has seen 
initial drafts, and because they need to move this project along and keep it on schedule, they are 
just as concerned, or maybe even more concerned, about both projects combining, so they fully 
plan to take that, and take a step out of it by not doing their normal DOT review, so it will be 
sent out to everybody on their Study Advisory Committee.  He stated that you may see some 
things that maybe aren’t quite as refined as you would like, but to do further refining would take 
another two weeks in the process, so he fully expects it to be out Friday, or certainly no later than 
early next week. 
 
Hille commented that he thinks you will see some options laid out before MnDOT and NDDOT 
make their decision to go forward.  Grasser said that he thinks this will be helpful.  He added 
that, suffice to say, the City of Grand Forks, and others are very interested in getting this 
information and being a participant before any decisions are made, and again in understanding 
what any permutations may be about the different decision options that are there, so he fully 
expects that this will go back to the City Council. 
 
Hille stated that he would like to give a short update on some of the challenges with this project, 
and answer any questions anyone might have. 
 
Hille reported that the progress on this project has been going fairly well, on schedule, although 
they have delayed the final draft report another week because they are doing some internal audit 
checks to take care of any quality control issues, quality assurance issues, but it should be out 
this Friday, or early next week for comments. 
 
Hille said that the intent of this is not to be a detailed study that says “this is the option we are 
going to proceed with”, it is instead a broad statement that says that this is what a replacement 
study would look like, this is what the cost will be, this is what some of the rehab options will be. 
 
Hille commented that the process they tried to go through with their Study Advisory Committee 
is to garner all the comments that they may not have foreseen otherwise, as well as to determine 
the level of concern.  He said that there are three major concerns they are addressing on this 
project.  He stated that the number one concern is that we have some structural issues with the 
pier that have to be addressed, and they have to be addressed soon.  He said that he won’t define 
soon because they are monitoring that pier on a six-month basis, and if they were to find that it is 
moving a whole lot more than it is right now they might have to take some kind of interim 
action.  He added that the deck also has about four or five years of life left at the very most, so 
between now and the rehab project there will be a lot more patching on that deck.  
 
Hille said that two other things that have come out is a major concern about traffic, and how it is 
handled during a rehab project; and the other is that we need all four lanes in terms of capacity.  
He stated that they are also hearing that projections for a six-lane structure are probably not 
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there.  He commented that lastly they are hearing a lot of things about pedestrian traffic and 
allowing pedestrian and bike facilities on that structure.  He said that they are hoping to go into 
this thing, they have done a lot of projects in a lot of communities, and they are hoping to do this 
one with a little bit more of a partnership type process than some of the others.  He stated that he 
knows that there are resolutions out there saying that this is the option we want, but generally 
speaking they go into these projects saying that, as you make your decisions you need to make 
sure that you are spending enough time contemplating the pedestrian issue, and that you make 
sure you do address it. 
 
Hille commented that there are many, many competing interests on this project; there are 
historical aspects affecting this project that if we were into replacement or major changes to the 
façade might put us into an EA or and EIS study.  He added that there are some positives with a 
cantilevered structure in terms of more capacity for the vehicles, but there are certainly some 
negatives that we need to look at closely as well, such as whether it would put us into a different 
NEPA process, and does it change the corresponding schedule of the project. 
 
Hille reported that MnDOT, along with its partners in North Dakota plan to take everything into 
account, so if there are going to be resolutions they would rather see resolutions that request that 
we make sure that we consider the needs of pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and vehicle traffic 
versus limiting us to one option. 
 
Hille said that, if he can just speak to the cantilevered structure, they have not looked deep into it 
in terms of cost sharing.  He stated that they know that a pedestrian facility on the bridge, in a 
cantilevered fashion can be done, but what happens once they get across the truss portion, does 
that become the City’s responsibility, because at that point it is separate from the structure, and 
what does this mean in terms of cost sharing, and he doesn’t know what it means in terms of the 
connects at each end, but he thinks they will need to have some additional communications and 
meetings to work those issues out. 
 
Hille added that there is also the issue of fiscal responsibility, so if they can find a way that they 
think they can safely accommodate pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the truss system, they 
will want to look at that very hard, especially from a cost standpoint because he thinks their last 
estimate was in the $2,500,000 range for that extra structure, and that certainly is not going to 
suffice if they have to include a new substructure on each side of the bridge. 
 
Grasser commented that he heard that the six-lane investigation kind of fell by the wayside, is 
that because of lack of vehicular volume or lack of connectivity on the bridge.  Hille responded 
that they only looked at the vehicular volume, so he was only referring to vehicle counts on that, 
a twenty-year projection. 
 
Haugen stated that he feels that this has given everyone a good background on the study; and if 
you make those people on the Study Advisory Committee aware of the draft report, in turn we 
will make sure that the Technical Advisory Committee is aware of that draft report, which he 
would assume will be available on the Kennedy Bridge website.  Hille responded that he isn’t 
sure how they plan on distributing the document at this time. 
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Hille reported that when they went into this they really had to look at this structure to say:  “Is 
there enough structure to salvage”.  He added that they knew that some structural issues were 
major, and that was confirmed in the study by the concentration on Pier 6, of course; but as far as 
the structural capacity, especially of the gussets on the truss, it certainly looks like we can get 
another forty or fifty years out of the superstructure on that project.  He said that exactly what 
needs to be done with the hanger connects and some of the approach spans, they aren’t there yet, 
but the bulk of the study was to determine if we can look at just a rehab and it is certainly 
looking like there is enough value in the truss to continue down that way. 
 
Haugen asked, if you do a rehab what is the life that you would expect to get out of the rehab 
project; what is it you’re trying to achieve, forty years, fifty, sixty, etc.  Hille responded that he 
hesitates to answer that because their consultant might challenge it.  He said that, certainly with 
the truss they are rehabbing in Oslo, there are ways of rehabilitating that truss for a twenty year 
period, and there are ways to rehabilitate that truss and superstructure for a forty-year period; but 
he is going to guess that, just because of the volumes we are talking about here, they would not 
attempt a rehab that wouldn’t have at least a thirty-year life, so he would assume somewhere in 
that thirty-year to fifty-year life span. 
 
Grasser asked if there is an opportunity to provide accent lighting on the bridge as an aesthetic 
feature, or would that be in conflict with the historical issues.  He said that a few years back they 
had a discussion on the Sorlie where, between Grand Forks and East Grand Forks we added 
some accent lights to pretty-up the structure, and he is just wondering if anything like that is 
being contemplated on the Kennedy.  Hille responded that he thinks that he can answer that by 
saying that conventional lighting on this structure will be part of the rehabilitation process, any 
accent lighting, any special lighting, and special sorts of things or signature structures would 
require local participation, so if you want a certain type of lighting you would be part of that 
design and cost process. 
 
Bergman reported present. 
 
Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that he doesn’t have any information available on the Sorlie, however there are 
some drafts being circulated around for review and comment, but he doesn’t believe they have 
been released for general public consumption.  He asked if there is a timeline for when the 
Purpose and Need draft chapter would be available for the public.  Hille responded that he is on 
his way to Bismarck tonight, and he knows that their next meeting will be going through more of 
the structural aspects of the report because an EIS is a major process, and there are conflicting 
thoughts among agencies as to whether or not that project will demand an EIS or an EAW, or 
even a CADX in terms of a NEPA process, but North Dakota has elected to go into that EIS 
process, and MnDOT supports it, but that is a lengthy process, so he thinks the concentration will 
be kind of how is it organized versus what is the content. 
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Haugen reported that there is an Advisory Committee meeting next Tuesday, so maybe after that 
that chapter will be released for public consumption.  Hille said that he thinks KLJ is using their 
website for distribution. 
 
Information only.   
 
MATTER OF MINNESOTA SIDE CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
 a. TAP Project 
 
Erickson reported that Safe Kids Grand Forks is applying for a Transportation Alternative 
Program (TAP) Grant to help fund the Safe Kids To School Program with the East Grand Forks 
Public School system.  She explained that TAP now combines Transportation Enhancement 
(TE), Safe Routes To School infrastructure, and Scenic By-Ways into one grant program.   
 
Erickson stated that their goal is to get more training supplies, safety equipment, bicycle racks, 
and speed radar signs; and East Grand Forks is the sponsoring agency and they signed a 
resolution in support of this.  She added that this is consistent with the MPO’s Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and the Safe Routes To School Coordinator supports this. 
 
Haugen pointed out that Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand Forks, is present today for any questions 
you may have.  He stated that this, again, is on the Minnesota side and the TAP application is for 
FY2017 and FY2018.  He added that there was a total of $900,000 set aside for TAP projects, 
and there is no minimum application amount for non-construction projects, so this doesn’t fall 
below any type of minimum amount, therefore staff is recommending that this body forward a 
recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that this is consistent with our planning 
documents, and, since it is the only application, to give it a top priority ranking. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL NON-INFRASTRUCTURE 
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (TAP) APPLICATION AS BEING 
CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND GIVE IT A 
PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Olsen said that she just wants to say thanks to members of the MPO and the City of East Grand 
Forks who have helped and supported them.  She stated that it has been a complicated process 
with the change in federal and state funding for Safe Routes To School projects, so they really 
appreciate the support and input they have had in putting this application together. 
 
Brooks asked if there was a certain type or style of bike rack being considered.  Olsen responded 
that they looked at the basic bike rack.  She explained that they bought a bike rack for West 
Elementary last year, and it was just a basic $400 bike rack, and what they saw at Southpoint last 
year when they did the “Bike to School Days” is that they are getting three or four times as many 
bikes as they have bike racks space for, but she would be happy to look at any racks you would 
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like considered.  Brooks commented that they have been hearing that some of the old style racks 
don’t fit with some of those new regulations, but if you start going with the new designs the costs 
will go higher than $400 a rack.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Haugen reported that tomorrow the ATP has invited the TAP Applicants to come and present 
their project to the ATP for consideration, so the ATP will have a presentation before the MPO 
Board to ensure they make the final decision on whether it is consistent and a high priority.  He 
said that the ATP is just having the presentation, they aren’t going to make decisions tomorrow, 
but they will make a decision in two weeks and by that time the MPO Executive Policy Board 
will have met and will we will probably be authorized to sign the application as being consistent 
and a high priority.  He added that they typically like to have the MPO take its action before the 
next step, but just for timing purposes, this is how it worked out, and again, as Patty Olsen 
alluded to, this new TAP process on the Minnesota side has some growing pains. 
 
 b. City Sub-Target Project 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it states that we have received nothing on 
the State Highway system for FY2018; nor did we receive anything on the County System.  He 
stated that every fourth year East Grand Forks is on rotation for the City Sub-Target Funds; and 
2018 happens to be the year they receive those funds.  He commented that in 2014, this year, 
they will be reconstructing 17th Avenue N.E.; and in 2018 East Grand Forks has submitted a 
project to convert a portion of 10th Street N.E. from gravel to pavement. 
 
Haugen stated that the amount of federal funds available is still unknown.  He said that one of 
the things the ATP will decide tomorrow is how much of the City Sub-Target they will take 
away from the City and convert to Transit Capital.  He added that Minnesota is giving our ATP 
several hundred thousand dollars more for both the City and County system in FY2018, so, 
again, we, as an ATP have to decide how much of a value above $0 we have to set aside for 
Transit Capital out of the City Sub-Target and the County Sub-Target programs.   
 
Brooks asked how much East Grand Forks is spending on Transit Capital.  Haugen responded 
that it isn’t just East Grand Forks Transit Capital, it is for the whole district.  Ellis stated that they 
are in need of a bus. 
 
Haugen commented that the State of Minnesota has informed each ATP that they do have to set 
aside some highway dollars for Transit Capital out of the millions of highway dollars Minnesota 
receives, the only two programs that Transit Capital can come out of are the County Sub-Target 
and the City-Sub-Target. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LIST OF CONDIDATE PROJECTS FO RTHE FY2015-2018 T.I.P. AS 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, February 12th, 2014 
 

8 
 

BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND GIVE 
PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF NDDOT LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that an update presentation was given on the status of the work done on the 
NDDOT Local Road Safety Plan (a copy of the presentation was included in the file and 
available upon request).  He added that if anyone is interested they can download the webinar at:  
https://srfconsulting.filetrnsfers.net/downloadFilePublic.php?filePassId=d40dfcceb47c91f6c967b
5fbd3d21ecf.  
 
Haugen explained that the plan is based on County boundaries and will include safety issues in 
the 12 Urban Areas of North Dakota.  He added that ultimately there will be a plan for Grand 
Forks County, and the separate plan for the City will be a list of projects and a cost estimate for 
each.   
 
Haugen stated that the plan is consistent with our plans. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF STATUS OF METROPOLITAN TRANSPORATION PLAN 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, included in the packet, and pointed out that it states that both 
MnDOT and NDDOT have reviewed our Long Range Transportation Plan, and all comments 
have been addressed.  He added that the plan has a five year shelf life which means that in 
January of 2019 we will need to do another update. 
 
Haugen reported that there is one corrective action that we need to address; our Environmental 
Justice Manual needs to be updated to reflect new guidance regulations.  He explained that our 
current document requires an “and” designation for our low income and minority concentrations 
of population, having both rather than just one or the other; while the new regulations require 
they have an “and/or” designation.   
 
Haugen asked what the timeline is for making this correction.  Johnson responded that it needs to 
be done as soon as possible as the Long Range Transportation Plan was approved subject to this 
change being made.  Haugen stated that the reason he asked is because Teri Kouba will be 
attending Environmental Justice training in April, which will help with the update. 
 
Williams asked if the City of Grand Forks would be getting a letter saying that their funding has 
been unfrozen now that the Long Range Transportation Plan has been approved.  Johnson 
responded that they instructed the MPO to finalize their 2014-2017 T.I.P., which will do that. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. Status of 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that staff will be seeking approval from the Technical Advisory Committee for 
the Final 2014-2014 T.I.P. at your March meeting.  He added that between now and then there 
will be a lot of requests for T.I.P. tables.   
 
Haugen commented that we will also begin working on the Draft 2015-2018 T.I.P. in April.  He 
said that we finish one T.I.P. document and begin another. 
 
Information only. 
 
 b. Status of 2014 Work Program 
 
Haugen reported that last month we approved carrying over the Pavement Management and 
Freight Access projects into 2014.  He said that the Traffic Incident Management Plan may be 
delayed until some training is able to be done, which would free up some additional monies for 
another project so if anyone has anything they would like the MPO to consider, please get that 
information to him as soon as possible. 
 
Information only. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 12TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:23P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


