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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, January 15th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the January 15th, 2014 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy 
Board to order at 12:06 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, Doug Christensen, Greg Leigh, and Tyrone 
Grandstrand (via conference call). 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; 
Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Roger Hille, MNDOT; Doug Abere, CH2M Hill, Inc.; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand 
Forks; David Kuharenko, GF City Engineer; and Patty Olsen, Safe Kids. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 18 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 18TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and 

 Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 

Haugen reported that, as indicted in your staff report, the project team would like to meet with 
you and go over the study results they have to-date.  He stated that Roger Hille,  MnDOT District 
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2 Bridge Engineer; Les Noehre, NDDOT Grand Forks District Engineer; and Doug Abere, 
CH2M Hill are here for this discussion, and he believes the Mr. Abere will give a brief overview 
on the material that was forwarded to you, as well as the material that was just distributed.   
 
Abere reported that if anyone needs a copy of the information distributed in order to follow 
along, he has some additional copies.  He then referred to a slide presentation of the document 
distributed, and pointed out that there are a number of maps and exhibits included in document.  
He added that a lot of today’s discussion will center around a matrix discussion, found on Page 5 
of the document.   
 
Abere reported that the way that the need for action was set up on this project was around the 
idea of maintaining the existing crossing.  He pointed out that the first graphic gives a basic 
overview of the structure with the main truss and approach spans.  He stated that the primary 
need required for any action is to maintain a structurally sound bridge, a structurally sound 
crossing; and the secondary need includes a reliable crossing for traffic demands and 
improvement of bicycle and pedestrian function at this location. 
 
Abere commented that there are a number of other considerations that were identified, those 
include regulatory requirements for a historic structure; structural redundancy, which we may 
touch on briefly today.  
 
Abere stated that this is a fracture critical bridge, fracture critical referring to the characteristics 
of the original design.  He added that geo-technical conditions and river hydraulics movement of 
soils that creates complexity for any structures that are built in the Red River, and also plays into 
some of these factors. 
 
Abere explained that you are all experts on local context so he won’t spend much time on this 
section, however a quick summary is that the bridge is a four-lane structure, providing four lanes 
of capacity, and travel forecasts indicate that there is no pressing need to expand that capacity for 
vehicular travel.  He stated that the bridge performs well in terms of its clearance above flood 
levels, however there is a dip in the approach roadway that has been recognized and will be 
looked at as part of further engineering design.   
 
Abere commented that the historic and recreational setting, on the bottom of Page 2 of the 
document, discusses that we have the old St. Michael’s hospital building, the Riverside District, 
other elements, and the bridge itself is considered eligible as a historic resource, so all of those 
things have to be considered in the review of the project. 
 
Abere stated that, in terms of development of alternatives, the study they have gone through was 
broadly set up to look at both rehabilitation and replacement of the bridge, and they have 
provided comparisons and packages for both options.   
 
Abere reported that, in terms of the rehabilitation elements; and this is included in Section 2.1 of 
the document, and is shown in the graphics he has on the screen; there are a number of elements 
it is important we address:  Pier 6, which is the transition pier on the North Dakota end of the  
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bridge, on the west end of the truss spans, has tilted, shifted, twisted, moved over the years, and 
thoughts are that consideration of either repairing or replacing that pier be done.  He stated that 
the direction coming out of the study at this time will be to replace the pier because there are 
concerns about moving forward in a timely manner to address the issue.  He added that the 
findings on that particular element were that the pier has essentially moved enough, and the 
questions we had going into the study were whether or not we could continue adjusting the 
bridge to the piers movement, and the answer to that was that you could, however other findings 
show that the pier has tilted enough on its foundation that it is prudent to replace it, which 
created questions about its current orientation and whether more movement should be 
accommodated, thus it was a fairly key element in this whole process. 
 
Leigh asked what will be involved with replacing the pier in its present location, how do you 
support the bridge while replacing it.  Abere responded that they would temporarily support the 
bridge, and you can run traffic on it.  He said that there would be short periods of closure for a 
process like that.   
 
Hille commented that about five years ago they did a similar project, albeit on a smaller non-
truss structure in St. Vincent, where they had a pier that had moved, and they had to do some 
supporting, some mud sills, and so-forth.   
 
Leigh asked what they mean by “close for a short period of time”, what kind of time frame are 
you talking about.  Hille responded that it will depend on whether or not you do the pier 
replacement as a stand-alone project, or in conjunction with the rehabilitation or deck 
replacement.  He explained that the way this is feeling to them right now it would be prudent to 
replacing the pier in conjunction with the rehabilitation or deck replacement because it would cut 
down on the cost.  Leigh stated that his concern is, if that is the road we chose to go down, that in 
closing the bridge for any amount of time it would be devastating because it is a major thorough-
fare, and you just can’t funnel everything through the downtown. 
 
Further discussion on bridge closure, and issues thereof, ensued. 
 
Abere commented that he doesn’t want to under-emphasize Pier 6 replacement because it is a 
pretty important motivation for moving forward on this project.  He stated that the pier is being 
monitored for movement, and watched carefully, so it is a concern to keep an eye on. 
 
Abere stated that there are many other elements here, including repair and protection of the truss 
system.  He explained that because of the bridge’s dynamic against the movement there is a need 
to reinforce the abutment bearings at the end of the bridge, which have also exhibited some 
shifting and some changes. 
 
Abere added that there is also the opportunity to look at the bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations, which we will discuss in the next session of this discussion.  He commented 
that a couple of choices that we have, as you know, are to look at this external structure, and he 
will show some graphics on this in a moment.  He said that the study going in had been scoped to 
take a look at the feasibility of attaching an external trail to the bridge. 
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Abere referred to Page 4 of the document, and pointed out that a couple of things, as they have 
been considering this, an important consideration has come up as to whether the fracture critical 
nature of the bridge, and the importance of maintaining the bridge, a primary need, is whether 
there are any issues in terms of compromising it as they look at attaching a new structure to the 
truss, so there is a concern there; and then there is access to elements that exist out there, both in 
terms of the outside gusset plates, which would allow you a couple of feet of space to work, but 
those are very important connections on the bridge, the inside gusset plates on the opposite side, 
there is a problem with inspection vehicles and how they would be able to reach around, both in 
terms of construction and maintenance of those connections.  
 
Leigh stated that he is getting the feeling that we aren’t going to go down the road of replacing 
the bridge, but are instead look at rehabbing the bridge, so at what point is it more feasible if we 
want pedestrian access to include it with bridge replacement rather than rehab.  Hille responded 
that he thinks the way the study has gone so far, it was necessary to look at the longevity of the 
structure, if there is life left in it and so forth, as well as the cost of replacement versus rehab, and 
it sure feels there is enough structure left there for rehabilitation, so he thinks their decision 
process, when they get into that phase of the project, will be pretty strong for it to be rehabbed. 
 
Abere referred to Page 5 of the document, Table 1, and explained that this brings in the cost, the 
structural performance, that primary goal of maintaining the structure, the construction period 
and traffic impacts, which are important to the communities as they have heard concerns about 
this from  the communities.  He added that historic preservation is a reality for this project as 
there are many issues of review, and they kind of escalate as we go towards the bridge 
replacement option.   
 
Hille commented that he appreciates all this, but he thinks we should go through the rest of the 
graphics and then spend some more time on this matrix, but, again, when we are talking about 
the elements that are pushing us towards that decision, the historical element here is also pushing 
us hard, and if a structure that is eligible for listing on the register can be prudently rehabbed, it 
is very difficult for us to go around that process as well.   
 
Leigh said that he would like to publicly state that, with rehab, if they cannot have a separate 
cantilevered bike/ped attachment to the bridge he would not be in favor of having the pedestrians 
on the roadway with a marked bike lane on a major highway, he just doesn’t think it is a safe 
environment.  Abere said that time will move quickly, but we will discuss several issues here. 
 
Abere referred to an aerial map of the project setting and pointed out that it shows the existing 
trail system on both sides, as well as the historic features on the North Dakota side.  He added 
that the Minnesota side is not without constraints as well, with the campground setting over 
there, so your footprint is an issue with this project, and it grows with a bridge replacement 
concept.   
 
Abere commented that some of the elements of rehabilitation are summarized on the Bridge 
Rehabilitation Alternative(s) - Various Elements/Options graphic.  He pointed out that it shows 
the various cross-sections they looked at inside the truss that were driven by the need to have that 
contrasting look at how to handle this option.   
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Abere reported that the next graphic shows the plan view of a separate cantilevered structure that 
is attached to the truss system, but has a separate structure on the approach spans on foundations, 
so you drive-pile and develop foundations, so you would effectively have a new bridge at the 
approach spans, but would be taking advantage of the existing steel truss and attaching to that.  
He said that this is something that was asked at the beginning of the study, what is the feasibility 
of doing this, and this is what they came up with. 
 
Abere stated that the next graphic illustrates options that accommodate bike/ped traffic inside the 
truss, constrained by the steel truss in particular.  He then went over the options briefly. 
 
Leigh asked, if you have a shared use trail, what kind of buffer or guard rail system would be 
used to keep pedestrians safe.  Abere responded that it would just be a raised curb, and a one-foot 
off-set, which could be potentially played with more, and there is also the possibility of moving 
the joint, so there are a lot of very detailed design issues that start to come up when you look at 
these and take them into a more detailed design, there are a lot of other options when going into a 
more detailed design.  Leigh said that his only thought would be if the shared use is just a raised 
curb, he would think you would need some kind of guardrail or something so the guy that is 
texting on his phone while riding his bike doesn’t just go off into the roadway and get killed, 
because you know something like that will happen.  Abere responded that things like that could 
happen, however they can say that this kind of design is not unprecedented, that these kinds of 
designs are done and so we aren’t looking at something here that, while it might seem to be an 
unusual adaptation of this bridge compared to what your used to, but it is a proven approach, and 
in-fact there are facilities in various cities, particularly for bicycles that have a lot less buffer than 
this.   
 
Noehre commented that there is already a shared use path on 32nd Avenue in Grand Forks, on the 
east end.  Hille added that this is similar to what they used in Crookston, Roseau, and so forth.  
He stated that it is interesting because this is the same discussion he has had a number of times, 
and the counter to that is that whatever you put up there kind of gives one a false sense of 
confidence that they can be closer to that traffic, and certainly without a major concrete barrier of 
some sort that will eat up another two feet of lane, you’re not going to prevent that car from 
coming up or from the bike going off.  Abere added that in any urban situation you are trusting 
pedestrians and drivers to co-exist, and while it is a challenge, it is as different vision of how the 
precious space on this bridge can be allocated, but again, it is not unprecedented and it is meeting 
some support from a variety of internal levels at MnDOT, and has been circulated around the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation sufficiently so that there is some comfort level of 
perhaps going this direction. 
 
Powers asked what the minimum width is for a shared use path.  Hille responded that it is 10-
feet, however 9-foot paths have been used when necessary.  Abere added that some have said it 
can be as narrow as 8-feet, he has heard everything from 8-feet to 10-feet.  Hille commented that 
he has heard a lot of discussion, and you are seeing two of probably twenty different variations 
of how we can accommodate both pedestrians and traffic inside the truss system.  Powers said 
that the reason he asked this is because on the bottom of Page 4 of the document, in real fine 
print, it indicates that someone did a survey on three different days, a Tuesday, Wednesday and  
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Saturday, and thirteen people went across that bridge either on a bike or on foot, so he wonders 
what the need would be for a 9-foot wide path.  He said that to him this would be wasting a lot of 
space that could be used for vehicular traffic.  He asked if there has been any study done that 
would indicate that a ramped up elevation, or use of pedestrian/bike path on this thing because he 
doesn’t see it.  He said that he knows we need it, but…  Abere responded that it is a tricky 
comparison because there is a prohibition sign on the bridge currently, and the bridge really 
doesn’t present itself as a friendly environment for pedestrians and bicycles right now, so the fact 
that you have people crossing it at all, and they can be observed, and he has been out enough that 
he has observed it himself more than once, and have seen people walking on the structure, so 
those are limited periods, so we have thirteen people over a period of three days, but they were 
very limited times of day as well, so we don’t have any data that would really suggest what the 
average daily crossings are by pedestrians and bicyclists, but we know that it is a positive 
number, and that it is fairly regular so we can be confident that there is regular use by people that 
need to do it.     
 
Powers asked, say you have a 9-foot shared path, could you possibly eliminate the path on the far 
left of the bridge.  Abere responded that this is a good question.  Hille added that, it is a 
wonderful question, and in-fact that last two renditions they got from their bicycle/pedestrian 
folks suggest a raised sidewalk on both sides, so this input is very important to them.  Powers 
explained that the reason he brings this up is that during his travels he spent some time down in 
Florida, and even in Minneapolis when you get on the freeway system if you have an accident or 
a breakdown there is no place to move over to get your vehicle retrieved, and he was thinking 
that might be a good place you could split it somehow or another.  Abere responded that a 
shoulder is always useful.  He explained that one of the reasons a shoulder is helpful there is just 
offset from the railing because if a vehicle strays you don’t want it to hit the railing, you would 
rather have it stray a lot before it hits the rail, so that would provide an extra buffer.  He added 
that, again, whether or not you allow bicycles on it is a choice, it could just be a shoulder, and it 
need not be marked as allowable. 
 
Hille stated that this is all very useful information.  He added that that is what they are here for 
today, to get those types of comments; and you’re putting some priorities on the primary need, or 
the traffic need, because the conversations over the last few weeks have been just focused on the 
pedestrian issues.    
 
Abere commented that limited shoulder space, he would note, is already part of the environment 
on Highway 2, in this location.  He referred to an illustration of the top-cross section, and pointed 
out that it is very close to the existing bridge configuration, you only are looking at 4-feet to the 
outsides and a couple of feet to the inside, and that is not unlike what you have today except that 
you actually have a raised curb on the inside of the existing bridge, and Highway 2 east and west 
of the bridge has limited shoulder room, so a constrained cross-section is part of what you have 
to work with all along this highway in the vicinity of this bridge, in his observation. 
 
Abere referred to the document, and went over some of the primary considerations of the 
possible adjusted cross-sections:   

1) Presence of a median is considered desirable – Hille commented that they heard this 
from this body, and from the City Council’s as well, that you desire a center median 
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from a safety standpoint.  He added that they also heard from this body that 10-foot 
lanes are not an option, and he will take this information back for review. 

2) 11-foot-wide travel lanes – Abere commented that this is really working a lot of 
angles is the best way to summarize this consideration.  He stated that 11-foot lanes 
are quite proven, there has been a fair amount of safety analysis of those and there 
hasn’t been any significant suggestions that they are a problem, they are often used, 
they have been used in many sections of the freeway system in the Twin Cities. 

 
Hille referred to the last two graphics of the document, and explained that they are basically 
some of the historic elements that need to be discussed.  He said that anything that is done with 
this structure has a historic element, just the concept of:  1) How do we make sure that on a 
fracture-critical, non-redundant type structure that we put a stout enough rail on there so that an 
errant vehicle can hit that rail and not create a major disaster or a major failure of the structure, 
that is very important.  He added, however, that getting that to the Secretary of Interior’s 
standards is a challenge.  He said that they have gone down that path, and Mr. Abere has done a 
wonderful job of finding some areas, and although it has been challenging, they know that they 
can do it.  He added that if they want to go even further, and try to hang something like that 
cantilevered structure, then the historic element becomes a much bigger challenge.   
 
Abere distributed a graphic illustrating a preliminary layout bike/ped connection concept and 
went over it briefly.  He explained that it illustrates a multi-use trail that would be part of a 
conventional and known system that already exists, and then there could be places where you 
have sidewalks with pedestrians only while other places would allow for both pedestrians and 
bicyclists, and this is illustrating some thoughts around the cross-sections you just saw.   
 
Abere stated that the questions become one of, again, do you provide this section along the 
southside.  He said that some of the advantages of that would be that it fits with an inter-loop 
concept that Mr. Haugen has advised him is consistent with local planning, to have a shorter loop 
for the Greenway, and emphasis the inside connection.  He commented that he would note that at 
the levy on the west end the slope is really difficult to create an ADA connection so there might 
be an optional approach with stairs that could be considered, but to create a switch-back or some 
kind of ramping would be tricky within this limited space.  Hille added that the challenge here is 
to make sure that what they provide will enable you to make an  ADA connection to the 
structure.  He said that this project doesn’t intend to construct all of these connections, they are 
just illustrating them so that they can get input from this body so that if they end up with a shared 
use path, they know what is desired, what works best, and confirmation as to which is the 
preferred side for it to be constructed on.  Abere commented that on the north side there is an 
easy connection that already exists down in the Greenway, so that would be an advantage if it 
were facilitated.  He  reported that one thing he thinks would be a disadvantage of placing the 
structure on the north side of the bridge is that on the Minnesota side there is an entrance ramp 
onto the bridge, and that could create some safety issues for pedestrians and bicyclists, an exit 
ramp is a safer environment. 
 
Strandell commented that he doesn’t seen any alternative for a totally separate structure, like a 
pedestrian bridge.  He said that when he looks at the cost of putting a bike/ped feature on the  
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bridge, $13,000,000; and only a few million more to put a cantilevered structure on the bridge; 
he would like to know what the cost would be to build a separate bike/ped bridge.  Abere 
responded that the $3,000,000 to $4,000,000 is based on having that element attached to the 
truss, and then the separate structure on the approach spans, there might be a little bit of a 
savings with this over what you would have with a totally separate bridge; and when you get into 
a completely separate bridge structure, then you start to ask questions on where you would site it, 
why, how does it relate to other goals, and it becomes a much larger matter. 
 
Abere stated that there is a possibility, he supposes, of a separate consideration, if, for example 
there was no structure attached to this bridge as part of a rehab, it might raise the possibility of 
looking at this option, or other location options later.  He said that in any case you do have the 
complexities of hydraulics, these are not minor issues when you put a new structure on the Red 
River, hydraulics and soil movement, those both play into any of these ideas that involve new 
structure, whether you go with the one that attaches to the truss or another. 
 
Hille commented that he thinks that the original Corps study had a structure at the northend, and 
a structure at the southend, and a structure somewhere between the Sorlie and the Kennedy 
Bridges, that would service the greenway better than we are servicing it here.  He said that, 
again, they are trying to make sure that they accommodate parallel traffic and still have 
something that would enable connections to that from the greenway.  He added that our needs 
may well be served better by a separate structure down the road somewhere, no question about 
that as it would limit the amount of recreational type traffic over this structure, but he thinks that 
is beyond the scope of this particular project. 
 
Abere referred to the matrix on Page 5, and pointed out that there are many things on it, but 
perhaps the bottom row, in terms of looking at this from a project development standpoint, is one 
of the more important things to feature because you can, on one hand, dig into the details, or get 
into the weeds over design choices, which will happen no matter what, so any of these three 
choices are going to get you into a lot of considerations over design and engineering.  He said, 
however, that the perspective they are taking here is more – what does it take to develop a 
project, and to do it in a timely manner – so the three columns, especially the bottom row, 
highlight the timeframes in particular that the reviews and the level of design consideration and 
environmental approvals would bring in with the external bike/ped structure, or bridge 
replacement, certainly being more involved.   
 
Abere added that in terms of bridge replacement, as they kind of eluded to, there doesn’t seem to 
be anything that they have seen so far that really justifies that, and it is a high bar to clear 
because in order to go into bridge replacement you really need to demonstrate that you don’t 
have a better option, especially with a historic structure, and they haven’t seen any capacity 
issues that would indicate a need for expansion, so a lot of the choices are between the first two 
columns.  He stated that there would be a little more risk, in terms of the project development 
process, with an external structure, in terms of getting through the review and approval 
processes, no question. 
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Hille thanked the board for having them here today.  He stated that they would be glad to come 
back with future updates if desired.  He added that, as they move forward their intent is to take 
comments they get from a lot of different agencies and individuals, and some of those comments 
are vehicular oriented, some are pedestrian oriented, and sit down with their partners in North 
Dakota and take those elements and made a final decision as to how they are going to move 
forward and determine how to compromise all those competing interests.  He said that this is 
challenge, but added that they have done it before, and he knows they will do a nice job for both 
cities.   
 
Haugen commented that he thought it was their intent to ask this body to reconsider their 
previous motion.  Hille responded that they are here to present the information.  He said that he 
knows there is a motion by the MPO Board, and with the information that has been presented he 
thought they might want to reconsider that motion.  Christensen asked what would happen if the 
Board doesn’t reconsider their motion.  Hille responded that they will just take the same 
information back, but he can’t say for sure whether or not it will cause a delay with the study.  
He explained that if they went with the external structure option; with the historic elements, and 
the process involved in determining how to deal with those elements, it would certainly add a lot 
of time to this project. 
 
Powers asked if the Kennedy is considered historical now.  Hille responded that it is eligible.  
Christensen added that it is only eligible, it isn’t on the register.  Abere stated that it is actually 
considered essentially equivalent if it is considered eligible or if it is on the register.  Hille added 
that their process is the same, they have the Sorlie Bridge, which is on the register; and the 
Kennedy, which is eligible; but the process they need to go through for federal dollars is 
essentially the same. 
 
Vetter stated that he is still coming at this from a safety standpoint, so in his mind that trumps 
any maintenance issues or historical issues.  He said that if you don’t want to go with the 
cantilevered option, then go with a separate structure to accommodate the pedestrian/bike traffic.  
He added that he doesn’t think that is outside of the scope of this project, not in his eyes anyway.  
He said that part of the scope is to accommodate that bike/pedestrian traffic, and a separate 
structure, he sees as just another alternative to accomplish that primary goal.   
 
Vetter stated  that he doesn’t want to put anyone on the spot, but looking at the Thompson 
Bridge that was just torn down a few years ago, he would venture to guess that the traffic lanes 
on it were not much over 11-feet.  Malm agreed that it wasn’t over that, and they had real trouble 
out there.  Vetter added that we also have a lot of agricultural equipment that gets moved across 
the Kennedy as well, and with the width we have now it looks like it is scraping the guardrails, 
and granted there is probably a couple of feet on either side, but it doesn’t look like much, and 
now you want to shrink that down to 11-feet and take away the buffer zones, the four or six feet 
of buffer we have now; you are just going to cause problems with the agricultural equipment, so 
from a safety standpoint, to him that trumps anything else. 
 
Christensen commented that the picture they saw last meeting showed some kind of machine that 
had a claw or something hanging over the side of the bridge to do repairs to the cantilevered  
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structure.  He stated that what he took away from that is that we can make it look like it is too 
difficult because we have to use a machine, and we think that machine will never be improved, 
but as far as the maintenance of the structure, we are very creative, we humans, and there will be 
a way to repair that structure if it is added to the side of the bridge, so he to suggest that you have 
to build it based upon what kind of equipment you have today begs the question because you will 
have better equipment tomorrow, so he doesn’t think you convinced many people that there will 
be a problem with maintenance of the cantilevered structure.  He added that it all goes back to 
what Mr. Vetter is saying about safety and functionality within this area.   
 
Malm asked, if we want to proceed with the option Mr. Strandell mentioned, a separate structure, 
someone will have to go through this same battle again on the Sorlie Bridge, and that will be 
worse than this battle, so if someway we could get a structure constructed between the two 
bridges that takes care of the pedestrian and bicycle traffic, you solve a lot of problems down the 
road.  Christensen stated that it is his understanding that they have to have some pedestrian 
element on both structures, he doesn’t think they can just do nothing.  Hille responded that both 
structures have what they call 152 dollars, so they have to accommodate some sort of pedestrian 
element.  Christensen asked if they were to do that, in North Dakota, on 47th they went to 8-foot 
lanes, is that something that could be done on these structures as well.  Abere asked if he was 
talking about multi-use trails.  Christensen responded that he was.  Abere stated that MnDOT has 
put that out there as another dimension to consider.  Hille asked if this means that if they went 
with something inside the truss, this body would be comfortable with an 8-foot shared path.  
Christensen responded that this is a team sport, and this team right now is saying they would 
prefer a separate structure, but of course you can do what you want because it is your money, we 
are just giving you our input.  Hille said, however, that it is your city, and that is why they are 
here.  Christensen responded that it isn’t our immediate problem, its Minnesota’s immediate 
problem, you have identified it as your problem.  Hille agreed, adding that as they go away from 
this meeting there is certainly some work that needs to be done on the deck of this structure, and 
there is certainly some work that needs to be done on Pier 6 that won’t wait, there is no question 
about that.   
 
Hille commented that there is some reason and discussion in their department that recreational 
traffic is going to like the North Bridge, the South Bridge, and the Sorlie Bridge much more than 
this structure, there is no question about that, but they still are charged with making standards, 
with giving you something that you can enable ADA standards to, that they have to do.  Malm 
said that he agrees, but added that they shouldn’t go any further than that, don’t try to do 
anything over and above that.  Hille stated that that is why they are here.  He added that they 
appreciate very much your comments, and there is a motion out there, and if you don’t want to 
reconsider that motion that is fine, it is still input, but he thinks in order to keep this project on 
line, and accommodate all of those needs in a timely manner, he thinks we should think about 
putting a structure inside the truss.  Christensen said that he doesn’t disagree, but this MPO has 
expressed its opinion on taking its motion back and we understand we have to work with 
MnDOT, but we ask that you give us as wide a bridge as possible. 
 
Hille summarized that they have some standards here, and they really appreciate this body giving 
them time to discuss all this.  He added that they also appreciate the input this body has given 
them to take back and review.  He commented that they have come a long way with this study, 
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and they are looking a whole lot harder at the rehab options right now, and will now focus in on 
the various options more closely. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FTA #5339 CANDIDATE PROJECTS  
 

Kouba reported that this is a general, a request from mostly our Cities Area Transit, our 
Technical Advisory Committee met but they did not have a quorum so couldn’t say yea or nay to 
this.  She stated that the City Council from Grand Forks has approved this list, of course their 
first priority is their bus washer, and their second priority is their dispatch center renovations. 
 
Kouba said that they have third, fourth, and fifth priorities as well, but given the amount of 
money it is highly doubtful that we would get money, but if it is out there they are definitely 
going to try to get that amount for anything else of their needs that they need.   
 
Kouba reported that this is what they really wanted, as well as informing that there is also some 
New Freedom monies out there that they are looking to get for another bus route, they already 
have JARC monies, but they didn’t get enough so they are trying to get New Freedom monies to 
get a bus route closer to UND from the new apartment buildings that are out along 42nd, so that is 
also out there as well which they are getting approval for. 
 
Kouba said that they are looking for approval for this listing. 
 

MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION FOR 
5339-BUS AND BUS FACILITIES GRANT PRIORITIZATION FORM CITIES AREA 
TRANSIT AND REQUEST FOR 5317-NEW FREEDOM FUNDING, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Vetter, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA RECREATIONAL TRAILS CANDIDAT E PROJECTS 
 

Haugen reported that there were no projects submitted for North Dakota Recreational Trails 
funds so no action is required. 
 
MATTER OF FY2014 WORK PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that a year ago this body approved a two year work program, we have 
completed 2013 and are starting 2014, however there were some projects in our 2013 program 
year that we have to carry over into 2014, therefore we are requesting the MPO Executive Policy 
Board approve an amendment to our work program to continue those projects to completion in 
2014. 
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Haugen commented that the three projects being carried over are, we have NDSU-ATAC 
working with us on our traffic counting program on the North Dakota side where the video 
detection will allow us to be more up-to-date, and to streamline our process of collecting traffic 
counts.  He added that we have a pavement management program, and have the digital right-of-
way images completed in 2013, and the next step is to do the pavement analyses of the pavement 
conditions.  He said that the last one is our Freight-Rail Access Study, which was presented to 
this body last month.  He stated that they are asking that this study be carried over into 2014 as 
well. 
 
Haugen said that this are the projects we know right now that need to be carried over, however a 
month or two from now we may have additional projects that we will ask be amended into the 
plan, but in order to allow us to complete these project we need to amend the work program to 
carry them over from 2013 to 2014. 

 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO THE 2014 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Vetter, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF STATUS OF MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION P LAN 
 

Haugen reported that, as you will recall, at our last meeting it was mentioned that a letter was 
forthcoming from the Grand Forks County Board, a copy of that letter was included in today’s 
packet. 
 
Haugen stated that the other thing is that they did formally submit these to our partners for a 
thirty-day comment review period.  He said that, verbally, he was informed that they are going to 
accept the documents, although we have not received the formal letter yet.  He added that there is 
one corrective action they want us to do, and that is one of the work items we may be bringing to 
this body for approval next month.  He explained that it is a fairly minor action that has to do 
with Environmental Justice, Title VI, and Limited English Proficiency requirements; so it is a 
fairly technical item that they are going to pinpoint us on for corrective action, but otherwise it 
appears that we were able to meet the timelines, get approvals done, and we are now waiting for 
a formal letter to that effect. 
 
Haugen said that this means that our plan is approved, therefore in February he expects them to 
unfreeze our T.I.P. so that we will be able to amend our T.I.P. document to allow some 2014 
projects be included in the T.I.P. so that they can be done in 2014. 
 
Information only.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 15TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:10 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Vetter, and Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 

 

 


