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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, February 19th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the February 19th, 2014 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, Doug Christensen, Greg Leigh, and Tyrone 
Grandstrand. 
 
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):  David Kuharenko, GF City Engineer. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 15 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY CHRISTENSEN, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 
15TH, 2014, 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 directed at our last meeting, where this body decided not to reconsider 
its resolution, he did approach both the East Grand Forks City Council and the Grand Forks City 
Council.  He referred to the packet, and pointed out that included are copies of signed resolutions 
from the MPO, the City of East Grand Forks, and the City of Grand Forks.  He explained that the 
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MPO and City of East Grand Forks’ resolutions mirror each other, but the Grand Forks City 
Council softened their language a bit, however did achieve the same result as the other two.  He 
added that he believes the result we were looking for, and did achieve, was to continue to allow 
for the cantilevered bike/ped accommodation to continue on in project development.   
 
Haugen commented that the resolutions and actions have been forwarded to the project team, and 
their reaction was to basically just say “thank you”.  He stated that the full draft report was 
supposed to be available to the public either this past Friday, or the first part of this week, 
however it still has not been released.   
 
Haugen stated that once the draft report is released we will be able to review and comment on it; 
then there will be a final report, and sometime soon there will have to be a decision made on how 
to engage a consultant to prepare the NEPA and the Project Development document, and what 
alternatives they will want to spend money on having the consultant investigate.   
 
Haugen referred to Table 1 on Page 9 of the packet, and explained that it discusses the three 
options that the project team is kind of framing their next steps off of.  He pointed out that the 
option to the far right, Bridge Replacement, seems to be the most unlikely to happen; and the 
other two options focus on whether an internal, or inside the truss bike/ped facility, or an external 
bike/ped facility should be considered.  He pointed out that it appears that project development 
risks and approval process to continue outside the truss does incorporate some risk, and some 
additional costs, and some additional time, so this is where they are trying to figure out their next 
steps. 
 
Haugen commented that the project team is aware of what the resolutions adopted by both cities 
state, as well letters of support from local bike/ped interest groups such as Safe Kids Grand 
Forks, Greenway Users Group, etc. 
 
Haugen stated that as soon as the draft report is available he will alert the board as to where they 
can download or review the document. 
 
Malm asked if the project team can just not consider the cantilevered option at all.  Haugen 
responded that they will accommodate the bike/ped inside the truss, so we will still be able to 
comment, but there isn’t much we can do if the decision is to not do the cantilevered option.  
Leigh commented that since they are funding the project they can just say they won’t fund it 
outside the truss, right.  Haugen responded that they are already started making those type of 
comments, like they will do it outside the truss but someone else pays for it.  He added, however 
they will have to document and explain their reasons as to why they don’t want to consider it, so 
we will just have to wait to see what the report lays out. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that he would like to spend a little time discussing the Sorlie Bridge EIS 
document.  He commented that this is a completely different type of study that’s engaged, it is a 
very formal, federally regulated, prescribed process that North Dakota is doing on the Sorlie 
Bridge.  He explained that right now they are almost finished with drafting the Purpose and 
Needs Statement.  He reported that a meeting was held yesterday to discuss some of the 
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participating and coordinating agencies comments on the draft document.  He said that the only 
thing he wanted to spend a little time on, to get this board prepared for, is their traffic forecast is 
based on a 50-year forecast.  He explained that normally we are operating essentially on either a 
20-year forecast or to the end of the MPO horizon area, but this is taking that beyond an 
additional 15-years of traffic projection to it. 
 
Haugen commented that we need to remember that it isn’t just the bridge itself, but the study 
area is also including DeMers Avenue to 5th Street on the Grand Forks side and 4th Street on the 
Minnesota side, so when you get to those 50-year forecasts, they need to figure out how those 
forecasts work with DeMers and those intersections on either side of the bridge. 
 
Haugen stated that he was somewhat confused as to some of the statements made in the 
document, and asked for clarification.  He said that one thing they did clarify yesterday is that 
the main focus of the study, or the primary purpose is the bridge itself, so it is conceivable that 
they will address capacity with this project on the bridge at this time using the 50-year forecast, 
but then only address DeMers and the intersections using a 20-year projection.   
 
Haugen commented that they also hinted, and we haven’t gotten to this part of the study yet, but 
they did hint yesterday that up to our 2040 time horizon it is unlikely there will be a need for 
additional capacity on DeMers Avenue, or the bridge; but once we start getting out to the 50-year 
horizon we start to see concerns about capacity, so when we get into this there are agreements in 
place that try to keep the bridge in place, so you can’t really add capacity to it, so when they start 
talking about 50-year capacity needs, they will be talking about either complete replacement with 
four or five lanes, or keeping what is there and doing a parallel type sister structure, but this is all 
preliminary.   
 
Powers asked, if we go with Plan B, and they do the whole project, what is the projected life 
span, 50-years.  Haugen responded that part of the intense discussion yesterday was on the rehab 
option, how many years after the project do they hope to get service out of that rehab, and the 
number mentioned was 50-years.  He added that the debate was whether that 50-years was a hard 
number or if there were some rehabs that got you to 40-year or 45-years, and if that was still 
acceptable to be carried throughout the document.  He said that the rehab, right now, would say 
50-years, but that is debatable, and they will probably negotiate a range of rehab, and then for a 
while brand new structure they are looking at a life span of 75-years.   
 
Haugen reported that they haven’t released the purpose and need chapters, but they have allowed 
us to comment on it, and he did comment on, when you get to the 50-year forecast and you start 
talking about needing additional capacity, do you need to engage the MPO back into the 
transportation planning process to identify as to whether or not it is appropriate and consistent 
with our plan to have all that capacity added to DeMers Avenue and onto the Sorlie Bridge. 
 
Haugen commented that,  just as with the Kennedy Bridge, they are required to evaluate and 
bring up the bike/ped accommodations.  He said that the existing sidewalk is cantilevered off, so 
whether they can widen it to make it more multi-modal, on one or both sides, or do another 
separate structure is still up for discussion. 
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MATTER OF MINNESOTA SIDE CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE  2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 

 a.     TAP Project 
 
Erickson reported that Safe Kids of Grand Forks submitted this application for the 
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP).  She explained that the TAP combines 
Transportation Enhancement, Safe Routes To School, and a few other programs that used to be 
separate funding sources into one funding source.  She stated that they are looking at expanding 
the East Grand Forks school system with education, bike racks, and speed radar signs; and this 
application will help fund those things.   
 
Erickson commented that they needed the City of East Grand Forks to act as the sponsoring 
agency, and they did receive approval to do that.   
 
Erickson reported that the Safe Routes To School Coordinator of Minnesota has approved this 
application, and agreed that it follows their plan.  She added that it follows our plan as well. 
 
Erickson stated that Safe Kids presented the application to the Area Transportation Partnership 
staff at their meeting last week, and they approved of the project as well.  She added that there 
were two other applications submitted, however there is adequate funding available to fund all 
three applications should the ATP determine all three are eligible projects. 
 
Haugen reported that the Technical Advisory Committee met last Wednesday, and are 
recommending that the MPO Executive Policy Board grant approval this application as being 
eligible and consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan, and, since it is our only project, 
to give it a high priority ranking. 
 
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE SAFE ROUTES 
TO SCHOOL NON-INFRASTRUCTURE TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES 
PROGRAM (TAP) APPLICATION AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND TO GIVE IT PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and 

 Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
 b.     City Sub-Target Project 
 
Haugen reported that this item is all the rest of the T.I.P. eligible projects for the 2015-2018 
T.I.P.   
 
Haugen stated that there were no State Highway Candidate projects submitted, which would be 
consistent with our recent Long Range Transportation Plan update where MNDOT said that for 
the next ten years, other than the two bridges they don’t see any investment need in our MPO 
area.  He added that we did not receive any project requests from Polk County that would have 
used federal funds inside our study area during this time frame either, so the only pool of monies 
in play is, every fourth year East Grand Forks is able to submit a project for the City Sub-Target 
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from the ATP, and East Grand Forks has submitted a project to convert a gravel road, 10th Street 
N.E. from 5th Avenue N.E to 8th Avenue N.E., to a concrete pavement surface.  He explained that 
the reason for this request is to start movement towards accessing American Crystal from the 
north to divert traffic away from 5th Avenue N.E./U.S. Business 2 route and get it to come in to 
American Crystal from the north. 
 
Powers asked when this project will happen.  Haugen responded that it is a 2018 construction 
project.   
 
Haugen commented that when East Grand Forks prepared the application, the funding at that 
time was unknown as to what the federal funds would be, so they used the funding amount for 
the City Sub-Target Program in 2017; however in 2018 MnDOT revisited their distribution of 
federal funds across the state, and our ATP received a fairly nice increase in funding, and the 
dollar amount was raised to $730,000, so these numbers are being reworked to show that the 
project will utilize that $730,000 in federal funds, so any action taken today on this application 
will be submitted with the revised funding. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE CITY SUB-TARGET 
PROJECT FOR THE FY2015-2018 T.I.P. AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG 
RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND TO GIVE IT PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and 

 Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF NDDOT LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLAN 
 

Haugen reported that North Dakota is trying to take a different approach on how safety projects 
are identified.  He stated that we are receiving some of the draft work, and the information in the 
packet is a portion of what they are providing.   
 
Haugen explained that they are looking at not just intersections, but at segmental roadways, and 
ultimately each plan is separate; a separate plan for Grand Forks County, one for the City of 
Grand Forks, etc..  He added that the plans will include these project sheets, and what they are 
trying to establish with these sheets is, when we do a solicitation for a safety project, the City or 
the County would simply take this page from the back of the plan and submit it to us so it has all 
the information, all the justification, all of the cost estimates inflated to the year of expenditure, 
etc., and then we will have to process it through our local planning document. 
 
Haugen stated that this is just an update to help you start to see the type of analysis they are 
utilizing to identify where we have crash concerns in the City of Grand Forks and Grand Forks 
County.   
 
Haugen commented that this is also focusing on the fact that we have a crash concern in the City 
that entails bike/pedestrian traffic at signalized intersections, so there will be some project that 
will try to improve the bike/pedestrian crossings at those signals.  He added that another thing 
that has been discussed is the issue of “red light running”.  He explained that at our traffic signals 
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there is a high concentration of accidents that resemble red light running, so one of the things 
that they are looking at is possibly installing a sort of light emitter on the back side of the signal 
so that you can have one policy officer located downstream who will be able to look back at the 
signal, and when that light comes on it tells him that the light is red so any traffic that is still 
coming through towards him would be violating a red light and they can stop them, so it is an 
enforcement tool that is fairly inexpensive, and does aid, but you would still be required to have 
a physical police force presence, but without the light you would need to employ two officers, 
one ahead of the light that can communicate to the officer downstream that the light has turned 
red. 
 
MATTER OF STATUS OF MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION P LAN 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet are copies of the letters the MPO received from both 
states indicating that we met the January 31st, 2014 deadline, therefore they accept our planning 
documents and have officially unfrozen our T.I.P. document. 
 
Haugen referred to the letters, and explained that every five years we have to come up, at a 
minimum, with an updated Transportation Plan, and they are saying that our next minimal due 
date will be January of 2019, so next year, in our work program, we will need to lay out a four 
year timeline as to how we are going to meet the January 2019 deadline. 
 
Haugen commented that another thing they highlighted is that our Environmental Justice 
Document needs to be revised, updated.  He explained that environmental justice is trying to 
identify whether we have concentrations of minority and low income populations, and whether 
or not any of our projects have an adverse impact on them.  He stated that this came out as an 
executive order, and still is an executive order.  He added that when it was first established there 
was little guidance, and a lot of leeway as to how it was addressed.  He explained that our MPO 
took the view of trying to minimize its impact on our products and our projects, and was 
acceptable to our State and Federal partners, whereby we introduced a qualifier that had to be 
both low income and minority populations in a concentrated geographic area; using a number 
that was three times our average.  He said that throughout the twenty year history of this 
document, we have only had to identify the University of North Dakota area as having an 
environmental justification population.  
 
Haugen reported that last fall new guidance was distributed that said we could no longer use the 
“and” condition; it was an “either/or” , we have to identify whether it was just solely a minority 
concentration, or if it was just a low-income concentration, so we have to go back and review all 
our data and reanalyze it to see if there is a more geographical concentration of either low 
income or minority populations.  He said that once we do this we will have to go back into our 
Long Range Transportation plan and look at all the projects to see if there is an impact, and if 
there is an impact whether it is adverse or not. 
 
Haugen stated that this means we have approval of our documents, they are good to go with the 
exception that we have to update a map and do the analysis that the update will result against our 
projects.  He said that this isn’t a major issue, but it is something we have to address, and it will 
have a bit of an impact on our document.   
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a.     Status of 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that next month we will have the Draft 2014-2017 T.I.P. document for the 
board to adopt.  He explained that when our T.I.P. was frozen they gave us a one-time 
opportunity to amend just transit and State DOTs to get their list of 2014 projects in the cue so 
that they can get constructed this year, however they didn’t allow either City, or the County to 
put in any projects, so next month is when we can bring those projects into the T.I.P. document.   
 
Haugen said that both States still allow the cities to regress towards getting those projects to the 
bid date, but until it is in the T.I.P. it can’t go to bid, so next month we will have to give final 
approval of a 2014-2017 T.I.P.  He added that it is likely that we will have a Draft 2015-2018 
T.I.P. document as well.   
 
 b.     Status of 2014 Work Program 
 
Haugen reported that with the requirement made that we revisit our Environmental Justice 
Manual, we are still trying to address that impact to our Work Program.  He said that, obviously, 
when this body approved it last year, we didn’t anticipate that we would have to allocate funding 
resources to that project, so in March you will see another amendment to our Work Program so 
that we address the Environmental Justice issue, and figure out what products we will have to 
delay or start in 2014, and carry over into 2015, so there will be some impact with that 
Environmental Justice Manual comes through. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 19TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:33 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Christensen,  Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and 

 Grandstrand. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 

 

 

 


