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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, September 17th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
In Chairman, Steve Adams’, absence, Mike Powers, Secretary, called the September 17th, 2014 
meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board to order at 12:01 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Gary Malm, Clarence 
Vetter, Warren Strandell, Greg Leigh, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Steve Adams and Ken Vein. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Jane Williams, GF City Engineering Department; Mike Yavarow, GF City 
Engineering Department; and David Kuharenko, GF City Engineering Department. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 20 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 20TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the staff report, on the Sorlie Bridge they announced last 
month that the project has been scaled back to a mostly minor rehab project, and that there would 
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be a presentation scheduled.  He said that that presentation has still not been scheduled, so there 
really isn’t much more to update you on, on the Sorlie at this time. 
 
Haugen commented, however, that you will see in another agenda item that we are still 
programming close to $30,000,000 for this project as the planned minor rehab has still not been 
made official, thus the dollar amount has not yet been changed.   
 
Haugen stated that he thinks it is just a matter of meshing schedules that is causing the delay in 
giving the presentation, so it is hoped that it will be scheduled in October so we can become 
more informed of what the minor rehab activities will be.   
 
Mock reported present. 
 
   Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that he would like to begin with the issue of the low area in East Grand Forks.  He 
reiterated that at last month’s meeting that MnDOT did extend the Kennedy Bridge project limits 
beyond the low area, and told us that, depending on the Corps of Engineers determination, if a 
minor fill can be done to fix the problem they would do it as part of the Kennedy Bridge project; 
however, if it requires mitigation to the flood protection system it would be outside the project 
and wouldn’t be done. 
 
Haugen reported that he did include, just for reference, information from our Bridge Closure 
Management Plan in the packet.  He referred to a table showing the levels at which the bridges 
would be closed during a flood event, and went over it briefly.   
 
Haugen commented that on the Kennedy Bridge, with the two ramps on the Minnesota side, we 
can add temporary berms to get an additional two feet of protection.  He said, however, that 
when we did this document, there are some that felt, and he included a comment that was 
received right before the Technical Advisory Committee meeting last week, that there are a lot of 
conditions that have to happen, and approval that has to be gotten before the temporary earth and 
berm can be put in place, so we probably should still focus on the fact that it is a 52-foot 
protection level.   
 
Haugen stated that the heard from MnDOT that their preliminary analysis was showing that 
maybe a foot to a foot and a quarter road raise, and a temporary earthen dam would get us two 
feet of protection, but we are still waiting for the Corps of Engineer’s decision on that. 
 
Haugen said that, going back to the issue of signature features, we are looking at holding our 
public meeting on the 29th or 30th of this month, here in this room, from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  
He explained that the month of September has five Mondays and five Tuesdays so there 
shouldn’t be a conflict with any of the City Council meetings.  He added that they are still trying 
to schedule some of the staff people from the two DOTs to ensure the right people are in 
attendance. 
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Haugen reported that there has been some movement yet this morning regarding signature 
features, the first being that the NDDOT announced that they would contribute up to $200,000 
toward any signature features, or roughly 1% of the $20,000,000 project.  He added that 80% of 
the $200,000 would be federal funds, and 20% would come from the State of North Dakota since 
the bridge is on the primary system. 
 
Leigh asked, when you say signature features, could you give us an example other than lighting 
and signage.  Haugen responded that that is still to be determined, such as creating landscaping, 
or flower beds, or different colored paint schemes on the truss system, or a commemorative 
plaque.  He added that one thing that both the NDDOT and MnDOT stressed is that whatever 
signature features can’t prolong the environmental review process, so they want to make sure 
that everything is contained within the existing right-of-way, and that the features that might be 
added don’t get into significant historical preservation issues. 
 
Leigh asked if the meeting would be addressing what features could be done so we don’t go 
down the road of picking features that will be turned down anyway.  Haugen responded that they 
would be doing that.  He added that they are going to try to manage the expectations of the 
suggestions that are put forth.  He cited the Sorlie Bridge lighting project, and how the original 
concept plan that the Downtown Leadership Group put out was much bigger than what was 
actually approved after the project development process and the historic mitigation process was 
completed.  He said that he thinks this is a good visual tool as to managing some expectations of 
what can happen versus what happens from a good concept or a real pronounced concept in real 
life, so we are going to do our best to try to manage that. 
 
Haugen stated that the NDDOT did not limit their $200,000 to just those previous items 
discussed, although they cited them as examples of things that the $200,000 could go towards.  
He said that we have MnDOT saying that in the instance of the decorative lighting, they would 
fund 100% of their portion, and NDDOT is now contributing $200,000 towards any signature 
features. 
 
Haugen said that the another thing he wants to spend a little time on is that by extending the 
project limits for the low area, that also caused, what he thinks would be a signature feature issue 
to be resolved.  He explained that originally when we talk about the bike/ped facilities, the 
project limits themselves were going to end at the end of the guardrail, so whatever bike/ped 
facilities MnDOT would participate in would end right there, and would get you over and across 
the bridge into North Dakota, so it seemed reasonable that if we are talking about amenities or 
signature features, connecting the end of the bike/ped system to the existing bike/ped trail would 
be a good signature feature.  He said, however, that because they are trying to limit the 
environmental issues and staying within the right-of-way, MnDOT would be able to get us to the 
bottom of the ramp within the right-of-way, which would get us closer to the existing facility, so 
they have come quite a way to connecting it to the trail system, but we will need to figure out 
how to make the final connection.  He stated that we aren’t talking about trying to cover from the 
bridge itself to the trail, which is a much shorter distance. 
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Leigh asked why we wouldn’t go the shorter distance, what is the difference.  Haugen responded 
that it is all involving that right-of-way.  He explained that MnDOT’s project cannot go outside 
their existing right-of-way, and to make the connection to the greenway trail would be outside of 
that right-of-way.  Leigh asked if it was DNR property.  Haugen responded that a lot of the 
property is DNR property.  Leigh said, then, that it belongs to the State of Minnesota, and by 
their allowing this to be done it would save the taxpayer a lot of money if they would just do the 
shortcut, which would make more sense. 
 
Haugen said, then, that instead of having the bike/ped facility stop at the end of the guardrail on 
the Minnesota side, they are now committing to get it to stop further down, so we just need to 
figure out where to connect it to the greenway trail system.  He explained that they can only 
participate in this to the right-of-way line, and the right-of-way line pretty much follows the 
slope of the ramp. 
 
Leigh asked what the process would be to contact the DNR to see if we could all work together 
to shorten that connection up.  Haugen responded that the DNR has their Legacy Grant process, 
their Legacy Trail process, so we could go that route; and there is also the Transportation 
Alternatives Program process that this would be an eligible project for, so there are a couple of 
funding opportunities that would be right in step timewise with the bridge project. 
 
Leigh said that the only other thought he would have would be extending it down would be that 
the incline wouldn’t quite as severe as if you went straight down the middle.  Haugen responded 
that we would have to work with the ADA slope requirements.   
 
Powers asked if there has been any discussion on the merge issues with the ramp that exists onto 
the bridge from East Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that they have heard our concerns with 
that ramp.  Powers stated that it would be nice if they could do something like they did down by 
the fire hall in Grand Forks on DeMers where they made it more of an angle turn than a curved 
turn.  Haugen responded that by extending the project limits the ramp is more into play, where 
before their project limits ended before the ramp.  Leigh commented that he would rather see it 
curved a little bit, but you wouldn’t want to stop traffic altogether because then you would be 
taking off from a dead stop onto a highway, but, of course it is only 35-miles an hour.  Powers 
stated that it is sometimes hard to merge off that ramp because you’re looking back over your 
shoulder and it is hard to see.  He added that he is actually surprised that there aren’t more rear-
end accidents on that ramp.   
 
Haugen said that he doesn’t know if this body wants to make comments on the $200,000 as to 
whether it is too much or too little.  He added that he isn’t sure how they came up with that 
value.   
 
Haugen reported that on the North Dakota side, just focusing on the bike/ped issues, obviously 
there is a connection already right at the bridge itself down into the greenway trail system, but 
we should try to figure out how to connect to where the bikeway system comes underneath the 
bridge and heads west.  He explained that there is actually a gap in the system there, so a 
connection would be desirable.  He added that going through the alley would seem like the most 
logical solution.  Malm pointed out that that is a historical district, and it is all residential through 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, September 17th, 2014 
 

 5 
 

that area for the first block.  Haugen stated that this could be a TAP application from the City of 
Grand Forks to do this. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is a request that came from the City of Grand Forks and the NDDOT.  
He said that you may recall that at the Columbia Road/24th Avenue intersection, the traffic 
signals foundation needs to be replaced.  He commented that at one time the cost estimate to do 
the work was $24,000, but the most recent cost estimate has it closer to $300,000.  He stated that 
the original federal amount was $16,000, and it is now $166,000, so we need to amend the T.I.P. 
to reflect that significant increase in federal participation. 
 
Haugen commented that, as you look through the information in the packet, you will see that we 
are really doing some clean-up work, and a lot of the activity that should have waited for this 
T.I.P. amendment has already occurred, so we are trying to get the necessary changes made now 
with this T.I.P. amendment. 
 
Haugen reported that a public hearing was held at last Wednesday’s Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting, and received no comment, so both staff and the Technical Advisory 
Committee are recommending approval of this T.I.P. amendment to increase the federal 
participation for the Signal Foundations at Columbia Road and 24th Avenue South. 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE FY2014-2017 
T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF 2015-2018 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this is the final Minnesota side only 2015-2018 T.I.P.  He reiterated that we 
just amended the 2014-2017 T.I.P., and typically we would be adopting a combined North 
Dakota and Minnesota T.I.P., however North Dakota is not prepared for us to take action this 
month on their portion of the T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that we did advertise that a public hearing would take place at today’s 
meeting.  He added that in the advertisement we did state that people could provide written 
comments up until 11:00 a.m. this morning, however none were received.   
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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There was no one present for discussion. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Leigh asked what Projects 12 and 16 are.  Haugen responded that there is a disconnect between 
our numbering system and the private listing, unfortunately.  He explained that the one project, 
12, is the preliminary engineering for the Sorlie Bridge; and 16 is the actual project itself, so they 
both affect the Sorlie Bridge, but funding for Project 12 comes from 2017 funds and is for the 
preliminary engineering portion of the project, and is scoped out as their half of the full EIS 
process, so it is a high dollar amount, $3,000,000; and Project 16 is the actual Sorlie Bridge 
project in 2018. 
 
Haugen commented that all the other projects have been vetted through the City Council and also 
the MPO and were found to be consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan and were 
prioritized.  He added that they have tried to iron out any and all discrepancies between our 
document and the State’s document, and we feel this is good to go with the exception of 
correcting the numbering on the map. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT FINAL 
FY2015-2018 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF U.S. HIGHWAY #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY U PDATE 
 
Haugen reported that they held a public open house yesterday evening on the U.S. Highway #2 
Access Management Study.  He displayed a photo from the meeting, and explained that it was 
taken last evening.  He said that they had twenty-five people attend, which is a very good 
turnout.  He explained that something they did this time that they haven’t in the past was to send 
out an individual mailing to all the property owners inviting them to the meeting, and also did a 
follow-up phone call to the majority of those owners to remind them of the meeting. 
 
Haugen commented that prior to the public meeting, at 9:00 a.m. in the morning they met with 
the Regional Airport Authority and many of the tenants and services around the airport.  He 
explained that the reason for this was due to some excitement being generated about an option 
the  local road safety program document shows for the Airport/US Highway 2 intersection.   
 
Haugen referred to a drawing illustrating the proposed option, and went over it briefly.  He stated 
that at the meeting they tried to dispel that this is a concluded solution to that intersection by 
saying that:  “Yes, this document does identify this as a solution, but we are taking a guarded 
approach by saying that it is an alternative that we will look at, but it has not been decided that 
this is the solution for that intersection.”   
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Leigh asked how you get from north to south using this proposed solution.  Haugen responded 
that you would turn right from the Airport, go down a bit and do a median crossover.  He added 
that to do a left turn out you would essentially do the same.  He said that this option has been 
successful where they have been implemented, and do considerably reduce crashes at such 
locations as this, but whether we know for a fact that this is the right solution for this 
intersection, that hasn’t been analyzed yet, but it will be analyzed as one of the alternatives. 
 
Haugen stated that ultimately his impression of the airport meeting was that everyone felt that we 
had already made a decision on a solution without any input, and their message to them was that 
we are just starting the process; and while this is an alternative that has been identified, they 
certainly haven’t concluded that it is the solution we will choose. 
 
Haugen reported that the public meeting was fairly well attended, and a lot of good comments 
were received.  He added that some particular issues of property owners were raised and will be 
considered as they move forward with the study.   
 
Discussion on the proposed alternative and the crash data information from that intersection 
ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that a good portion of the public meeting involved discussion on development 
along the corridor and how, perhaps what is currently out there isn’t conducive to extending or 
keeping some of the existing facilities and access points, but they all generally agreed that we are 
going to sort of set the plan for how it is going to grow.  He pointed out that if, and when it 
migrates west we would develop a core concept of how the rest of it will continue to develop 
with the road and access points. 
 
Leigh asked at what point a service road would be put in there.  Haugen responded that there 
already is a service road for part of that area, and that, in-and-of itself has a lot of issues at both 
ends of it so it may not be something they recommend remain in place.  Leigh asked if a service 
road would eliminate access points.  Haugen responded it would.  He added that this concept is 
actually referred to as a frontage road.  He pointed out that behind Happy Harry’s, and on 32nd 
Avenue in front of Wal-Mart is a backage service road.  He explained that the advantage of a 
backage road versus the frontage road is that you are able to service two pieces of property on 
either side of it to help pay for the cost of maintenance.   
 
Haugen referred to the map, and pointed out that number 5 on the map is a wastewater lift 
station, and is in the City of Grand Forks’ budget to be built next year.  He said that it will 
service all the surrounding area, so the City has “primed the pump” to get development going 
here.  Leigh asked if they aren’t going to put one in the southwest part of the City as well, out by 
40th Avenue South.  Haugen responded that they were considering putting on south and west of 
Revolutions Sport Center, or U.S. Foods on 32nd. 
 
Malm commented that he doesn’t feel that there will be much residential out there because the 
soil is saline and it is almost impossible to grow grass or anything.  He said that you can put a 
parking lot in there, and then mound up and put a nice landscape affect, but the soil doesn’t grow 
anything.   
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Haugen reported that two meetings ago the Grand Forks Planning Commission received a 
development concept for that area where the lift station is proposed to be installed.  He referred 
to a photo of the area, and pointed out the property owned by the Adams Family, and went over 
their concept for that property, which includes higher density residential, lower density 
residential, combination parks, stormwater, higher density residential, and then some extension 
of industrial kind of uses along the railroad.  He said that that is the concept that was presented, 
although no formal action was taken, but as this is our initial thought of how we could develop 
this land, the City is installing that lift station to help. 
 
Haugen stated that what they are trying to figure out, and you can see they sort of have a backage 
road concept instead of a frontage road, is whether that is the right way to service and prevent 
access points up here, because if they start it they would like to extend it as they go west to 
maintain continuity.  Malm asked what they will do when they get to the drainway.  Haugen 
responded that that is going to be an impediment they will have to cross, and is part of the cost of 
developing this half of the section both north and south.   
 
Information only.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. 2015-2016 Work Program 
 
Haugen reported that he did send the e-mail showing this body the action the Fargo Metropolitan 
Council of Governments might take tomorrow.  He explained that it involves $300,000 
additional federal funds they may allocate to us.   
 
Haugen stated that our 2015 Work Program will be bumped up from its normal $750,000 budget 
to over a million dollars, and as that staff report, and the letter that will follow will state is that 
Fargo/Moorhead is in no way implying that the distribution formula is flawed, this is just a one-
time problem in that they have too much money and they can’t use it at this time. 
 
Powers asked if action is required on this in order to be able to spend the funds.  Haugen 
responded that we can’t take action until we are formally offered the funds.  Leigh added that 
once we get the money then we can propose how to spend it.  Haugen agreed, adding that we 
will just roll it into our work program activities for 2015, and we already have the solicitation for 
project out and staff are in the process of determining what projects they would like to have 
considered.  
 
Haugen commented that we also asked the NDDOT to provide some State Funds to help local 
match.  He said that their written answer was no, they couldn’t do that, and that was in specific 
response to just offering local assistance for overall MPO activity; however, they have since said 
that they will offset local money for studies specific to their State Highway System, so we have 
identified some potential studies, and are going through the cycle, so there may be one or two of 
those studies that show up as something we recommend we undertake in 2015.  He explained 
that we normally follow an 80/20 split, with the 20% being split between North Dakota and 
Minnesota, so they will provide half of North Dakotas’ portion of the 20% local match.    
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Haugen said, then, that in October you will have to decide if you want to accept the $300,000, 
and then if you do accept it identify what work activities we are going to undertake in 2015 and 
2016, are specific North Dakota State Highway projects. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 17TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:46 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Strandell, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


