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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, August 20th, 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 August 20th, 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:  Mike Powers, Gary Malm, Clarence 
Vetter, Ken Vein, Greg Leigh, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Warren Strandell and Steve Adams. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Sarah Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy 
McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Roger Hille, MnDOT Bridge Division; Jane Williams, GF City Engineering 
Department; Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering Department; and David Kuharenko, GF City 
Engineering Department. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Powers stated that because there are some new faces here, and also we have some honored 
guests, he would ask that everyone please introduce themselves. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 16 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE JULY 20TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Vein, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was a staff report.  He said that there is new 
information, which we heard at last Wednesday’s Technical Advisory Committee, concerning 
the Sorlie Bridge project.  He stated that since Mr. Noehre is present today, and he gave the 
update, he is wondering if he would like to do the same for this body.  Noehre responded that he 
didn’t bring his notes for this, so hopefully he remembers everything he discussed at the 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
Noehre commented that they went through an extensive analysis of the current condition of the 
Sorlie Bridge, and the bottom line is that we determine, through that analysis and more detailed 
inspections, that the Sorlie Bridge is actually in much better condition than we currently thought. 
 
Noehre stated that it is in such good condition today that we probably wouldn’t have even started 
this process had we known this a year ago, but since we have already started looking at it, we are 
looking at continuing some sort of minor rehab project, maybe updating the bridge railing, 
painting it, those types of things.   
 
Malm asked about bicycle movement on the bridge.  Noehre responded that it isn’t like the 
Kennedy, there are pedestrian facilities already on the Sorlie.  He added that there are also three 
lanes going across the bridge, but we are only using two as driving lanes so we could look at 
possibly doing something within the truss as well, however, would we be looking at adding on to 
the bridge or making it wider, no they wouldn’t.  Malm said, however, that once you get one 
bicycle on the sidewalk you now have blocked off all the walking traffic and are pushing 
everyone out into the street.   
 
Leigh commented that in terms of lighting, there are lights on the Sorlie now, but what about 
upgrading the lighting on it.  Noehre responded that that would be a possibility.  Leigh stated that 
he gets complaints that half the lights are out most of the time, and he doesn’t know if it is a 
wiring issue or a maintenance issue.  Malm asked who was responsible for the lights.  Noehre 
responded that his understanding is that the two cities are responsible.  Vein said that East Grand 
Forks is responsible.  Malm said that he thinks that is the problem, that nobody knows who 
should be doing it.  
 
Noehre said that, as we will discuss with the Kennedy, just because lighting is a potential, it 
doesn’t mean that the sky’s the limit, and the State is going to pay for whatever we want to be 
done, that isn’t what he is suggesting.  Vein stated, however, that there would be the potential to 
do a betterment though if either of the communities wanted to upgrade the lighting beyond what 
would be required, minimum required federal standards, correct.  Noehre responded that he 
would suspect that would be the case, yes.   
 
Haugen reported that the lighting that was added to the Sorlie Bridge was done at the same time 
the two cities agreed to rehab/repaint the Point Bridge, and it was paid for 100% locally, and at  
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the time the Downtown Leadership Group was in existence, and they developed a concept that 
was quite a bit more expensive then the final product that was allowed on the bridge, so those 
lights are all of maybe six years old.  Noehre commented that because the bridge is on the 
National Register there are certainly going to be limitations as to what is or isn’t allowed to be 
done.   
 
Powers asked if it is felt the lighting is adequate.  Noehre responded that that will all be part of 
the project development.   
 
Haugen commented that he thinks the other point is that the DOTs, with consultant, KLJ, are 
trying to schedule a presentation to both councils and the MPO Board on their current findings 
on the Sorlie.   
 
Vein asked if the lead based paint has all been removed previously.  Noehre responded that he 
doesn’t know, but he thinks it was just removed up to the splash line.   
 
   Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reminded the board that at their meeting last month they were informed of the effort to 
look at signature items, aesthetic features, betterments, or enhancements for the Kennedy Bridge.  
He stated that since that meeting there was a meeting scheduled and arranged by Grand Forks 
Engineering Staff to begin conversations on this issue.   
 
Haugen stated that, as sort of an introduction as to why these items are being considered, he 
included an excerpt from MnDOT’s Bridge Manual in the staff report (a copy of which is 
included in the file and available upon request).  He pointed out that they do recognize the 
importance of aesthetics and have a practice of investing additional funds in a structure for 
special aesthetic treatments when warranted, up to 15% above the cost of normal aesthetics.  
 
Haugen reported that MPO staff did attend the meeting.  He said that Stephanie Erickson 
attended as he was out of town, but he and Stephanie did meet and discussed that we needed to 
make sure that that committee, or that group, understood some of the concerns the MPO 
Executive Policy Board expressed about the costs, and how the board felt that some of the safety 
features were not being priced into the cost estimate, yet there appears to be monies available to 
do these aesthetic things.   
 
Haugen commented that this issue was also discussed at the Technical Advisory Committee last 
Wednesday.  He explained that Minnesota and North Dakota do not have the exact same policy, 
or mirror the exact same procedures, so there might be some things that come out of this process 
that are agreeable to MnDOT to share in the cost of, yet there also might be some things on the 
North Dakota side for their cost share that aren’t exactly matching up some of their policies.  He 
said that there is a process, and he would ask either Mr. Hille or Mr. Noehre to explain how that 
process will proceed, and how the aesthetic features will be determined. 
 
Hille responded that he thinks what Mr. Haugen is referring to is the policies on new bridges 
where they don’t have the challenges of historic areas adjacent to the structure, or a structure that 
is eligible for registry. 
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Hille reported that North Dakota and MnDOT have had some internal discussions about 
participation in aesthetic lighting, if that is what the communities want.  He stated that they put 
some dollars in to make sure that their consultant will price some different options, if that is what 
the communities want, but if they don’t want to do anything that is acceptable as well.   
 
Hille stated that the reason this is on the table now is because the RFP will be going out soon and 
if they don’t have some thoughts and ideas that are compatible with the Secretary of Interior 
Standards, it will be very difficult to make anything happen, so we have to have some thoughts 
and ideas, and MnDOT has shared what they have done on some other projects to help with this 
issue, and have laid it out to the City Engineering Staff on both sides. 
 
Hille commented, however, that exactly what the cost of these features will be, and can they be 
15% over the normal cost of such features, he can’t say until we find out whether or not they will 
meet the Secretary of Interior Standards.  He said, however, that we have to move on this soon or 
it won’t happen. 
 
Noehre added that with Transportation Enhancement funds under SAFETEA-LU and other such 
previous bills, some of these things could be eligible, and they have spent dollars from the 
funding source in North Dakota on other bridges on things like pull-outs or medallions, and those 
kinds of things, even entrance features, but with MAP-21 they now have TAP funds and a lot of 
those kinds of things are no longer eligible for funding.   
 
Noehre commented that to look back to see what was done on other bridges may or may not 
apply to today because federal rules are different today than they were a few years ago.  He 
added that as far as NDDOT is concerned, they wouldn’t use a percentage, they would have to 
look at what each individual item was and how they could partner or fund it.  He said that, as 
with the Sorlie, if they are looking at additional lighting on the Kennedy they might be able to 
participate in some level of additional lighting, but that wouldn’t mean that the sky’s the limit, or 
if they were looking at additional enhanced signage, they might be willing to participate up to a 
certain level of what they would normally sign for, and if you want to go beyond that it might be 
a local cost, so ultimately he can’t say that they will spend X amount of dollars, or X percentage 
on whatever you might want because that isn’t the case, they have to look at each individual item 
and its cost. 
 
Haugen reported that a major change that MAP-21 did for those TAP funds, or the old 
enhancements, is to say that State DOTs are no longer eligible recipients of those funds, and of 
course this is a bridge project being done by the State DOTs.   
 
Haugen said that he thinks, perhaps, that a follow up question would be to ask just how you’re 
going to manage all of these aesthetic concepts that might get thrown into the process.  He 
reiterated that there is that committee that met, but also the local newspaper put out an opinion 
that everyone should submit their ideas and concepts to the paper, so, he talked to Darren 
Laesch, MnDOT District #2 Planning Engineer, about how your project development consultant 
is going to just manage that process of going through all of those concepts, and ultimately how 
the decision will be made. 
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Leigh commented that he will be interested to find out when you rehab the bridge, and you put 
the pedestrian facility on it, what kind of lighting will be planned, and what would be considered 
enhanced lighting.  Hille responded that they shared some of those concepts with City 
Engineering Staff; what is considered adequate, and what would be considered enhanced.  He 
added that they are only doing this as a courtesy because if they don’t garner input from the 
councils at this point, it will be the same as it is now with some enhanced white light, so if you 
want additional amenities it has to be worked through your City Engineering Staffs because if 
you just wait and you get a ton of ideas and throw it at the consultant, you’re not going to have 
time to manage that, so this is a courtesy and they have folks available to work with you. 
 
Hille stated that he finds it very difficult to throw out something to the public that says:  “give 
me your idea”; when they have all of these restrictions on what those ideas can be because the 
community is going to come back and say:  “you asked for my idea and now you’re saying you 
can’t do it”; that is why he thinks those ideas have to be called or processed through the 
engineering departments so we know what we are doing.  He added that in the case of the 
Kennedy, there are some real hurdles because of the historic district, and the historic facility that 
exists there will be considered by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, Standard 106, so we 
will have to consider that as well.   
 
Hille reported that MnDOT and the NDDOT have pretty much agreed that some of the things 
that are happening on the bridge will be paid by them 100%.  He explained that they need to 
make a new curb and safety rail that meets those standards, and it will be substantially more 
expensive than a retro-fit, so they are going to pay for things like that.  He added that they will 
also pay for first class white lights, but beyond that…if nothing comes in, and the cities decide 
that they just want a bridge, they will do that, but if you want something additional it will need to 
be worked through your engineering departments and the architect that is on staff.  He said, 
again, if you wait and talk about it for six months, this is probably as fast track a job as he has 
ever been involved with. 
 
Leigh said that he is in favor of the bridge, and that’s it, but his question is, the Sorlie Bridge, he 
has a different opinion because it is located downtown and is part of the entertainment district, so 
he can see spending some money to jazz it up a bit, but the Kennedy Bridge is mostly vehicle 
traffic, with a pedestrian facility once it is put on it, but as long as it is well lit that’s all he would 
be in favor of.  Hille stated that that is fine, as long as they get that brief from your council, he 
just wants you to know that the courtesy is extended, what you do with it is your business.  
Noehre added that they aren’t mandating it, they are just asking the question now, and need it 
answered now, not when the project is already done.   
 
Hille suggested that, since they are going to be putting a few million dollars into this bridge 
project, even he, who doesn’t usually think much about aesthetics, feels that after having this 
bridge all painted up and new curbing put in, it would be a shame to put the traditional green 
street type signage back on it, and he thinks some of those minor issues they can jazz up a little 
bit and make it look nice and still not cost you a fortune, so he thinks it is worth processing some 
ideas, but he thinks the big ideas of things that are going to cost 15% or 20% of the total project 
are probably already in there with the curb and such. 
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Vein commented that, because in part the Grand Forks Herald threw out this thing about getting 
ideas out, apparently if people listen to that, there is no formal process for that so you are trying 
to understand how we should implement a process to take in that input and then have a decision 
making process between the MPO and the two different communities about how that ultimately 
might look, and what he is hearing is that time is of the essence because we need to get those in 
now so that they can be incorporated into the design process and estimated.  Hille responded that 
that is a lot less words, but it is what he said, yes.  Haugen stated that the only thing he would 
add in that is are both sides willing to pony up dollars to make it work, and he isn’t sure both 
sides might be willing to put up the funds.  Vein asked if in some way they are talking about both 
bridges when you say that, or just the Kennedy.  Haugen responded that he is just focusing on the 
Kennedy.  Vein said that he would think that everyone agrees that that is a major transportation 
bridge, it isn’t downtown entertainment, as Mr. Leigh pointed out, that would have a higher need 
for aesthetics that he would think both communities would agree with, but we still have to 
funnel, if there are ideas, communicate that we are going to accept them and have them brought 
forth in some manner, and he is almost thinking that as the MPO we should have a discussion on 
what we would like to have and then take it back to both councils.  Leigh responded that we need 
to know what kind of dollars we are talking about, because they are on a limited budget, so we 
can determine how much we want to throw at that bridge, locally.  He added that his biggest 
complaint, at the last meeting, is that we sit on the MPO and we aren’t invited to any of the 
meetings where they talk about spending money, while we are on the council where we are 
authorized to spend money, so everybody that is going to come up with all these ideas are going 
to have to come to us, so he would at least like to be involved in that process so they can take it 
back to the council, and find out if they are even interested, because if they aren’t interested in 
spending money we are wasting our time. 
 
Leigh stated that he doesn’t know that it is up to our local engineers to make these decisions, 
they can be involved in the process, but he thinks it should be the council’s decision.  Vein asked 
if Mr. Leigh was thinking there should be a subcommittee of the MPO that would be involved in 
this.  Leigh responded that he knows that Grand Forks was kind enough to have a meeting, and it 
is all fine and dandy, but he doesn’t think the right people were at the meeting, at least not all of 
the right people, particularly someone from this board should have been at that meeting because 
we are going to make the decision so we should be kept informed of the discussions.  He added 
that if you are a city council member, they are the ones making the final decision as to what will 
be spent locally, so he would think a representative from there should be on it so they can take it 
back to the council and share the ideas with them, as well as the potential cost of those ideas, to 
see if they are interested. 
 
Vein asked if we could create a subcommittee where we have someone from the East Grand 
Forks City Council, East Grand Forks Engineering, Grand Forks City Council, Grand Forks 
Engineering, and the MPO, because you see a lot of grandiose ideas, but who can afford to do 
them, but if you want to propose them that is fine but the idea is that at $2,000,000 we can’t 
afford to do it.  He stated that some ideas are no brainers, others may need further justification as 
to what their costs might be, and furthermore, how do you share in that cost.  He said that we 
won’t be able to solve that here, but wouldn’t it make sense to get something like that 
implemented sooner than later.  Haugen responded that Grand Forks Engineering did assemble a  
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group of people.  He said that the MPO was invited to the meeting, but weren’t involved with 
how it was set up.  He added that they will talk with Mark Walker and he knows that 
Councilmember Schneider represents the Grand Forks Council.  He said that they also asked Hal 
Gershman to participate in at as well, but he isn’t sure whether or not they invited East Grand 
Forks Councilmembers at all.  Leigh responded that Henry Tweten, East Grand Forks City 
Councilman, found out about it at the last minute, and attended.   
 
Malm said that there is no way you can have any idea what anyone will come up with.  He 
commented that they want ideas; you look at a bridge and have you made any decision yourself 
how it should be aesthetically.  He stated that they built a bridge over the Red River at 
Thompson and they didn’t put any aesthetics in it at all, they built a bridge.  Leigh said that he 
thinks it looks nice.  Malm agreed, and added that it functions well.  He said that he would also 
say that that is exactly what we should do with the Kennedy Bridge, what you are going to do is 
hammer yourself into a corner with the Historical Preservation people again, even though there 
isn’t anything historical down there.  He added that someday we have to wake up and realize that 
there are things we shouldn’t be doing, we should provide transportation, although he agrees that 
for the downtown you have to look at it differently, but out there he doesn’t think we even need 
to look at it, let the engineers design a bridge.   
 
Hille reiterated, again, that all the Department of Transportation’s goal is to extend you a 
courtesy, and if your answer is to build a bridge forgo aesthetics, they are fine with that; but he 
just wants to make sure that the offer was extended.  He added that, again, when you start talking 
about dollars he is on public boards too, and the reason that the engineering folks need to be 
involved early on is so that the East Grand Forks City Council doesn’t have to worry about this 
proposal that might cost them a ton of money when that proposal wouldn’t be acceptable to the 
historical standards.  He said that, as long as you know the offer is extended, and if you say you 
want no aesthetics, you only have to send us an email to that effect.   
 
Haugen said, just to focus on lighting, if you want to go above and beyond what you would do 
just because of all the work you’re doing on the bridge already, MnDOT, he believes said at the 
Technical Advisory Committee that they are willing to pay 50% of the additional cost of the 
lighting, so does that mean East Grand Forks will have any cost in the lighting, they might not 
because if it is truly 50/50, the 50% on the Minnesota side would be covered.  He added that you 
need to be careful about saying you want to do nothing, because there are some things you might 
get above and beyond that you don’t have to pay for.   
 
Vein added that he thinks there are also some advantages to doing some aesthetic things.  He said 
that if you’re in the greenway, and you want to make that into something more pleasingly 
aesthetic there may be some value to doing it.  Haugen said that if you want to do a resolution 
that you are willing to entertain zero dollars, or X amount of dollars, you can give some 
parameters as to what your side is willing to help fund.  Malm commented that his disagreement  
with that at this point is that they have no control over any dollars.  He added that they can make 
a recommendation, and his recommendation would certainly be that they do nothing for 
aesthetics, and if the City Council’s want to put it in let them put it in.  Haugen responded that  
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that is what he was referring to, the councils with the resolution.  Vetter asked, however, it if 
isn’t the MPO’s job to vet all those different ideas.  Malm responded that that is something he 
hasn’t ever figured out, as he got the impression at the last meeting that we were just sitting here.  
Vetter said that that was why Mr. Leigh and himself got a little upset when they heard about that 
meeting because they feel that the MPO should be vetting all those different ideas, and it should 
come from the MPO and not the East Grand Forks Engineers getting a meeting together and 
saying that this is what they want; or the Grand Forks Engineers getting together and saying this 
is what they want; and somehow or other trying to get it all to their City Councils, it needs to 
come to the MPO and we take it to our respective councils for approval.  Malm asked if he 
means what you like as in enhancements.  Vetter responded that that is why we extend the olive 
branch to the different engineering groups, the downtown group and everyone else and say:  “we 
are going to have a special meeting of the MPO, bring your ideas here and let’s talk about them 
and decide what we want to carry forth”.  Vein agreed, adding that we could just have an open 
house and allow them to come in and make their pitch.   
 
 U.S. #2 Low Spot In East Grand Forks 
 
Haugen referred to a drawing of the area, and explained the issue with the low spot on U.S. #2 in 
East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen said that, as we discussed at the last MPO meeting, we have had conversations with 
MnDOT and the Corps of Engineers as to whether or not we can do this project.  He stated that 
the short answer is that they can maybe raise it a foot, but it will not allow a whole lot of 
additional protection to keep the bridge open during flood events, but even possibly raising that 
to a foot and three inches has an impact on the total floodway, and Grand Forks staff was saying 
that if it has any impact we want to make sure it is mitigated so that the flood protection system 
is not compromised.   
 
Haugen commented that MnDOT indicated that it is really in the hands of the Corps of 
Engineers.  He said that if it is a small project, they will do it with the Kennedy Bridge project, 
but it if gets into a project that requires a lot of mitigation then it has to go through it’s own 
standard project process.   
 
Vein sees Highway #2 as the major transportation system pass through the northern part of the 
State and through both communities.  He said that he doesn’t remember which one of the floods 
we had where they were trying to put levees on both sides of the low area so that they could keep 
traffic flowing, especially for emergency vehicles, because once it is closed it becomes a safety 
issue.  He stated that we built a levee system that protects both communities to the 200 year 
flood, but our transportation system is still back to what it was in the pre-flood basis, so it would 
seem to him that if we were going to build a brand new bridge we would built it up, and 
obviously if you raise that, the intent of that low area is that it acts as a water controller, so if you 
do raise it up you have to compensate for that additional water that would be held back so it  
would involve additional culverts under the road, or whatever it would be, but he is thinking that 
we have this chance now to do this, and he thinks it is the responsible thing to do to get that road  
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raised up so that we don’t have a major flood and traffic can’t go back and forth on Highway #2.  
He added that it isn’t just emergency services that are affected either, it also affects cargo, 
trucking, all those things come to a halt during a flood event, and it isn’t even that high of a 
flood, and then we do like we said before and we build levees on both sides to try to continue to 
use it you’re already causing problems so why wouldn’t we, at this time, knowing that this is 
isn’t a matter of if it it’s when, we’ve done all this with our levee system to make sure that the 
major transportation port between the communities is upgraded accordingly.  He said, again, that 
this is the time to do it or it will never get done, and he would think that both DOTs, knowing the 
value of this would want it to happen too.  Powers asked if Mr. Vein wanted to make a motion to 
that effect.  Vein responded that he would, but he asked if it was in order to do so.  Haugen 
commented that this is being considered, and they have the potential of raising it a foot to a foot 
and three inches, that is what they are considering.  Vein said that he thinks, and he will pursue 
this on the North Dakota side, and he doesn’t know where anybody else is with this, but he 
thinks that we have to be pushing hard for this raise, because the is our highest bridge during 
floods and raising it up more, that needs to be pushed, and a foot isn’t enough, a foot is helpful, 
but he thinks it needs to more than that.   
 
Powers asked if anyone knows how high it would have to be raised to keep it open at a 50-foot 
some level.  Haugen responded that there are physical constraints, as described at our Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting.  He explained that the Kennedy Bridge project was dealing with 
the bridge itself, the other bridge and interchange with River Road has a controlling factor as to 
what can be raised, and as he understands, and the engineers are more informed, but they have to 
raise this structure in order to get more than that foot raised up, so now you’re talking about a 
much different project, scope and cost and everything else.  Vein said that  he would agree with 
that, as there are limits to how much you can do, but he would like to understand a little more 
what that limit really is, are there variances or things that could allow you to get up to whatever 
level we need.  He added that he was looking at the one foot to one foot three inches, but for 
mitigation purposes, not what would be geometrically possible. 
 
Hille reported that they have extended the limits on the Minnesota side 750-feet to incorporate 
this project.  He said that if it becomes a slam dunk that they can raise it, they have folks looking 
at it, and if it doesn’t have to be mitigated he thinks it can be incorporated into this project, but if 
it gets deeper than that it isn’t worth delaying the bridge project for this project, but they are 
looking at it and he doesn’t know if they need a resolution because the DOT is looking at it in 
both ways, if it can be added to the bridge project or does it need to be done separately. 
 
Vetter asked if we want to set up a separate meeting where we can vet some of the aesthetics 
issues, have the MPO staff reach out to the engineers.  Powers suggested he make a motion and 
see where it goes.  Vetter said that he would suggest bringing this group back together, along 
with others that can show up, and reach out to engineering staff to see what we can come up 
with.  Mock asked if we shouldn’t also reach out to the Grand Forks Herald to see what 
comments they have received.  Vetter agreed that that would be a good idea.  Haugen asked 
Stephanie if they had set a time and date when the other group would meet again.  Erickson 
responded that they hadn’t, that they were looking at meeting again in sixty to ninety days. 
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Malm said that he thinks Mr. Vetter is right, we should just bring everyone back, hold a special 
meeting and try to get more information on what is in the enhancement, etc.   
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONED BY VEIN, TO APPROVE A REQUEST THAT MPO 
STAFF TO SET UP A MEETING WITH BOTH CITIES’ ENGINEERS, THE GRAND 
FORKS HERALD, THE DOTS, AND THE PUBLIC TO DISCUSS AESTHETIC, ETC. FOR 
THE KENNEDY BRIDGE.  
 
Haugen asked if this meeting would be touching on both bridges, or are we just going to focus on 
the Kennedy Bridge.  Leigh responded that he thinks we should just focus on the Kennedy right 
now, but you could do both.  Vein agreed, stating that it is doable, and everyone would then have 
their opportunity to voice their ideas and concerns.  Malm said that he thinks you need to split 
them up because you’re going to have too much confusion if you’re trying to run both at the 
same time.  Powers agreed.  Malm commented that we need to get everybody on the same page 
on the Kennedy, which is going to be the first one and will have the biggest effect, and we were 
just told that not much is needed on the Sorlie, it has been there a hundred years, and will last 
another hundred. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Vein, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MOVED BY VEIN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE LETTING THE DOTS 
KNOW THAT WE WANT THEM TO IDENTIFY EVERY OPPORTUNITY POSSIBLE TO 
ALLEVIATE THE LOW AREA THE CURRENTLY EXISTS ON U.S. HIGHWAY #2. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Vein, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL UPDATE  
 
Kouba reported that they are looking for preliminary approval of our manual.  She explained that 
last month she discussed how they went about getting some of the numbers in the manual to 
figure out what our areas are for environmental justice.  She pointed out that those same maps 
are in this manual that she presented at the last meeting as well. 
 
Kouba commented that, basically they want to get the board’s approval so that they can move 
forward.  She added, however, that they still need to get public opinion on this, and they still 
need to present it to their human services committee, but they are just starting the process of 
finalizing this manual so that they can move forward with it.   
 
Kouba said that once it is approved they will also be looking at the Long Range Transportation 
Plan and relating the projects that we have in that plan to the areas that are highlighted in both 
our high minority area, as well as our low-income areas. 
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Kouba stated that one of the biggest differences in this manual, compared to our current manual, 
is the fact that we are separating the minority and low-income areas.  She explained that 
previously it was only the areas that had combined minority and low-income populations. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO GRANT PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 
OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Vein referred to the manual; the fundamental principles section on Page 2:  “to prevent the 
denial, reduction, or delays in the receipt of benefits by minority populations and/or low-income 
populations”, and asked if that is happening now because he has never heard or seen this 
occurring.  Kouba responded that it is not something that has a history of occurring in this area, 
but in larger areas, such as San Francisco, where a highway being built literally went through 
low income areas because that is where the land was cheapest, it does occur.  She explained that 
it is just the federal government’s way of making sure that if there is an adverse effect with any 
project, that there is some sort of mitigation for minority and/or low-income populations. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Vein, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF MINNESOTA FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION REVIS IONS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it discusses Minnesota’s reaction to a 
few things.  He said that the first thing is FHWA’s updated guidance on functional classification.  
He explained that they had 30-year old guidance as to what should be classified in our functional 
classification roadways, and last fall they come up with some new guidance, and our Long 
Range Transportation Plan was almost held up forcing us to react to this new guidance, but we 
were able to say it is too new to hang up on it.   
 
Haugen stated that another thing that happened was, with the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau 
defined a new geography of urbanized area.  He explained that under the old practice when a 
functionally classified roadway entered into the urbanized area it was raised up in the functional 
class, so we had to react to those new geographies. 
 
Haugen said that the third thing was that MAP-21 has placed most of the funding into the 
National Highway Performance Program, or the NHS system, and as part of that process they 
automatically upgraded all Principle Arterials into this NHS system.  He explained that as he 
goes through the MNDOT Power Point Presentation, initially they started this process and got a 
lot of feedback saying that people didn’t want to have to fight over these principle arterials 
because the fight was over whether they should remain in the NHS designation with allowed 
them to be eligible for the bigger pot of monies at the federal level.  He stated that initially 
MNDOT agreed with this philosophy, and so in January when we met the outcome of the 
meeting was that we would just focus on some of these minor issues like urbanization 
boundaries, etc., and the created some new definitions of expressways and such; but then they 
got a memorandum from Federal Highways giving them a “reading of the tea-leaves” that there  
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is a reason why Federal Highway came up with new guidance, and they really wanted us to look 
at our NHS system to make sure it is truly the system we want as a nation to invest our funding 
in.  He added that another thing is that the new guidance creates, or requires that the urban area 
splits its collector systems like the rural systems do, with minor and major, and that also has a 
potential funding ramification in the future. 
 
Haugen stated that before, in the urban areas, we were able to just call everything collector, and 
by doing that everything was federally eligible for funds.  He added that in the rural area, for a 
long time they have required everyone have major collectors designated versus minor collectors 
designated.  He said that major collectors in the rural areas are the only ones that are federally 
eligible, so part of that “reading the tea-leaves”, that Minnesota Federal Highways was telling 
MnDOT was that you really need, if you’re going to do any sort of effort on the bump to reclass 
you have to go all the way through the process and designate these things because there is 
something that probably is coming down the road that is going to become an important factor for 
you. 
 
Haugen commented that the two major outcomes that we are struggling with is; when you get to 
the criteria, the difference between major collector and minor collector, one of the biggest factors 
we look at is what the volume is of the traffic on the roadway, but under the guidance they are 
really saying that something that carries the same traffic can be separate when you designate it is 
a minor collector versus a major collector, so it is really going to be an art, so they are figuring 
out what should be deemed minor versus major. 
 
Haugen said that another thing is, the principle arterial in East Grand Forks, in the Point area is 
something you will notice MnDOT wants to downgrade to a minor arterial.  He explained that 
their justification for doing that is that it does not connect to another principle arterial.  He said 
that the new federal guidance no longer carries that general rule that once you change your 
geography you raise or drop your functional class roadways, that you truly don’t look at political 
boundaries or other things, you just look at what the road functions as and carry that function all 
the way through that roadway.  He stated, then, that while we may disagree, and we might have 
good arguments for this, it will be a difficult climb to get over their initial thoughts that it should 
not be a principle arterial anymore.   
 
Vein asked if this roadway transitions from an urban to a rural section at that point, is that what 
they are saying.  Haugen responded that it does.  Vein said, however, that there could be a future 
extension of the urban section where the rural is now.  Haugen referred to a drawing of the 
roadway, and pointed out that it actually transitions at a logical termini, which is this 
intersection, and the urban section itself, curb and gutter stands out past the Middle School. 
 
Vetter asked if there was a process to go through to try to keep this roadway as a principle 
arterial.  Haugen responded that this will be the process.  He added that we will review what they 
proposed and give them feedback as to what we think it should be.  He explained the process 
they put in place, and how it affects this roadway/area. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
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Haugen reiterated that back in January, MnDOT was convinced they weren’t going to follow this 
new guidance, but then they met with Federal Highway Minnesota, and were convinced they 
have to do it.   
 
Vein asked what the impacts of this downgrade will be, is it funding.  Haugen responded that it is 
primarily just funding that will be impacted.  Vein asked if it will impact any replacement or 
rehabilitation plans.  Haugen responded that, you have to remember that MAP-21 put the bulk of 
the funding into the NHS system, so as the East Grand Forks side tries to get federal funding for 
local streets, there is less of a pot now on the Minnesota side.  Vein said that if it goes from a 
major to a minor it will be in a different category.   
 
Leigh asked if the stretch from 13th to O’Leary Park, if it was changed what funding would be 
available if it needs repair; is it local dollars, is it MnDOT funds.  Haugen responded that it is 
still federally eligible, there are just a lot less federal funds available that your statewide 
competition makes it less likely it will get funded, that is the biggest ramification.  He said, 
however, on the positive side you probably don’t have national highway standards that you need 
to build to, or to maintain. 
 
Powers commented that he is surprised that the Point Bridge area isn’t considered a principle 
arterial.  Haugen responded that it never has been, it has always been a minor arterial.  Powers 
asked if they take into consideration how important that area is during a flood event, it is the only 
way out of town.  Haugen commented that you do need to recall that Polk County has entertained 
a turn-back of this not being a state highway.  He said that this would mean that maintaining a 
principle arterial connection will be difficult. 
 
Haugen reported that minor and major collectors, that is something that they will need to work 
with East Grand Forks on to try to decipher and make that fine decision as to what is and what 
isn’t.  He said that they are scheduled to be on the first work session in September to begin this 
process.  He added that they are not going to formally ask for adoption until after we have gone 
through this give and take, hopefully, with MnDOT, and possibly with this advisory committee, 
but early next year we will be asking the East Grand Forks City Council to adopt a functional 
class and the MPO will endorse it as well.   
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side, they are nowhere near anything like this 
effort.  He said that the way they arrange their federal funding program hasn’t changed and 
reacted to MAP-21 whereas MnDOT did react and change their funding programs.  He added 
that North Dakota also hasn’t felt the need to separate out the collector system between major 
and minor collectors, so we are on a holding pattern on the North Dakota side.  He stated that 
they have already addressed the urbanized issue last year, but on the Minnesota side we have to 
go through this process. 
 
Information only. 
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MATTER OF U.S. HIGHWAY #2 ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that he included a copy of the agenda, and the presentation given at the first 
Steering Committee meeting.  He said that he did include the membership roster, showing who 
the members are and who they are representing, as well. 
 
Haugen referred to the power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and commented that they talked a little about why they are studying the 
area, the crash history, and what our critical intersections will be.  He said that there have been 
some communications with the Airport Authority about the Airport Drive intersection.   
 
Haugen stated that, as many of you are aware, the NDDOT went through and did a Grand Forks 
County and a Grand Forks City Local Roads Safety Program process in which they looked at all 
the crashes and came up with a kind of strategy as to how to mitigate them.  He briefly went over 
the concept developed for the Airport Drive intersection with U.S. #2, which involves removal of 
the traffic signals, eliminate left turns and throughs, and place them upstream as median turns.   
 
Vein asked what the speed limit is through that section.  Haugen responded that it is 65 mph or 
more one way, and 55 mph the other way.  Vein said that they aren’t saying change the speeds, 
just the geometrics.  Haugen agreed, adding that that is what this program came up with, to 
remove the traffic signals.  He added that the purpose of our study is to say that that is one 
alternative, what other things might we do.  He commented that the Airport Authority reacted 
quite negatively to the suggestion of removing the signals.   
 
Haugen commented that they also spent some time just informing the committee, and as part of 
your packet, of the Grand Forks Strategic Growth Initiatives that they have going on in the area.  
He said that the area is being primed for development, and there is some infrastructure plans that 
will be requiring approval over the next couple of years.  He stated that the Planning 
Commission in Grand Forks did receive, and looked at this development proposal, so they 
already have the landowner starting the process of designating what the future land uses will be 
for that area.   
 
Haugen reported that the next activity you will hear about on this study is, we are tentatively 
scheduling something for either the second or third week of September, an open house, but we 
are also going to have an invite to all of the property owners along the whole corridor to come in 
and have one-on-one meetings with the project team to kind of find out what their development 
plans might be, as well as to get them up to speed as to what the study entails. 
 
Vein asked who the project team is.  Haugen responded that KLJ is the consultant on this project.  
Vein asked if this is an MPO project.  Haugen responded it is.  He referred to the committee 
roster, and went over it briefly. 
 
Information only.  
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MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2015-2016 WORK PROGRAM AC TIVITIES 
 
Haugen reported that we do a two year work program that identifies all of the activities and 
studies that we will be doing with our federal funds over those two years.   
 
Haugen commented that as we come to the end of our 2014 work year we have to establish a 
new two year work program so we are now soliciting for projects, activities for the next two 
years.  He said that if you have any ideas now would be the time to communicate them to MPO 
staff as they will ultimately need to be approved by your individual governing bodies before we 
can consider they be included in our program. 
 
Haugen stated that there is a new process this year; the federal entities are requiring we identify 
that our next update to our Long Range Transportation Plan is due by the end of 2019, so we 
need to tell them how we are going to reach that date with all the different studies, so we have 
identified how we are going to do that.  He said that we would normally be working next year, 
and through half of June 2016 updating each Cities Land Use Plans; and in 2016 and 2017 
updating our Bike/Ped and Transit Plans; and then engaging in our Long Range Transportation 
Plan is about a two year process as well, so you will see at your City Council meetings, through 
your Planning Departments’ portion of the work activities asking the MPO to assist with 
updating your Land Use Plans. 
 
Haugen reiterated that the reason this is on the agenda is to inform you that we are soliciting 
work activities, so give us your ideas and vet them through either himself or your engineering 
staff will vet it through to make sure it is eligible for us, and then you can go through our council 
before we can formally consider it as a work activity for the MPO. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SAFETY INTEGRATION INTO THE LON G RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Haugen introduced Sarah Erickson, MPO Intern, and stated that she has worked for the MPO this 
summer.  He stated that, as we processed the Long Range Transportation Plan, we said ?? soon, 
one of the reasons was because those local roads safety program plans have redeveloped, 
primarily when the North Dakota side got a new funding opportunity and new funding screen 
that we can incorporate into the plan, so Sarah has been working these past three months in 
trying to get us to a point where we can propose how we will amend the plan to integrate these 
projects. 
 
Erickson referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and explained that she would be going over it briefly. 
 
Vein asked if he is correct that MAP-21 has a sunset attached to it.  Haugen responded that it 
does.  Vein asked if it is coming on.  Haugen responded that it has been extended to May 30th, 
2015.  Vein said, though, that if we lose funding it changes, a lot.  Haugen responded that that is  
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correct.  He added that besides funding, all of the proposals for the next authorization bill have 
carried these concepts through, the only thing that they are bickering about is the funding portion 
of it.  Vein said, however, that the reality is that there is less federal monies today than in the 
past, correct.  Haugen responded that it purchases less.  He explained that the actual dollar 
amount is more, but it purchases less. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Possible Additional Monies 
 
Vetter asked, since we aren’t spending nearly what we thought we were going to spend on these 
bridges, will there be any opportunity to move the remaining funds to other projects.  Haugen 
responded that the funds could not be shifted to other projects or locations.  Haugen added that 
the only opportunity would be if you can convince the DOTs to fund those enhancements, 
betterments, those types of activities with those funds that were set aside and would normally 
have been used towards a major rehab or replacement of those bridges.  He added that all those 
enhancements or betterments that have been discussed are eligible under the main funding 
program the State DOTs are using for those bridges, so, the short answer is they can’t just tell 
you to go after TAP money, but you can tell them that what we are proposing is eligible in your 
project program, and you had so much money and you are saving millions of dollars, so that 
would be an argument you can use. 
  
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 20TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:33 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Vein, Leigh, Vetter, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


