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

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
Wednesday, April 17th, 2013 – 12:00 Noon 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Steve Adams, Chairman, called the April 17th, 2013 meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:05 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Steve Adams, Gary 
Malm, Doug Christensen, Warren Strandell, and Clarence Vetter. 
 
Absent were:  Tyrone Grandstrand and Greg Leigh. 
 
Guests present were:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Local Government, Bismarck. 
 
Staff present were:  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. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Adams declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen introduced Mike Johnson, explaining that he is our local government representative from 
NDDOT-Bismarck.  He added that Mr. Johnson comes to Grand Forks on a regular basis, 
however Bismarck has been busy so he hasn’t been able to do so the last couple of months, so 
this meeting allowed him the opportunity to be able to come here.  
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 20 TH, 2013, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 20TH, 2013, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Strandell, Vetter, Malm, Christensen, Powers, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, as we mentioned before, one of the consultant’s first projects was to look 
at Pier 6 on the North Dakota side that has a lot of movement occurring on it.  He stated that the 
main concern was whether or not adjustments could still be made on that pier using local crews.  
He explained that all the bridges along the Red River typically have built-in to their design the 
ability to be adjusted because of movement, and the Kennedy is no exception.   
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT’s forwarded the consultant’s response to the concern of whether or 
not Pier 6 could remain and still be workable was that it can remain and be workable, and it can 
still be adjusted using District Staff and their equipment.  Strandell asked what kind of life this 
assessment has.  Haugen responded that this is the other part of the study, to look at the rest of 
the structure to see how much life the rest of the structure has as well, but this was the first 
question they wanted answered as it was a huge pivotal point as to whether or not this would be a 
rehab or a reconstruction project, and it now seems to be leaning more toward it being just a 
rehab project. 
 
Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that the basic situation with the Sorlie Bridge is that KLJ, as the lead consultant, 
has, he believes, finalized a proposed scope of work for NDDOT and MnDOT to consider.  He 
said that he doesn’t believe that a signed contract for developing an EIS on the Sorlie has been 
executed, but it is getting closer to the point where the consultant will be on board with a signed 
contract to do the environmental impact statement on the project scheduled on the Sorlie in 2018. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT FINAL MINNESOTA SIDE 2014-2017 T.I. P. 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is a copy of the draft document that was submitted 
for public comment and review.  He said that the Technical Advisory Committee met last week 
and held a public hearing, prior to the public hearing they allowed written comments to be 
submitted, they received neither written comments, nor any public comments on the Draft T.I.P., 
and the Technical Advisory Committee recommended approval of the Draft T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that on Monday he received a couple of comments from MnDOT District 
staff so there will be some adjustment to the document in the packet.  He stated that the first 
change affects East Grand Forks Project #6, which is repair work on U.S. 2.  He explained that 
we actually amended our T.I.P. earlier this year to move this project from 2014 to 2013, 
therefore, since this is a 2014-2017 document we no longer need to show this project, so it will 
be removed from the document.  He stated that the second project is East Grand Forks Project 
#10, which is the railroad crossing on Minnesota 220 just south of its intersection with U.S. 2, 
S.E. of here.  He explained that this change is with the$250,000 project cost, as it will now be  
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100% federally funded, therefore we will remove the $25,000 state contribution and increase the 
federal amount to $250,000.  He said that the last change is on the Kennedy Bridge Project, in 
2016.  He explained that they amended this project earlier this year to reflect that MnDOT is 
going to have federal participation in this project on their half of the $25,000,000, but they did 
not identify, nor did MnDOT have available at that time what the State Project ID is, and that 
number will be put in now. 
 
Haugen reported that they are, in this document, for the East Grand Forks Transit System, 
changing some of the projects that were in previous T.I.P.s.  He said that in 2013, for the first 
time, because of  the recommendation from our Transit Plan to go to designated stops rather than 
stopping at any corner deemed safe, there will be some capital costs involved, so they added 
$20,000 in capital costs in 2013, and as we program that East Grand Forks will have access to 
federal funds.  Haugen commented that in 2014, and again in 2017, East Grand Forks will now 
start participating with the Cities Area Transit Capital Replacement Program for the Demand 
Response Services.  He said that up until 2014, where it is proposed, all of the Capital Vehicles 
running around on the Dial-A-Ride System with the Senior Rider, East Grand Forks or the State 
of Minnesota has not participated with it, but starting in 2014 they will start rotating the cycle of 
where East Grand Forks and MnDOT are sharing the costs of replacement vehicles for the 
Demand Response System. 
 
Haugen said, then, with these noted changes MnDOT asked us to do, we recommend approval of 
the Draft Minnesota Side 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE DRAFT 2014-
2017 MINNESOTA SIDE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (T.I.P.), 
SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE REQUESTED MNDOT CHANGES. 
 
Voting Aye: Strandell, Vetter, Malm, Christensen, Powers, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Haugen said that he has some additional T.I.P. related things he would like to highlight.  He 
pointed out that for East Grand Forks there is a project in 2014, work on 17th Street N.E., but 
with MAP-21, and a lot of concerns about what was happening with funding, in the end with the 
action you just took, and with what MnDOT and you are agreeing to is that that project will not 
have any adverse effect on cost participation.  He said that there were also some Transportation 
Enhancement projects that were programmed for East Grand Forks, and after the result of the 
action just taken, those projects will also proceed forward without any adverse impact as well, so 
those are some of the important things we were able to work on implementing MAP-21 on the 
Minnesota side. 
 
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side they will be doing a very short and quick 
solicitation and scheduling of a Draft T.I.P. in the next couple of months, so by the end of this 
month we will be soliciting to the North Dakota Jurisdictions a request for projects that are 
seeking federal assistance.  He said that they will have to be turned in to the MPO by the first of 
June, and then at your June meeting we will hope to approve a Draft North Dakota side T.I.P. for  
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these years, and then hopefully in August will have a combined document that covers the metro 
area T.I.P., instead of having different documents approved at different times as we had this past 
year, get back to our normal T.I.P. schedule. 
 
MATTER OF NDDOT FTA #5310 PROJECTS 
 
Kouba reported that towards the end of February, NDDOT informed us that they would be 
putting out a solicitation for what is now our 5310 funds, which come through the State.   
 
Kouba stated that the MPO put out a solicitation, and held public meetings to inform anyone 
interested in applying for these funds.  She said that they received one application from Cities 
Area Transit, a combined application for a paratransit vehicle and funds to continue their 
Mobility Manager position. 
 
Christensen asked what the Mobility Manager is.  Kouba responded that the position is filled by 
Ali Rood, who handles most of the aspects of the Dial-A-Ride and Senior Rider programs, along 
with Dale Bergman.  Christensen asked if we want to kind of fund it over there.  Haugen 
responded that this is the program that you have been funding Ali’s position with for the last 
couple of years. 
 
MOVED BY CHRISTENSEN, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE THE 
APPLICATION FROM GRAND FORKS CITIES AREA TRANSIT FOR FTA #5310 
PROGRAM FUNDS AND PRIORITIZE THEM , AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Strandell, Vetter, Malm, Christensen, Powers, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF FREIGHT RAIL ACCESS STUDY CONTRACT 
 
Haugen reported that in the MPO Work Program we had scheduled to conduct this Freight Rail 
Access Study, and in February this body authorized the release of the RFP.  He said that they 
received three responses to the RFP and the Selection Committee interviewed all three firms. 
 
Haugen stated that Olsson and Associates came out as the top ranked firm, and a copy of the 
cover letter they submitted with their proposal, along with their cost estimate were included in 
the packet.  He pointed out that they are teaming up with SRF, and the total contract cost is 
$74,680.00.  He said that the budgeted amount was $75,000, so the Selection Committee, the 
Technical Advisory Committee, and staff recommend you authorize execution of the contract to 
get this study underway. 
 
Christensen asked what they will be studying.  Haugen responded that they are studying what 
sites are candidate sites for improved rail access so that we can assist the Economic 
Development Corporation and EDHA in letting their clients know where there are appropriate 
sites where rail can be readily accessed.  Christensen asked if you can’t figure that out just by 
driving around  
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town.  Haugen responded you can’t as there are a lot of nuances in the rail switches and other 
facilities that make a huge difference in whether or not a parcel of land that is contiguous with 
the rail is accessible or not.  Malm commented that there can’t be a heck of a lot of them since 
the railroad runs through the middle of town.  Christensen said you have the one that runs outside 
of town, by Amtrak, and nobody can access that so that is kind of a dead issue, so he is kind of 
curious as to why we are doing this.  Haugen responded that they are doing it because, 
apparently there has been a lot of interest expressed in trying to develop or locate businesses here 
in Grand Forks/East Grand Forks that have had trouble finding appropriate sites at which they 
can access rail, so the Economic Development Corporation asked us to assist them.  He added 
that we are not only looking at how they can access the rail, but we are also looking at if they 
access the rail with a special type of business how that impacts the street and highway network, 
the railroad crossings, and quiet zones, so those are all the components they are studying for us 
to help us identify optimal sites for freight rail access facilities.  He added that this will also help 
with infrastructure costs, as he believes that we will find out that a majority of optimal sites that 
can fit the rail access are a distance away from existing infrastructure.  Christensen asked if he 
was talking about streets and sewer.  Haugen responded it was.   
 
Christensen said that he understands that you want to do this, but he doesn’t think Warren 
Buffett really cares, and he doesn’t think Amtrak can afford it, so who else has rails that go 
through this town.  He commented that Buffett owns BNSF and Amtrak is by us, and we know 
where the rails are, and there aren’t going to be any more rails through town, so tell him what 
you hope to accomplish.  Haugen responded they hope to identify where we can access those 
rails.  Christensen said that we know that, we can just drive up and down the railroad track to see 
where the streets cut across them, so now we know how to go across them so accessing them you 
can build adjacent there too.  He said that you could just call R & R Contracting and they will 
tell you where you can get the rails in this town because they do it all over the State.  Haugen 
responded that they were part of the interview process.  Christensen said that he doesn’t 
understand why they want to spend $75,000 for something like this.   
 
Haugen commented that it isn’t so much the street networks, and where we currently have streets 
that access land, it is the rail facilities and infrastructure of the rail that has limitations, that is 
what we are trying to identify to help the EDC and the EDHA so that when they have customers 
they can give them the information.  Christensen said that he just happened to have read the 
EDC’s financial report today, and they have spare change of about $250,000, so there’s no 
money to be spent to help with railroad infrastructure, at least not in the City of Grand Forks, and 
he doesn’t know if the City of East Grand Forks is going to do the same study.  Haugen 
responded that East Grand Forks is part of the study as well.  Christensen said that they probably 
don’t have any more money than Grand Forks does to do this, so aside from having something to 
do, what’s the benefit of this study.  Haugen responded that, apparently there are some big 
business development potentials that need to have this study to assist them in locating in Grand 
Forks or East Grand Forks.  He stated that they have studied some areas already and have come 
up with these obstacles or hurdles, and so they are asking us to do this study to help eliminate 
them discovering many of those obstacles or hurdles, to predetermine them, so that as these 
people come in they can say that they have done a study, and these are the sites that are available  
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and optimal for locating facilities that need freight rail access.  He added that apparently there 
have been a lot of huge developments interested in our metro area that this has been an obstacle 
for them to overcome - freight rail access. 
 
Vetter asked if there was a grant to pay for this study, or where is the money coming from.  
Haugen responded that it is coming from our Planning Work Program.  He said that they 
identified doing this study in our Work Program, and you authorized the RFP back in February, 
and we are now at the point where we got proposals back and we have recommended the top 
ranked firm to contract with to get the study done. 
 
MOVED BY VETTER, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE EXECUTION OF A 
CONTRACT AGREEMENT WITH OLSSON ASSOCIATES TO DO A FREIGHT RAIL 
ACCESS STUDY FOR AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $75,000.00. 
 
Voting Aye: Strandell, Vetter, Malm, Powers, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: Christensen. 
 
MATTER OF DIGITAL RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTRACT 
 
Kouba reported that back in February the RFP for this study was approved and sent out.  She 
said that they received two proposals, one from Goodpointe and one from INS.   
 
Kouba stated that the Selection Committee met and chose Goodpointe, whom we have worked 
with in the past.  She said that the contract is specifically for the roads the MPO can do is under 
the amount we proposed.  She added that they provided amounts for the cities should they desire 
to have the same imagery for their local streets, which was actually done through the MPO in the 
past, but we can no longer do.  She said that they are still waiting to hear if either of the cities 
want to get this done, but will be going forward with the classified roads at this point.  She 
commented that this will help us determine which maintenance projects get top priority and help 
us keep track of what projects are done where. 
 
Powers asked if the cost is $38,600.00.  Kouba responded that that amount is for both options, 
however the MPO is only paying for option 1, $20,000.00; and the additional $18,000.00 is what 
it would cost if the two cities chose to have their local streets done as well. 
 
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE EXECUTION 
OF A CONTRACT AGREEMENT WITH GOODPOINTE TECHNOLOGIES TO DO 
RIGHT-OF-WAY IMAGERY FOR AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $20,000.00. 
  
Voting Aye: Strandell, Vetter, Malm, Christensen, Powers, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
MATTER OF MNDOT JURISDICTIONAL REALIGNMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is part of a three phase study, and we are currently in Phase 2.  He 
explained that this study entails MnDOT, and the State of Minnesota, looking at all of the  
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jurisdictional roadway authorities with their mileage, and determining whether or not there is a 
misalignment of which jurisdiction controls what type of roadway.  He said that for those on the 
Minnesota side there have been many different attempts to do this in the past, and traditionally 
this is called a “turnback”.   
 
Haugen commented that this study is trying to take a more holistic approach; looking outside of 
politics and finances, using an analytical look at what roadways might be under misaligned 
jurisdictions.  He stated that as they identify those roadways, the third phase is where they will 
start talking about the nitty-gritty things like finance and politics as to whether they should be 
turned back or not. 
 
Haugen pointed out that they have identified them using a tier approach.  He explained that Tier 
1 would be those that are highly misaligned roadway segments; Tier 2 would be those with 
medium misalignment, they are sort of “on-the-fence” and can go either way; and Tier 3 are 
those that have the look of having some misalignment, but they aren’t as important as those in 
Tier 1.   
 
Haugen said that statewide there are a few miles of county roads that are suggested to be 
misaligned, but there are also several more miles of state trunk highway that they are suggesting 
are misaligned.   
 
Haugen asked, what does this mean for Grand Forks/East Grand Forks, it means that there are 
two roadway segments that are being identified as Tier 2 category misalignments.  He said that 
US Business 2 is only identified from its intersection of 4th Street, so DeMers Avenue is not part 
of this misalignment study, it is just that part of US Business 2 that is on 4th Street out to Main 
US Highway 2.  He stated that the other segment is Minnesota 220 as it heads south from US 2 
down towards Climax.   
 
Haugen reported that staff has spoken to MnDOT District about some of their reasoning as to 
why they identified Business Highway 2, and one of their reasons was that it is mostly local 
traffic.  He said, however, that when you look at the actual ADTs, it is really 50/50 traffic, so 
they are kind of wondering where they got their interpretation of it being mostly local traffic.  He 
added that the other thing they did identify is that this is the roadway that services the beet plant, 
and that was one of their criteria, if it were on a trunk highway that was serving a major facility, 
but they still wanted to maintain this as a Tier 2 misaligned roadway. 
 
Haugen stated that as part of MnDOT’s discussion, or justification, is that if this ever does begin 
a serious discussion of realignment, what they are considering is just flip-flopping this mileage 
of Business 2 designation and placing it on DeMers Avenue/Central Avenue, the segment that 
connects the downtown to US 2/220 North. 
 
Haugen commented that, assuming they do enter Phase 3, Phase 3 would look at all of the Tier 1 
realignments, and they would have to get the legislature make a financial commitment to this 
potential realignment, because if the legislature doesn’t put finances behind it Phase 3 would be a 
moot point.   
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Haugen reported that ten years ago MnDOT and East Grand Forks had discussion on turning 
back US Business #2.  He said that at that time it included everything from the Sorlie Bridge out 
to the main highway.  He stated that there were a lot of questions during that discussion so they 
created this format of:  here is the question that we hear – here is the answer.  He said that for the 
most part the US Business 2 designation is not impacted by the actual jurisdictional turnback in 
order for it to drop from being a US Business 2 identified route it goes through a whole different 
body called AASHTO, a national body that designates the US Route System.  He added that 
there was also some concern at that time with the Sorlie Bridge, knowing that it has close to 90 
years of life on it, how would the turn back affect ownership and potential work on the bridge, so 
the proposal now is to not have DeMers Avenue or the Sorlie impacted, but back then it was a 
contentious issue and MnDOT said they would fund a replacement, get behind East Grand Forks 
if replacement or major repair costs were there.   
 
Haugen stated that the other question was if MnDOT turns back US Business 2 does that open 
the door and automatically turn back its segment of business 2, and at that time, ten years ago, 
there was no interest from NDDOT in pursuing the turn back.  He added that as discussed at the 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting last month, that is still the District’s opinion, that it 
wouldn’t automatically start a process on the North Dakota side of turning back any portion of 
U.S. Business 2. 
 
Haugen reported that, ultimately, this means that this is being carried forward into Phase 3 as a 
Tier 2 priority, and unless the legislature on the Minnesota side comes up with funds, Phase 3 
may or may not happen, but if they do come up with funds, after the Tier 1 projects are 
processed, then they will start looking at the Tier 2 projects, and at that time we will be involved 
in the process of potentially having some of the roadways being turned back to either the City of 
East Grand Forks or to Polk County. 
 
Powers asked what happens if this never gets to Phase 3, does it just die a natural death, remain 
stagnant, or what.  Haugen responded that there has been over 30-years of history of trying to 
properly align jurisdiction authorities, and so if Phase 3 doesn’t happen next year, there is still 
some hope within MnDOT that Phase 3 can happen two years from now, or three years from 
now, etc. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that he is just going to highlight where they are at in the update process.  He 
said that they have produced and distributed a newsletter that includes our travel demand 
forecasted traffic in the year 2040.   
 
Haugen commented that if we do nothing but the projects that we currently have programmed, 
you can see that we really start having some congestion bottleneck areas, so in your packet they 
provided what would happen if did all of current recommended projects, and forecasted traffic in  
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the Year 2040, and these are the results (a copy of this drawing is included in the file and 
available upon request).  He pointed out that we still have some issues that our current 
recommendations don’t address, particularly along 32nd Avenue, our interchanges with the 
interstate, and South Washington and Columbia Road.  He said, then, that the obvious question 
is, well, there is a desire to put 47th Avenue Interchange in, so if we kept all the current Long 
Range Transportation Plan projects and added the 47th Avenue Interchange, how would that 
impact traffic.  He pointed out that it solves some issues, but not all of them, so in addition to the 
projects we already have identified in our current plan, plus adding the $30,000,000 interchange 
project we still have additional improvements that we need to consider to get our system to the 
level we would like. 
 
Haugen asked what would happen if we take out the Merrifield Interchange and replace it with 
the 47th Avenue Interchange, and you will notice that without Merrifield, 32nd Avenue gets more 
colorful, meaning more congested.   
 
Vetter commented that it would be interesting to know what it would look like putting a 32nd 
Avenue Bridge in.  Haugen responded that all of them do include a bridge at 32nd as that is 
already in our current plan.  He said that what isn’t included is the big northend bridge and the 
new access into the beet plan, those are the two projects that aren’t on any of the travel demand 
runs.   
 
Haugen summarized by saying that that is where we are at in the process, we are trying to 
identify, with our travel demand model, what projects address the most issues, that are necessary 
to solve capacity or other safety issues.  He referred to a graphic that illustrates those roadways 
that we need to look at that are still identified as having capacity issues despite all the projects 
we have on board.  He stated that the last graphic shows how we are sequencing through the 
process of getting to a list of projects that are recommended to occur, and the cost, and then we 
will have to start making a fiscally constrained plan, so we are progressing along.   
 
Christensen asked if this process will enhance the probability of a 47th Avenue Interchange, I use 
my words rather carefully, enhance the probability.  Haugen responded it will.  Christensen said 
that he is asking the State DOT person if there is a possibility of having a 47th Avenue 
Interchange, and what he is curious about is would it help them to eliminate the Merrifield 
Interchange, and before you answer, sir, there is no chance a bridge is ever going to be built at 
the Merrifield location until such time as the State of Minnesota comes up with the money, we 
know that, and we just heard today about turning back, what the Minnesota DOT is doing, so the 
day may come when the movement shifts for a bridge at 47th rather than 32nd , because your 
aren’t going to have the resistance on 47th, well you will, but not as much because you don’t 
have as many people along there with driveways accessing the street as you do on 32nd.  He 
stated that in any event he sees no reason to continue to think you are going to have a bridge at 
47th, and if he were on the east side, why would I ever want a bridge there.  Vetter asked if he 
meant on 47th.  Christensen responded no, that he meant Merrifield, aside for the beet traffic, 
which is rather specious, that’s it, but he doesn’t know how they are ever going to change the 
people coming from the east side over the Sorlie.  Vetter commented that that is why a bridge at  
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32nd makes more sense.  Christensen said that that is the bridge that someday we’ll have when 
there’s money to go there, and you will have all the neighbors coming and we’ll have a food 
fight in Grand Forks, but the issue really becomes is where are you going to get your next bridge 
built before you start fighting about the location, and its got to come from the DOT because that 
is the only place Grand Forks will get their money to build their share of the bridge, as are you. 
 
Malm asked what the DOT’s philosophy is on putting interchanges in, so they have one.  
Johnson responded that there isn’t anything written down, but...  Malm agreed, stating that 
everytime he has been out there they turn a deaf ear on putting an interchange where there isn’t a 
State Highway involved, and where there isn’t a great deal of development involved.  Johnson 
said that development is the big one.  He stated that they aren’t in the business of putting in 
interchanges to spur development.  He added that a lot of times, and this isn’t the only area, they 
have other areas that want an interchange somewhere because they see the potential for their city 
to grow to that point, but the problem is if you put an interchange out there, and say Menards 
builds there, how is that local traffic getting back to town, they are all taking the interstate, and 
that isn’t the intent of interstate to use that local traffic, it creates that leapfrog development 
issue, so when you have an interchange that is out a little more rural, having that local arterial 
network in place that the local traffic can take back to town is very key because they don’t want 
the local traffic just hopping on the interstate to go back to town. 
 
Christensen said, then, just so we have a conversation, how did all the interchanges get built in 
Fargo because they are every mile.  Johnson agreed, commented that most of the interchanges on 
I94 through town are older and the philosophy was probably different back then.  Christensen 
said he knows, but it didn’t exist on 52nd and 32nd.  Johnson responded that your correct, but he 
wasn’t involved in their division when 52nd was built, but he knows that when the consultant and 
the cities had to look at that interchange, another thing you have to look at beyond the 
development, beyond the spacing requirements, is to make sure it doesn’t degrade the interstate 
system through the area, so they had to look at that interchange, and then look at all of I-29 and 
I-94 through Fargo and make sure it still functions, make sure it still works, then you go through 
your justification, your IJR process as well.  He reported that the one mile spacing is available to 
them, it is a national guideline, but he thinks that as they, as a DOT looks at how these are put in 
and how it is affecting our cities, they will see that it is causing us some issues, as it is in Fargo 
now on I-94 as people are using it to leapfrog interchanges, and it is getting us to the point where 
we will have to start metering traffic.  He stated, then, that while they don’t have anything 
written down there are all these things out there that they are trying to keep an eye on to make 
sure that we don’t do that to our interstate, or make it worse. 
 
Christensen stated that he realizes that Mr. Johnson is an invited guest and he wouldn’t want to 
make him uncomfortable, but when you have growth in a community with interchange systems 
you end up with metered traffic.  He said that you can’t stop the inevitable, you may want to but 
you can’t because if you’re going to do that then you should put them every three miles.  
Johnson responded that that is the issue with Fargo, they put them in to try to alleviate the traffic 
issues, but in a sense it broke down the interstate, and they are still seeing traffic issues in Fargo, 
for example 25th Street, the city is now going to be doing a six lane project over the interstate up 
and down both ends, and it essentially won’t help much and it will break down the interstate.   
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Christensen commented that we all go to Minneapolis and St. Paul, and we all know about the 
little lights that go on and off, and when the light turns green it lets every two cars go, and we see 
this in the Phoenix area, but the interstate system within high density areas is used so that you 
can have that work and move traffic in higher density areas, but we, as a community need 47th, 
we as a community don’t really need, and maybe never will need Merrifield.  He added that East 
Grand Forks needs 47th or 32nd because that is where the next bridge will be if we get money to 
build it, he would never want to build a bridge at Merrifield because it does the east side no 
good, a few cars and trucks, but their city ends at about 12th or 13th, so it doesn’t go them any 
good to move it another mile or two miles south, but in any event he hopes that Mr. Johnson will 
take the message back, and you will hear it more than once, but it will really help us, this group 
and future group people sitting here to locate a bridge and work together on it.  Johnson said that 
this does go back to the funding issue, it isn’t a State route.  Christensen responded that he 
understands, but they have built 47th in their City so that they aren’t going to have people 
accessing it with their driveways, it is a much better location if you’re going to have a bridge, 
and they are going to have some resistance, but they already have the three lane traffic built and 
it can easily be extended to four. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Freight Rail Access Study 
 
Malm said that he has a question now, we are spending all this money to do all these studies, and 
we have some other unique problems in this town that need more studying, but he would go back 
to the one that we just approved here about freight rail access, a $75,000.00 study, and he just 
can’t believe because nobody that he has ever talked to told him about rail access, he has never 
met anybody in this town, he has never heard from the EDC about rail, rail access that would be 
ideal to develop along the south end past the Amtrak, right.  Christensen responded that the only 
rail access that exists out there is just adjacent to the Amazon strip, that’s all it is.   
 
Malm stated that he is just very concerned about this, and he didn’t say anything earlier.  
Christensen asked if he wanted to move to reconsider the motion, and have someone come and 
tell us why it is needed rather than just spend the money.  Malm asked if he could make that 
motion.  Christensen responded that he could because the meeting has not been adjourned.  
Malm said that he would like to hear from somebody how big a need is there for a study on that.  
Haugen commented that it apparently was really all involved in the infrastructure of the railroad, 
the switches, their communication facilities, a lot of the area around the Amtrak Station, for a 
mile either direction, is off limits or has real constraints to it, and there is also an issue with the 
local yard and what the local yard union can do versus the long haul employees, so with Amtrak.  
Christensen stated that that is a union deal, what do we care about that.  Haugen responded that it 
impacts who can do what and what type of facility you design based upon the type of train that 
serves what type of railroad service.  He explained that if you’re doing the switch rail you are 
utilizing a different geometry so a lot more areas can be serviced, if you not using the local 
employees, and are using the long rail then they  
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have greater geometry to meet their railroad needs so then you pushing out your access points, so 
there are apparently several industries that are very interested in Grand Forks/East Grand Forks 
and they are having a very difficult time finding the right spot for rail access, some of the spots 
might be good for rail access but not so good for other issues.  He stated that the rail line that 
parallels 42nd Street, going to the north, North of Gateway Drive is where the rail access issues 
are good but it has a whole host of other issues, so this study is trying to lay out the map as to, 
we’ve looked at all the land uses, looked at all the infrastructures, and these are the sites that we 
really should pursue to get better freight rail access for potential industries that want to come to 
Grand Forks or East Grand Forks, and without us doing that study it just pushes it onto someone 
else and we are the responsible transportation planning agency, this is somewhat our mission to 
do with our planning dollars to assist in identifying these transportation problems and present 
solutions to them.   
 
Haugen reported that the other way the whole federal program is established under MAP-21 is 
that they set aside a great emphasis on improving freight, the transportation of freight.  He said 
that we need to produce the necessary documents to access those programs, and this is one of 
those types of documents that will allow you to access those programs, and that is where 
additional money is, and the additional money is at a greater federal participation rate than the 
normal transportation funds, so this, again, is another way of how Congress has it set up, it is an 
emphasis area within MAP-21, they have their own freight section, and there is a huge emphasis 
at the DOT level for improving freight, and hopefully our little study will allow us to access 
some of those additional funds at a greater funding ratio. 
 
Malm said that he just finds it, he has relatives that work for Fortune 500 companies in 
Minneapolis, and he asked them why they don’t come up into Grand Forks, and they said that we 
are 80 miles too far north.  He added that they said that we can’t provide anything that makes up 
for that 80-miles.   
 
Haugen commented that as part of our interview process, a couple of the firms highlighted that 
the City of Devils Lake is identifying and constructing, he believes, a rail access industrial park 
expansion on the west end of town, so apparently there is businesses and interests that are out 
there within our region that we are trying to capture and keep in Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks with this study. 
 
Malm asked if we could have the EDC come here and tell us what they see as necessary in their 
program, what they would like to see in planning from our level to help them out.  Haugen 
responded that he would ask Klaus or Keith to come.   
 
Haugen reported that the other constraint that working with the railroad provides, and they found 
this with the State Mill, is that they are really pushing the Unit Train, and you need a huge 
landing sight facility for a Unit Train.  Christensen commented that we already went through that 
and it can’t be done.  Haugen responded that it can’t be done on the Mill site.  Christensen said 
that is what it is, do you think we’re going to move the State Mill, he doesn’t think so.  Haugen 
responded that he agrees, but they still have a need to get their grain delivered some other way.  
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Christensen commented that when they drive to the lake there is a nice big elevator over there 
that has a 100 car train, and he bets they didn’t have a study to build that, they had a financial 
study, what it would cost to pay for it; and if you go to Minto, they have an elevator that takes a 
100 cars, they didn’t have a study, they had a couple of lawsuits because of some guy taking 
some trees down, but aside from that they sure didn’t spend $75,000.  Haugen stated that he 
would think the Minto example, the State DOT would beg to say they should have done a little 
more study because it got popped up their without much DOT involvement.  Christensen said 
that that was too bad, but they didn’t have jurisdiction over them within the City of  Minto.  
Haugen commented that that is part of what we are trying to do with our study, to make sure that 
all of those interests are involved.  
 
Malm said the answer is a North Bypass.  He explained that the other night he came down 
Gateway Drive and the traffic from that railroad crossing had traffic backed up past the 
cemetery.  Vetter stated that we need an underpass.  Christensen said that they have one in their 
plans and it costs $30,000,000.  Malm responded that there isn’t one planned for Gateway Drive 
though, but all he is saying is once we start monkeying with these bridges, what is going to 
happen out there.  He commented that 20-years ago we talked about a North-Bypass, and nobody 
lives out there, and he thinks that should still be considered. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 17TH, 2013, 
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:05 P.M. 
 
Voting Aye: Strandell, Vetter, Malm, Christensen, Powers, and Adams. 
Voting Nay: None. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 


