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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, May 21st, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the May 21st, 2014 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:04 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, and Greg Leigh.   
 
Absent:  Tyrone Grandstrand 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Kyle Economy, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy 
McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Junelle Mulroy, Brady Martz; Jane Williams, GF City Engineering Department; Mike 
Yavarrow, GF City Engineering Department; Roger Hille, MNDOT Bridge Division; and David 
Kuharenko, GF City Engineering Department. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 16 TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 16TH, 
2014, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, and Vetter. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2013 MPO AUDIT 
 
Haugen introduced Janelle Mulroy, Brady Martz, who was present for a brief overview of the 
2013 MPO Audit findings. 
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Mulroy referred to the 2013 MPO Audit report, included in the packets, and stated that, as in the 
past, she will just highlight some things from the report. 
 
Mulroy commented that Page 2 of the report actually details out their opinion, and pointed out 
that there is a paragraph there titled “Opinion”, where it states that they gave an unqualified, or 
clean opinion based on the audit.   
 
Mulroy pointed out that there is also some required supplementary information in the financial 
statements, that being the Management Discussion and Analysis and the Budgetary Comparison 
information, that she will go through as well.  She explained that while they really don’t audit 
this, and they aren’t giving an opinion on it, it is information that is required by the standards be 
in the financial statements, so it is there for your information. 
 
Mulroy reported that there is some additional information included that is made up of the 
Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards, and they do audit that and give an opinion, so she 
will also discuss that as well. 
 
Christensen reported present. 
 
Overview of the narrative and financial statements in the document ensued. 
 
Mulroy referred to Page 10, Statement of Governmental Fund Revenues, Expenditures, and 
Changes in Fund Balance Statement of Activities for the Year Ended December 31, 2013, and 
explained that 77% of the total $673,452.00 in revenues were made up of federal funds that were 
received and spent, and those federal funds were in excess of the $500,000 threshold, which 
meant we had to do a single audit over the federal program this year. 
 
Mulroy summarized by saying that Page 23 is where they actually give their opinion over their 
federal program audit, and it was a clean, or unmodified opinion, so they did not have any 
findings or compliance issues with regard to the audit of the federal program.   
 
Mulroy pointed out that on Page 26, at the bottom of the page, one of the items is “Auditee 
qualified as low-risk auditee?  She explained that the reason it is marked no is because the MPO 
did not have a single audit over the federal programs the previous year and you have to have two 
consecutive clean audits over the federal programs to be able to mark that yes, so it is not the 
result of any findings or anything other than the fact that there was not a single audit the previous 
year.   
 
Mulroy referred to Page 27, and commented that it discusses the one significant deficiency 
found, similar to what has been discussed in the past in that it highlights the fact that Brady 
Martz helped draft the financial statements and they propose audit adjustments, so as a result of 
that there are auditing standards that require them to disclose it as a significant deficiency.  She 
said at the very bottom of Page 27 it also does state that there were no findings with regard to the 
federal programs, so there is nothing to disclose there. 
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MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE 2013 MPO AUDIT 
REPORT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
          
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that Roger Hille, MNDOT, is present today to give a brief update on the Draft 
Kennedy Bridge Report.  He added that, as many of you are aware, over the last couple of weeks 
both City Councils have had briefings on the status of the Kennedy Bridge.   
 
Haugen stated that he included a couple things in the packet; three things he points out in the 
staff report are:  1) NDDOT developed what is labeled as a preferred alternative from their side, 
and it includes a bike/ped accommodation inside the truss.  He stated that the difference from 
many of the previous ones you have seen is that they do include more of a barrier between the 
bike/peds from the vehicles, which seems to be a significant safety improvement than was shown 
in the previous concepts of putting a bike/ped facility inside the truss.  
 
Leigh asked if they are planning on getting rid of the median that goes down the middle of the 
bridge, the one that protects vehicles from crossing over.  Haugen responded that this drawing 
doesn’t show that, but it isn’t the final design.  He added, however, that you have informed Mr. 
Hille at several meetings that it is important to keep that median, and he has made a commitment 
to keep it.  Hille added that he won’t say that it will stay or go at this time, but right now it 
appears that they will be able to keep it, and they have identified that as a request of the council 
and they will do everything they can to keep it.  He stated that how this thing will look at the end 
has a lot to do with redesigning the approach spans, and it is seeming a little more each day that 
they can do that, they can make some adjustments in that longitudinal joint, so it looks like they 
can have a curb of some sort down the middle of the bridge.  He said that he will keep both 
councils informed as they go through this project. 
 
Hille pointed out that the barrier between the pedestrians and the traffic takes some space, the 
curb down the middle takes some space, and we have limited space to work with, so you may 
have to determine which one is the higher priority.  Leigh stated that if it were up to him; the 
way he feels about this is that we have had that bridge there since 1963, and it hasn’t been a 
successful pedestrian bridge, and while that is important, he thinks it is more important, because 
he has witnessed numerous accidents on the East Grand Forks side when vehicles come up the 
on ramp and hit the bridge and spin around and the only thing that stops them from hitting 
another vehicle and hurting or killing someone is that barrier in the middle, so he would really 
hate to see it removed.  Hille said, again, that he hopes everyone realizes how important these 
comments are, and they will be looking at this very hard, but if they think it can’t be done they 
will be back in this room and will explain why they think it can’t, but as of now they are going to 
do everything they can to keep it. 
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Christensen asked where the barrier is, he said he is looking at Page 5, and he is wondering 
where the barrier is in regard to the existing bridge.  Haugen referred to a slide illustrating both 
drawings and explained where the preferred barrier is in relation to the existing structure. 
 
Discussion on Mr. Leigh’s comment on the accidents he has witnessed, and why the middle 
barrier should be kept, ensued. 
 
Hille said, again, that what they have laid out is absolutely everything they know, and they have 
looked at six different alternatives, and they cannot select an alternative without knowing more 
about what they can do with that center longitudinal joint.  He stated that consideration as to 
whether or not it is possible to put the center median in there is something they will look at it 
pretty hard.  He added that there are considerations, and this organization understands, there is a 
difference between a curb and a barrier, and often times in high traffic areas they stay away from 
curbs into barriers because they call them launch-able objects, in other words if one hits it going 
fast enough it will launch a vehicle.  He said that he doesn’t think it is an issue here because of 
the lower speed limit, however, but it is something to consider. 
 
Hille stated that he is a simple designer, and he will work through the design, but they have 
traffic folks, and federal highway standards, and those sorts of things that they have to consider, 
and they can’t afford to bring those people in until they get past the initial stage of the study, but 
they feel that they are on the right path and have gotten concurrence from the Grand Forks 
council that they are on that path with rehabbing this structure, and being able to somehow fit the 
traffic inside the truss to keep the project on schedule. 
 
Powers referred to Page 9, and asked about the 10-foot lane to the right, if it is a shared bike/ped 
path.  Hille responded that that concept is that that area would be a shared use path, and does not 
include a bikepath on the opposite side of the structure.  Powers asked if they would ever 
consider a narrower path, take two feet off the path and put it in the middle, and thus keep Mr. 
Leigh and himself happy.  Hille responded that they are convinced that there will be what they 
call a design exception, in other words this alternative is kind of the minimum standard, but there 
will have to be a design exception here and they expect it will be in that 10-feet. 
 
Leigh asked what the width of the sidewalk is on the Sorlie Bridge.  Hille responded it is 6-feet, 
adding, however, that a lot of people don’t comply with the sign that says they need to push their 
bike across the bridge, so they would like to have the path wide enough to allow for bikers to 
ride their bikes across yet still maintain 12-foot lanes, and some kind of barrier.   
 
Strandell asked if the speed of the bicycle traffic an issue.  Hille responded that he isn’t well 
educated on bikeways, but he knows there are standards they need to meet, and he knows that 
when it is at a certain width then they ask the bicyclists to push their bikes across. 
 
Hille commented that the great thing about this discussion is that your concerns are the same as 
theirs, and they aren’t going to take something and shove it down your throat and say this is what 
you’re going to get, they go into planning and design and they are going to look at their design  
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with safety tiers along with their design standards, and in this case, one of the biggest challenges 
is the historic nature of this structure, and if a center median like this detracts from the historic 
fabric, or does not meet the Secretary of Interior’s standards, that will be a challenge.  He added 
that the nature, and he is getting into more detail than he intended, but the nature of historic 
review on a structure like this does not ask the question; is this okay, is it not okay, it’s  
more about combining all those issues and give and take kind of collaborative process instead of 
what kind of rail can we use, can we or can’t we have a divider here, and so-forth.  He said it has 
a whole lot to do with how the structure looks, not only to the traveling public, but to the 
community to the north and south. 
 
Hille reported that, again, on a project of this magnitude you just can’t afford to bring all those 
folks up in this early stage of the process.  He stated that this study was to determine whether 
there is enough structural value in the truss to save it, and both MnDOT and NDDOT are 
thinking that from a cost/benefit ratio there is.   
 
Powers asked, then, if they have completely abandoned the idea of a suspended walkway for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Hille responded that he would pretty much say that is the case.  He 
added that some of the issues are because you have a 500-year floodway, and anything that they 
do within the floodway would have to have no effect on a 500-year flood, so just figuring out 
how you would mitigate the results of adding an additional flood structure units on the 
approaches, he thinks it would be measured in terms of many many months, and maybe years 
instead of months, and it would be a major issue.  He said, too, that there would be the issue of 
added costs and so forth, so if they can get the traffic safely across, and, again, you aren’t talking 
about a tremendous amount of pedestrian and bike traffic on this structure, he thinks they can 
safely do it within the truss.  He added, however, that if this structure didn’t have 680-feet of 
approach spans he thinks both DOTs, as well as this group, would say it should be hung over the 
side just like we did on the Sorlie, but those approach spans make it so much more challenging.   
 
Haugen reported that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee are looking for 
concurrence on three issues:  
 
 1) Whether to rehab or replace the structure – they are recommending rehabbing it. 
 2) Whether to do an internal or external bike/ped accommodations – they are   
  recommending an internal solution. 
 3) Whether to place the bike/ped accommodation on the north or south side – they  
  are recommending the north side. 
 
Haugen commented that these are the same three things the Grand Forks City Council passed at 
their Monday night meeting – concurrence with MnDOT; so that is what we are asking this 
board to concur with as well. 
 
Leigh stated, then, that what your asking is for us to decide whether or not we concur with the 
report as we have seen and reviewed it, and the direction they are going with the project.  He said 
that, as much as it would be nice to have an external bikepath, after reading the report it is  
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evident that it really isn’t feasible and adds considerable cost to the project, so he doesn’t have a 
problem with it, but, as he said before he would skip the pedestrian part of the project in order to 
keep the center median, he just thinks it is that important.   
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY LEIGH, TO APPROVE THE MPO EXECUTIVE 
POLICY BOARD DOES CONCUR WITH THE FINAL PLANNING STUDY REPORT FOR 
THE KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECT. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
  Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there isn’t much to report on the Sorlie Bridge project.  Hille stated that the 
Structural Review Team was up, and although he doesn’t have the final report, if there had been 
any substantial problems he would have been notified, so it certainly feels to him like they will 
most likely be moving toward a rehab instead of a replacement project.   
 
MATTER OF T.I.P. AMENDMENT FOR CITIES AREA TRANSIT CAPITAL 
PROJECTS 
 

Haugen reported that we did receive a request to amend our T.I.P. to bring in some federal transit 
monies to make some capital purchases for the Grand Forks Cities Area Transit.  
 
Leigh said that he knows this pertains to Grand Forks, but we are getting some federal dollars 
and are amending the T.I.P., but it will also cost an additional $69,000 to somebody, who pays 
that.  Haugen responded that it will be paid by the City of Grand Forks, and the State of North 
Dakota. 
 
Haugen commented that these are all requests that the Grand Forks City Council approved, and 
we submitted, and the State of North Dakota went through a statewide competitive process to 
award these three projects to Grand Forks, and the next step in the process is for us to amend it 
into our T.I.P. to show that they are consistent with our planning documents, which they are. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE FY2014-2017 T.I.P. 
AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUS TICE 
MANUAL UPDATE 
 

Kouba reported that this is the Environmental Justice Scope-of-Work.  She said that back when 
we were doing our Long Range Transportation Plan, one of the caveats for approval was that we  
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go back and look at our environmental justice areas, which we are now going back and re-
evaluating these areas and this is the scope-of-work for it.  She stated that we plan to be finished 
with this by, the initial work of it, by the end of September; and then we will look through all of 
our Long Range Transportation projects and, in relation to the new environmental justice areas, 
and that should be done by the November time-frame.  She said that they are looking for 
approval of this project. 
 
Leigh asked how the minority and low-income concentrations affect a project, can they stop it.  
Kouba responded that the project will have to be either mitigated or some sort of mitigation will 
have to be done if minorities or low-income populations are negatively impacted by the project.  
Leigh asked for an example.  Kouba responded that nationwide, in the past, things have 
happened where whole neighborhoods of low-income populations have been totally decimated 
and removed because of a freeway project.  She stated that we have never had anything of that 
nature in our area, but federal government standards have looked at seeing this and they are 
saying we can’t continue doing this anymore. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL UPDATE SCOPE-OF-WORK. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF CONTRACT FOR PAVEMENT MANAGEM ENT 
CONDITION RATING 
 
Kouba reported that this is a continuation of the update of our pavement management system.  
She said that they are basically looking at doing the initial, we did the imagery last year, and now 
we are doing the analysis this time around.  She added that they only have one proposal, and they 
had to go through the process of gaining approval through NDDOT and FHWA, which they 
have, so now they are just looking for approval of the contract.   
 
Kouba commented that the MPO will only do the classified roadways, and each City has agreed 
to do their local roadways as well, so we have costs for both cities and the University of North 
Dakota.  She added that everything the MPO is going to be doing is covered under the budget we 
have set aside. 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE ENTERING INTO A 
CONTRACT WITH GOODPOINT TECHNOLOGIES TO DO THE PAVEMENT 
CONDITION ANALYSIS. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF REQUEST FOR NDDOT FUNDING MPO 
 
Haugen reported that the three MPOs have been working with the NDDOT for the past twelve 
months.  He said that part of that discussion has been seeking for the NDDOT to place a line 
item in their budget some State funds to help off-set the local match that we currently enjoy.  He 
explained that Director Levi has indicated a willingness to consider that, however he wanted a 
joint letter adopted by all three MPOs formally requesting the consideration. 
 
Haugen commented that a draft of the letter was included in the packet, and it does identify that, 
similar to how Fargo/Moorhead COG and the GF/EGF MPO enjoy the State of Minnesota 
money to help off-set our local cause, we are seeking NDDOT to do the same and have identified 
a $100,000 total budget split-up based on our current method of distributing federal funds. 
 
Haugen stated that both staff and the Technical Advisory Committee recommend approval.  He 
added that it was approved by Fargo/Moorhead earlier, and will be addressed by 
Bismarck/Mandan next week.  He said that it is an attempt to get some State dollars to lessen the 
local match provided by Grand Forks and East Grand Forks similar to the State funds we get 
from Minnesota. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE A LETTER TO NDDOT 
REQUESTING FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE MPO. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. Matter Of Draft Freight Plan  
 
Haugen reported that North Dakota has drafted a Freight Plan.  He explained that one of the 
things MAP-21 laid out, but did not fund, was a separate freight program.  He said that one of the 
conditions of MAP-21, in order to be eligible if they ever did fund a freight program, was to have 
Statewide Freight Plans developed, so North Dakota drafted a plan that identifies a three-tier 
priority of their highway system, in our area our highways are in the top tier.  He said that it also 
identifies railroad issues and pipeline issues, as well.  
 
Haugen stated that this draft is available for your review.  He added that they can do a more in-
depth presentation of the plan if anyone is interested.   
 
 b. Matter Of MAP-21 Reauthorization 
 
Haugen reported that in the packet was the President’s proposal; which is a four-year bill that 
substantially increased the funding, substantially invested in the freight system, and actually put 
dollars to the freight program.  He stated that the Senate’s Public Environment and Public Works  
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Committee, which is the major committee in the Senate tasked to produce the bill, adopted theirs 
last week.  He said that it is a six-year bill, and is really a continuation of MAP-21 with a few 
tweaks.  He commented that the main tweak would be to actually fund the freight program, but 
their funding would be in incremental steps with no dollars the first year, and small amounts in 
succeeding years with the last year putting a couple billion dollars towards freight. 
 
Haugen stated that with both of these programs the dollar amounts are still a struggle because 
even the Senate’s bill, which is continuing MAP-21, is $18 Billion dollars short each year; and 
the President’s proposal was closer to $30 Billion dollars short in revenue identification. 
 
Haugen reported that MAP-21 expires at the end of September, and the Highway Trust Fund is 
expected to basically be broke in early August, and if nothing happens there will really be no 
federal program available for highway construction in 2015. 
 
 c. Matter Of MnDOT Bike Plan Public Meeting 
 
Erickson reported that MnDOT will be visiting us May 29th to do a Statewide Bicycle Plan.  She 
explained that they are trying to get input from the public on what they like for bike facilities.   
 
Erickson stated that there will be a structured workshop from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. and an open 
house from 8:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. on May 29th in the East Grand Forks City Hall Training 
Room.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 21ST, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:43 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye:  Powers, Strandell, Malm, Adams, Leigh, Vetter, and Christensen. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 


