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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, October 8th, 2014 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the October 8th, 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, Greg Leigh, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent:  Warren Strandell and Ken Vein. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  Mike Yavarow, GF City Engineering Department; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks 
District; and Kris Bakkegard, KLJ. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Powers declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF SORLIE BRIDGE PROJECT PRESENTATION 
 
Haugen reported that Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; and Kris Bakkegard, KLJ are 
present today to give a presentation on the Sorlie Bridge Project. 
 
Noehre stated that just over 18-months ago the North Dakota and Minnesota Departments of 
Transportation retained the services of a consultant team lead by Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson 
(KLJ) to start the project development process on the Sorlie Bridge.  He said that their first task 
was to review all existing inspection reports and complete their own minor review of the 
structure to come up with a recommendation to the DOTs on the type of environmental 
document that they should pursue.  He stated that, based on those initial findings, it was decided 
that we would pursue an Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS, which is the highest form of 
environmental documentation. 
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Noehre commented that the next phase of the project development was to follow the EIS process 
and to also look at the entire bridge in greater depth, inspecting each individual member and each 
individual connection.  He said that this in-depth analysis; along with some recent updates; and 
national standards on evaluating this type of bridge; we were led to a different conclusion then 
was initially anticipated.   
 
Noehre introduced Kris Bakkegard, the project manager for KLJ, and explained that he is present 
today to outline their findings and go over the future proposed steps for the project development 
for the Sorlie Bridge. 
 
Bakkegard said that Mr. Noehre has given highlights of the process to-date, and he would now 
like to fill in the gaps, as well as talk about what is expected moving forward. 
 
Bakkegard referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Bakkegard explained that, as Mr. Noehre noted, their team did recommend starting this project 
as an EIS.  He said that this was based on what they knew going into the project, which at that 
time was a concern that maybe all of the gusset plates (the plates that connect the main truss 
members together), may need to be replaced, and in order to do that you really have to do an 
extensive amount of work, including closing the bridge, remove the existing deck, and repair 
each plate individually as you march across the bridge, and it is very time consuming and would 
take probably a year or two to complete.   
 
Bakkegard stated that in their initial review it appeared that such an extensive repair would 
actually lead us close to the cost of replacement of the bridge entirely, so through discussions 
with the two DOTs an agreement was reached to look at all options, including repairing the 
existing bridge, but also potentially replacing it or building a new one.  He commented that, with 
all of this information, and with the historic nature of the bridge, and the complexity of the 
project they determined that an EIS should be started as there would likely be some significant 
level of impact somewhere, either from a traffic standpoint or a closure standpoint or an historic 
standpoint, so they led off the project with an EIS. 
 
Bakkegard commented that one of the first steps in the EIS process is to develop what the 
purpose and need of the project is, which is a federal requirement, and what is shown on the slide 
are the two statements that they developed for the project, and as they move forward they don’t 
see it changing much.  He added that they are basically saying that this is an important crossing 
and you need to maintain a safe and reliable crossing for the public at this location going into the 
future. 
 
Bakkegard reported that one of the first tasks they needed to do was their own independent 
review of the bridge.  He said that the first step they took was to take all the data off the existing 
plans and begin doing an evaluation and rating; a calculation of what the capacity of the bridge is 
and determine whether or not they agree with the numbers that have been calculated over the 
years.   
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Bakkegard stated that one of the first things they noted was that Federal Highway had to come 
out with a new guidance on rating these connection plates, specifically the gusset plates, since 
the last full rating had been done on the structure.  He explained that through research that 
Federal Highway did over the course of many years, they concluded that there were some 
loadings and some stresses that engineers like themselves used in their rating calculations that 
those plates never really saw.  He said that there was some conservativeness there, which is kind 
of their engineering nature, in that they said that they were going to look at all possible ways this 
plate could see loading and they were going to analyze it, and based on that they did their ratings 
according to the new guidance, and found that the plates had more capacity then what they were 
originally rated at.   
 
Bakkegard reported that this then became a discussion point with the two DOTs; that maybe we 
don’t have to replace them all, that they are in pretty good shape, and it isn’t like it is a major 
deterioration issue, but rather how they are being rated and what their capacity is.  He said that at 
that point the two DOTs said that that is fine, they would keep evaluating this, but that they 
would like KLJ to go out and take a deep look at the bridge, do a top-to-bottom inspection and 
tell them if there is anything else that might push them right back into this being a very extensive 
project with a very drawn out construction schedule.  He said they did that last spring, and they 
found that the bridge is really in very good condition, but it does need some work, although 
nothing of any real significance. 
 
Bakkegard stated that they finalized their work on the report and it is currently being reviewed 
by the DOTs, and they are now determining how to move forward from here.  He said that, 
basically, where they are as a team now is recommending to the DOTs that the repair work that 
is left, after they take away these major gusset plate replacements, is really more of a 
maintenance type of project, there are not any kind of major structural issues, and time elements 
would be much shorter.  He added that there is a good likelihood that they will be able to do 
most of this work and still maintain at least a lane of traffic on the bridge, which certainly 
wouldn’t have been the case previously, so based on this they are recommending to the DOTs 
that we move forward with a scaled down project, we move away from the EIS process, move 
away from evaluating these structures and focus more on just a maintenance project for the 
structure itself. 
 
Bakkegard commented that in looking at a shorter construction schedule they can scale back the 
environmental documentations as they would limit themselves to not doing anything major with 
the structure, including replacements, so they can do a much more simple environmental process.   
 
Leigh asked, in this maintenance schedule, would it include painting the bridge.  Bakkegard 
responded that is one of the items that they are recommending, and he believes that it is likely 
that there would be a painting done if they are going to do some work on the structure, that 
would be one of the elements that would be done.  Leigh commented that he sees that lighting 
doesn’t seem to be a big issue, but in talking about the Kennedy Bridge aesthetics, he feels that 
the Sorlie Bridge is really more visible in terms of the entertainment districts, he would like to 
see additional lighting features be a part of the project, and wondered if it could be included as 
part of the funding as well, or would it be local funding.  Bakkegard responded that it could be,  
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he added that they certainly talked a little bit about aesthetics and the extensiveness of the 
project, and he believes there will still be a discussion on levels of aesthetics.  He said that the 
only criteria they are working on now is that they are going to leave the project at more of a 
maintenance, or base level, and not get into any major controversies or impacts to agencies, and 
the biggest one he heard on the lighting is just working with the historic groups to make sure that 
what they do with lighting doesn’t detract from the view of the bridge in other ways, so he won’t 
say that it will be included, but they aren’t eliminating it from further discussions, it will be part 
of the discussion as they move forward. 
 
Leigh asked, if the bridge is painted, who chooses the color, will it be silver again.  Bakkegard 
responded that that typically, in his experience, falls back to again a discussion with the historic 
preservation offices, they are sometimes fairly particular about the paint colors matching what 
they’ve been, historically, so there is a likelihood that if silver has always been its color, that 
might be their emphasis, but it doesn’t mean it has to be, but that is typically what he has seen, 
and there will be ongoing discussion on this.  Leigh asked, have they ever been painted any other 
color.  Bakkegard responded that he has done some where they haven’t been as particular, 
mostly because there maybe hasn’t been a prominent color that has been on the bridge, or there 
hasn’t been anything documented, and they have done a couple of rehabs where the owner of the 
bridge has chosen a color and the preservation offices have accepted it, but he has also seen some 
where they have held pretty firm on what they feel is the historic color of the bridge, so, while he 
can’t say for certain, he feels there is a pretty good likelihood that because this bridge has always 
been silver, that is what they will want it to remain silver.   
 
Leigh asked, then, with this process of going forward with just repairing the bridge, at what point 
do we as a group need to get together and say, we would like the bridge to be brown, and we 
would like to have these kinds of lights placed on it, as a presentation to the Historical Society, 
or as a group to have a consensus on a possible color change, or jazzing it up at the taxpayer’s 
expense, just to have a conversation.  Bakkegard explained that what will happen moving 
forward is; we are here today gathering input as much as anything, and although they also 
wanted to give an update on what they are finding, they are really here gathering input.  He said 
that the project will still move forward, there will still be another input meeting once they 
redefine the project and look at alternatives again, and they will have public informational 
meetings and input meetings regarding what the DOTs are thinking in terms of options and 
alternatives, so today is a good day to let them know what you would like included in the matrix 
of options so they can take it back to the project team for consideration and inclusion.  He added 
that once the team has determined what will or won’t work, they will bring the information back 
to this body, probably sometime early next year for more discussion. 
 
Leigh commented that one thing he would like to see done is to take a look at lighting the bridge 
so we have proper lighting on both the pedestrian and the vehicle sides, because the current 
lighting, half of it doesn’t work, so he would imagine that you will upgrade the lighting.  Noehre 
responded that they will look at upgrading the lighting for the roadway and the pedestrian 
walkways, but anything beyond that would be an enhancement, which they can still look at, but 
it would not be part of the project funding.   
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Noehre stated that, to add to what Mr. Bakkegard said, they can look at these things, but there is 
going to be a box around the things that they can look at, they are going to be doing a dedicated 
CATEX, so that means that there is a universe of options available, but because some options 
would change the historic character of the bridge and would require mitigation even it would be 
allowed, it would be outside the documented CATEX and they would not consider them at all, 
but there is potential for some things. 
 
Powers asked how long a paint job lasts.  Noehre responded that it should last twenty to thirty 
years.  Bakkegard added that he thinks the Sorlie was last painted in the early to mid-80s, 
although there was probably some touchup work done, but it has been thirty to forty years since 
it was last done. 
 
Powers commented that, although he knows this is hypothetical, to say the least, but when this is 
all said and done, how long will this rehab last before it needs to be done again.  Bakkegard 
responded that with something that has aged to the point that the Sorlie Bridge has, there is never 
an absolute certainty, but based on their experience, and what they are seeing with the structure 
itself, if it is well maintained, and this bridge has been well maintained, if that continues into the 
future they don’t see any reason it wouldn’t be another twenty to forty years before you would 
have to do anything like this again, and then at that point the same evaluation would be done to 
see if anything has happened that would cause the need to take the bridge off the ability to 
continue to maintain it.  He said that these old steel trusses, if you keep them maintained, last 
very well, although there are some areas that you need to watch.   
 
Bakkegard summarized by saying that this is really the bulk of what they had to present today, so 
if anyone has any other ideas, concerns, or thoughts they would like to see moved forward down 
this path he would certainly like to take those back as well.  He said that what he described today 
is the direction the DOTs would both like to have with the project, so they are just gathering 
input from both City Councils, and this body as well. 
 
Malm asked what the timeline is for the project.  Bakkegard responded that the project is still 
scheduled to be constructed in 2018.  Malm asked when the Kennedy is scheduled to be done.  
Haugen responded that it is scheduled for 2016.  Malm asked if they are looking at doing 
anything about the pedestrian flow.  Bakkegard responded that they are looking at this issue, but 
he will say that their options for modifying the bridge may be reduced as they reduce the project 
back to more of a maintenance mode versus a full-blown reconstruct type mode, but they are still 
looking at options for pedestrians and bicycles.  Noehre pointed out that there are three lanes 
across the bridge and they are only using two, so a bike lane could be an option to consider. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Next MPO Executive Policy Board Meeting 
 
Haugen reported that the next MPO Executive Policy Board meeting would normally be on 
Wednesday, October 15th, but because of some delays with the North Dakota Side T.I.P. it is 
hoped that it will be held on Wednesday, October 22nd instead. 
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MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE MOVING THE NEXT MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD MEETING FROM WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 15TH, 2014,  
TO WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 22ND, 2014. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Leigh, Vetter, Adams, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: Malm. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LEIGH, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 8TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:25 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Powers, Malm, Leigh, Vetter, Adams, and Mock. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


