
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, February 11th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the February 11th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:30 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Grand Forks Public Transit; 
Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike 
Johnson, NDDOT-Local Government (via Conference Call); Jane Williams, Grand Forks 
Engineering; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Patrick Dame, Airport Authority; 
Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; and Dale 
Bergman, Grand Forks Public Transit. 
 
Guests present were:  Peg O’Leary, Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission; Troy 
Schoreder, NWRDC; Michael Ferguson, Grand Forks Police Department. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; and Teri Kouba, GF/EGF 
MPO Planner. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen said that since there are some new faces here today he would ask that everyone please 
state their name and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 14TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 8, last paragraph, and pointed out that Nick West, not himself asked 
about the reason for the time request.   
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 14TH, 
2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO THE 
AFOREMENTIONED CORRECTION. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that MnDOT sent him an e-mail letting him know that there would not be 
anyone here today.  He added that they also stated that they do not have a design engineer under 
contract yet, and it might be another couple of weeks before they do. 
 
Information only.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that, as indicated in the staff report there was a meeting held last evening of 
the Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission.  He asked that Peg O’Leary please give a 
brief overview on what transpired at that meeting concerning the Sorlie Bridge. 
 
O’Leary reported that KLJ representatives drove up from Jamestown, and Rob Christianson 
drove up from Bismarck.  She said that there was good discussion, with people from Grand 
Forks Engineering attending as well.   
 
O’Leary commented that the focus of the commission was primarily on colored lights, and how 
they would be utilized.  She stated that the upshot was a motion that passed with the DOT’s 
concurrence that there would be no adverse effect.  She said, however there were restrictions in 
regard to the structural issues on the bridge such as that the paint remain in the silver/grey range; 
and that a decorative lighting use policy would be developed by a team that would include the 
City of Grand Forks, the City of East Grand Forks, MnDOT, NDDOT, ND-SHIPO, and MN-
SHIPO, and the Historic Preservation Commission.  She stated that it did pass unanimously.  She 
added that what it does is leave KLJ able to incorporate colored lights into the plan, but at some 
point before the maintenance plan is finalized, this group will come up with a policy as to when 
colored lights will be used, what colored lights will be okay, etc.. 
 
O’Leary reported that SHIPO was on the phone with them, and basically concurred with this 
plan, although they did indicate some concerns with level of illumination of the new lighting 
versus what is currently there now, as well as some other concerns.  She added that the Grand 
Forks Preservation Commission also had some other various concerns as well that KLJ is going 
to address, but the basic question everyone had concerning colored lighting was addressed and 
will move forward as long as a way to use it effectively is determined. 
 
Haugen asked if the other restrictions would be similar to those discussed on the Kennedy 
Bridge, as far as only one color at a time.  O’Leary responded that the discussion was a variety of 
things.  She said that they first went into what the capabilities are, and they are really endless, 
which makes a policy that much more necessary; and there was a lot of discussion on the 
frequency; and there was a lot of concern with the fact that the pedestrian lighting will be moved 
up much higher than it currently is, following the arch instead of running across at an 18-foot 
level all the way across the bridge, and it they were thinking those lights would be colored, but 
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colored lights aren’t really conducive to safety, and it is also very difficult to discern cracks in 
the pavement and ice and such under red or blue or green lights, shadows just kind of disappear, 
so there was a lot of discussion on whether it would be workable, and whether there would be 
enough ambient light from the traffic lighting to mitigate that.  She said that a lot of this will 
have to play out with models, and maybe with the actual lights once they are in place.   
 
Discussion on pros and cons of colored lighting ensued. 
 
Noehre commented that the pictures of bridges using colored lighting from around the country 
are really nice, there is some aesthetic value.  He added that he does agree wholeheartedly, and 
has actually been pushing equally as hard to have a policy that sets out the days, and the colors, 
and  those kinds of things so that it is not changing every day, three time a day or for every event 
that goes on, to make sure there is a way to effectively manage it.  O’Leary stated that the 
commission was feeling that white be used 95% of the time, and that the colors would be used 
only for really special occasions, and limited to one color at a time, maybe with the exception of 
the 4th of July. 
 
Noehre referred to the staff report, the last paragraph, and pointed out that it states that this fix 
will be done outside of the preventative project, but will occur at the same time.  He asked where 
that information came from, and done at the same time by whom.  Haugen responded that that 
information was provided by the City of Grand Forks’ Staff Report, although it may not occur at 
exactly the same time, but they are fixing the dip, but not as part of the signature nor the painting 
project.  He said that he would follow up on where that information came from.  Noehre 
commented that that information did not come from him, and certainly not from their Bridge 
Division, as they talked to the Bridge Engineer just before he came today and he had no 
knowledge of that occurring, and he had no knowledge of it either.  Kuharenko responded that 
the only thing he can think of is when they talked about shifting it from a reconstruct to just a 
painting project, he brought up the question of when that work would be done, or if there was 
any kind of coordination that was happening.   
 
Haugen reported that the “fix”, as he understands it, is going to be done this year as sort of a 
temporary fill-in the dips that are at each end, and then in 2019 look at that as an opportunity to 
do a more permanent repair.  Noehre stated that he has suggested that that could be a possibility, 
and looked at depending upon what kind of project it is in 2019, but who is going to fill in the 
dips.  Haugen responded that he thinks it would be the City of Grand Forks’ resources, that is 
why it is outside the painting project, and then MnDOT resources on the Minnesota side, but he 
will follow up on where he got that information and distribute it out to everyone. 
 
Noehre commented that it certainly isn’t in their plans, and he would be concerned, or is 
concerned that there would be two different contractors trying to close two different roadways, 
two different sides, and if someone is filling in the dip and it causes an increase in cost for the 
Sorlie project, who is paying for that.  Haugen responded that he believes they are going to 
approach that as a separate project from the NDDOT project, so those questions and answers 
would be coming through that other project process, and the timing he might have said the same 
time, he may have been referencing it in the same year instead of the same timeframe.  Noehre 
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said that his comment even applies to that, because now there is traffic control out for the 
painting, that is going to cover the area of the dip, so that means that the traffic control in the dip 
and the painting job has to be moved out of the way and moved back.  Haugen reiterated that he 
will resource, again back, it was a Service Safety meeting at which Mark Walker did a 
presentation on this, and he knows that his board is particularly interested in trying to repair 
those dips, both temporarily and then more permanently.  Noehre said that he understands that, 
but it doesn’t mean it will be in their plans.  He added that traffic control is just one element, 
there are other potential points of conflict as well.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2015 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENTS 
 
Haugen reported that there are several T.I.P. amendments that need to be processed.  He 
explained that some of them are amendments that we have known about for quite some time, 
while others are more recent.   
 
Haugen commented that there are amendments on the Minnesota side, on the North Dakota side, 
and then there is one amendment that impacts both sides of the river.   
 
Haugen stated that they did advertise the opportunity to appear before this body, so he would like 
to open the floor to anyone from the public that wishes to comment on these amendments.  There 
was no one present for discussion, so Mr. Haugen closed the public hearing.  He added that there 
was also the opportunity for written comments to be submitted until noon today, however there 
were none submitted. 
 
Haugen referred to information included in the packet, and went over each amendment briefly. 
 
Bergman asked if the Good Samaritan vehicle has to follow the federal guidelines.  Haugen 
responded it does because it is a federal purchase.  Bergman asked if Good Samaritan would be 
reporting to East Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that he isn’t sure how that works.  Kouba 
responded that she believes they will be talking to Kent Ehrenstrom about that.  Ellis added that 
they have to go through the State.  Bergman asked who would be doing the reporting.  Ellis 
responded that Good Sam will be doing the reporting, they asked for the funds.  Haugen added 
that Kent Ehrenstrom, as the District Transit Planner, has to follow through the oversight.   
 
Haugen stated that MPO staff recommends approving the T.I.P. amendments as presented. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE FY2015 T.I.P. 
AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF AMENDMENT TO THE 2015-2016 UPWP TO INCLUDE THE NORTH 
GRAND FORKS AT-GRADE RAILRAOD C ROSSING MITIGATION STRATEGY 
STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is a technical assistance request the MPO received initially through the 
North Dakota State Mill.  He referred to the map included in the packet, and gave a brief 
summary of the request. 
 
Haugen explained that the North Dakota State Mill is currently expanding its operations by 30%, 
which means that they also need to receive 30% more raw material.  He stated that the 
economies of shipping are driving them to have to receive grain via unit train, which they 
haven’t done in the past, but they are basically land-locked where they are located and they 
cannot provide a landing for a unit train.   
 
Haugen reminded the committee that we did a freight rail access study last year and identified 
some sites on the Glasston Sub, and also on the Hillsboro Sub where a unit train could be landed.  
He said that the Study identified one site and the Mill has identified a site a mile north of that 
that is also a potential site for them.  He stated that their plans are to construct and start receiving 
unit trains at either of these two sites by the end of next year, and as part of this their facility 
would require they also provide a track reconnecting the Mill Spur to the Glasston Subdivision.  
He stated that their hope is to make this new connection between the two lines their daily route, 
as well as how the unit train grain gets to them, so from their perspective they see a possibility of 
removing the mill spur line south of Gateway Drive.  He explained that our concern is not just 
with the Mill and their potential rail traffic increase, but also with additional rail traffic from the 
proposed nitrogen plant, so the proposed scope of work we would work on would be to start 
identifying some of the mitigation strategies for the three major at-grade crossings that exist now 
on the Glasston Sub, plus mitigation strategies for the new crossing on North Washington.   
 
Haugen stated that we would also work with the property owners that do receive sporadic train 
service in and around the mill to see if they would be receptive to having their train service come 
from the north so that we can also work towards possible removal of the Mill Spur south of 
Gateway Drive.   
 
Haugen commented that he has been working with State and Federal partners on how best to 
approach this scope of work, and what is included in the packet is the third or fourth draft, so he 
hopes he is getting close to having a final scope completed soon.   
 
Noehre asked if the draft scope addresses the desire or need for a curve down on 42nd and 
DeMers.  Haugen responded that it doesn’t, however the Mill has been working with a 
consulting firm already to figure out a site, and a way to get the tracks back, and that same firm, 
as part of the initial reaction from BNSF, they had asked for the State Mill to consider putting 
back in place the westerly curve at DeMers and 42nd Street, next to the REAC Building.  He 
added that from BNSF’s point of view, most of the unit trains that they are servicing off the 
Glasston Sub are coming from the west or south, and will have to come into the yard and then 
get pulled back out at the Glasston Sub, so from their perspective they felt that if they could 
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reestablish that curve then all of those trains wouldn’t have to come into the yard and then go 
back, but most people who have heard this idea, and have looked into it have determined that it is 
nearly impossible to do, but the Mill has tasked their consultant to investigate it and satisfy the 
BNSF that it isn’t possible.   
 
Haugen commented that originally one thing the Mill asked us to do was to assist them in maybe 
figuring out how to reconnect the Glasston Sub and the Mill Spur, but that is no longer part of 
this study, the Mill is doing it themselves. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that we will be primarily focusing on engaging the stakeholders on the Mill  
Spur to let them know what the Mill itself plans on doing for its train service, and to see if they 
will also accept getting their train service from the Glasston Sub, and then work with all of the 
stakeholders and the public to ensure they know what is happening at all three at-grade crossings 
on the Glasston side, and then also the new one that will most likely be created on North 
Washington, however there is a small potential it might include Columbia Road. 
 
Kuharenko asked if there were any businesses south of Gateway that use the Mill Spur.  Haugen 
responded that when we did the Mill Spur study there were none identified at that time, but we 
will have to reaffirm that with this study.   
 
Haugen reported that the Mill has stated that they would provide the necessary match to the 
$60,000 budgeted for this study, so there would not be any local monies necessary from either 
city, we would just be releasing consolidated planning grant funds.  Williams asked, then, if the 
MPO dollars come out of their budget then, or is there going to be federal dollars that come from 
someplace else.  Haugen responded that it would be allocated out of our current CPG dollars.  He 
pointed out that our Technical Assistance line item does have a dollar amount already 
programmed, so the Grand Forks Land Use Plan and Code Change were originally going to start 
by now, but probably now won’t start until June or July.  Kuharenko said, then, that the balance 
of the monies, because he thinks the Technical Assistance line item had $17,000.00 programmed 
for consultants, so the remainder of the $60,000.00 would be needed, so $43,000.00 would come 
out of the planning line item then of the Land Use Plan.  Haugen responded that that would be 
correct, however it wouldn’t be that exact amount because the match would need to be subtracted 
from it as well, but it could possibly come from that line item. 
 
Kuharenko asked what the split is.  Haugen responded that it is an 80/20 split.  Haugen added 
that with the timeline the Mill desires, obviously that is the reason why it is being processed as a 
Technical Assistance request right now.   
 
Williams commented that the scope includes redevelopment concepts for the potentially 
abandoned Mill Spur.  Haugen said that that is definitely one of the question marks our partners 
have for eligibility.  Williams asked if that wasn’t already done for the Mill Spur, didn’t they 
come up with a concept.  Haugen responded that they haven’t.  He explained that with the Mill 
Spur study the concept they came up with was keeping the railroad line in place but then 
greening it up and potentially doing a parallel shared use path.  He added, however, with the Mill 
Spur completely gone, you have lot of potential frontage on North Washington, north of 8th 
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Avenue, that would free up, perhaps, considerable commercial property, redevelopment 
potential.  He said that south of 8th Avenue it sort of becomes an alley railroad line, with homes 
on both sides, and probably not a whole lot of new development potential.  Brooks pointed out, 
however, that it is BNSF’s property.  Williams asked if it would be better if they waited until 
they actually figure out what they are going to do, and if it was going to occur before spending 
money on looking at something that might not ever occur.  Haugen responded that we still 
haven’t gotten clearance that it is something we can even fund, and even if we get that clearance 
we still have the ability not to execute that portion of the scope of work, so he would rather error 
on having it in and not utilizing it than having to go back and get it in, based on the timeliness 
they are requesting. 
 
Williams said that she knows that Mr. Haugen kind of explained this, but she would like to add 
something in there that specifically says what the impacts are to the North 42nd 
Overpass/Underpass, whether this is or isn’t potentially going to affect it, or something like that 
to tie that little circle closed so that there aren’t any questions at the end of the study. 
 
Williams commented that you said in there that they are developing some cost estimates.  She 
said that she would like to have an exact specification of what it is, if it is just the project itself 
does it include right-of-way acquisition, does it include utilities, and engineering, and if it 
doesn’t include all those, if we just make a note that it doesn’t so that no-one gets the idea that, 
oh, well it’s only going to cost this, and it’s like, well no, not really. 
 
Haugen reported that one other tangent that has been happening since this started, the Mill has 
also approached the EDC to assist in engaging the stakeholders up along the Mill area, so it is 
part of a steering committee, and as they were a member of the steering committee of the freight 
rail access study, the EDC is sort of being asked to assist and be a member of the steering 
committee on this study as well. 
 
Haugen commented that they can certainly add in here to identify what impacts, if any, it might 
have on the proposed 42nd Street Grade Separation, and however you want to define cost; 
construction cost only, or do you want to be more inclusive of any and all costs.   
 
Kuharenko asked if we know exactly what the Mill Spur has for their scope for their consultant, 
to make sure we aren’t overlapping.  Haugen responded that he has not seen the scope of work 
they have for their consultant, but the Mill Spur is aware of the scope that we are doing.  He 
added that originally we were going to look at a couple of things, but now their consultant is 
because we were told that they weren’t really eligible dollars for us so their consultant is taking 
the lead with that, and he isn’t aware of any other places we are both doing the same thing.   
 
Haugen reported that their consultant will be the lead on determining BNSF’s satisfaction that 
the westerly curve can’t be done, and how the connect of the Glasston Sub to the Mill Spur on 
the northend will be done.  He stated that they are working with, of course, the local road 
authorities as well, to determine where that crossing is that our consultant will take a look at and 
how we develop some mitigation strategies for the conflict that is currently occurring at that 
crossing.  Kuharenko said, then, that our study will end up covering how long our crossings are 
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occupied by trains and all of that, and are we also looking at potential alternatives, then, to 
mitigate that, whether it be underpasses, overpasses, all that.  Haugen responded that it will.  He 
added that they have also identified how it impacts not just City Area Transit routes, but UND 
Shuttle routes,  and how it impacts the bike/ped movements across that corridor.   
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen had any idea on when they might see the final draft scope of 
work.  Haugen responded that it should be available at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting 
a week from today. 
 
Noehre commented that it sure seems to him that the MPO is the right vehicle to look at all these 
things because it has impacts on many jurisdictions.  Haugen added that he believes it is nice that 
a lot of the same people that will be working to assist the MPO on its study and consultant, the 
Mill will have to bring in their information and share with those same people their process and 
thoughts as to how they are going to land the unit train and reconnect over to the Mill Spur, so it 
is sort of the same people working on similar issue at the same time. 
 
Johnson reported that he will be sending an email later this week stating that the DOT and FTA 
looked over the revised scope and they had no more comments or issues, so you are good to go 
to move forward with the UPWP amendment to get this study going.  Williams asked if this 
includes looking at the Mill Spur for redevelopment.  Haugen responded what you see in black 
and white is what they are saying is good to go. 
 
Kuharenko asked for clarification on Page 15, second paragraph from the bottom, where it says:  
“While each of these crossings experience blockage by unit trains of 20 minutes, all three at-
grade crossings of the Glasston Subdivision are blocked for approximately five minutes during 
the movement of individual unit trains”.  He asked what the distinction is between 20 and 5 
minutes discussed.  Haugen responded that the five minutes occurs at all crossings, and the 20 
minutes is at each individual crossing.  He explained that it takes a unit train time to go from 
north to south, it is long enough that it closes all three crossings at one time, but as it goes from 
north to south it will not enter the northern most one for quite some time after it has closed 
University Avenue and it will have exited University Avenue sometime before it exits Gateway, 
so five minutes is the total time all three crossings are closed, twenty minutes is the time that 
each individual crossing is impacted.   
 
Kuharenko stated that we may not know this because we don’t know the route, but if we have the 
Mill loading off a unit train, he would guess the Mill study is taking care of track location for 
loading out and off-loading.  Haugen responded that that would be correct.  He explained that, 
again, the Mill itself is property locked, so they are going to be breaking down the unit train over 
at the Glasston area, and their concept is described to date as being in thirds, and transporting 
those trains over to their mill by taking a third of the cars at a time.  He added that those familiar 
with NPN study, you will find out about later in the meeting, they have to keep their unit train 
intact the whole time so they will be blocking 55th Street for hours at a time, where here the 
potential to block any roadway for a longer period of time because the train is loading and/or 
unloading shouldn’t occur, it should be all off-site and then broken down because they don’t 
have enough property to put all the unit train cars on their site. 
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Brooks asked if they really see this being a transfer center that won’t be, in the end, Mill specific.  
Haugen responded that the Mill has stated that they don’t need all the land around this unit train 
landing spot, and the Freight Access Study did identify that if you found one to spur the 
development of the landing unit train spot then others could tag on.  Brooks commented that he 
already has a party that is interested in doing something like this, and they were further south of 
the Glasston Sub, but they could maybe utilize something with the State Mill’s center.  He added 
that he thinks that where development is going on the industrial side everyone wants to get in on 
the rail if we can get something like this set up, and with the State Mill being a partner with the 
State, since he doesn’t know where the money will come from, in the end we are only talking 
about the study monies today, but it will be a huge cost to get that rail in, so this is just coming 
up with some answers to some of those questions being asked, which is good.   
 
Haugen commented that the unit train landing site and the new rail-line connecting to back the 
the Mill Spur is all part of the Mill’s business plan for 30% increase in production.  Brooks 
stated that the only thing he could see is; and you had mentioned in the staff report about those 
three crossings; but he thinks 27th almost becomes a fourth just with the amount of traffic as we 
start to grow to the north in that area, and 40th doesn’t cross over the tracks, but he thinks 27th 
will be a… people will maybe try to go around there in that direction so that almost becomes a 
little bit more of a factor than it ever was before, wrapping that in with the NPN discussion 
obviously as well.  Haugen asked, then, if he would want to add the fourth at-grade curve, 
existing at-grade crossing.  Brooks responded that we might want to look at that as well.  
 
Noehre stated that they don’t know the value of property, so it might be way off, but that is 
where just considering that including redevelopment of that land north of 8th might assist with 
railroad decisions and others that if that land becomes valuable and can be developed after the 
tracks are gone it might influence their decision on what they are willing to fund and not willing 
to fund, and, again, he is making an assumption that those dollars could have some influence in 
them, but if they are tiny probably not. 
 
Williams said that she has reservations about including the suggestion for redevelopment of that 
Mill Spur.  She stated that too many times we get ahold of something and someone says “you 
promised me five years ago there was going to be a park here” or something to that effect, so she 
is wondering if we should make that a different study at a later date once they figure out exactly 
what they are going to do.  She added that she isn’t saying it isn’t a good idea, she thinks 
something definitely should be done, but she just hates to see us go through and do all this and 
then it never happens yet we spent money on a report subject to what ifs.   
 
Haugen stated that the discussion he would place on the table is there might be some resistance 
to the current railroad serviced industries north of Gateway Drive to having a change made, and 
the thought behind providing a concept of what could happen south of Gateway Drive might 
assist in alleviating or countering some of that resistance.  He added that the question will be 
what will you do with the land, so this is a way to provide a conceptualization of what could 
happen to the land, so, you’re going to be asked the question, so it would seem reasonable to 
have possibilities available.   
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Noehre asked who owns the right-of-way between the railroad and the DOT, is it city or 
privately owned.  Brooks responded that he thinks the railroad butts up to the DOT’s right-of-
way.  He said he could check their GIS, but it is pretty old so they may need to do some 
additional work to determine if there are any other owners involved.  Haugen commented that 
the Mill Spur Study should have this already identified.  Williams added that there are a couple 
of slivers along there where there are actually privately owned buildings within the railroad 
right-of-way.  Haugen agreed, adding that there is a lot of public use of the railroad property, and 
some of it the railroad is trying to reclaim. 
 
Williams commented that, in light of what has happened over the past six months or so, do you 
think BNSF would give that right-of-way up, or do you think they will want to hold on to it.  
Brooks responded that if they are getting rid of the track, he thinks it would be easier for them to 
let go of it, but he would bet they are wishing, along DeMers, they wouldn’t have had some of 
those conflicts, so he could see them wanting to hold on to it then, but if the track is abandoned 
he could see them wanting to get rid of it.  Noehre added that they have gotten rid of it in lots of 
other places.   
 
Kuharenko asked if the intersection of 42nd and DeMers added.  Haugen responded it was.  
Kuharenko asked if there was a recommended alternative to that study that was done by KLJ a 
while ago, which option.  Williams responded there are several different alternatives.  Haugen 
added that there is one, and then there is a back-up one.  He said that he would share them with 
the committee.  Williams commented that there is one alternative that pushes 42nd to the west 
with an overpass.   
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WEST, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE TEHCNICAL 
ASSISTANCE REQUEST TO THE 2015-2016 UPWP TO INCLUDE THE NORTH GRAND 
FORKS AT-GRADE RAILROAD CROSSING MITIGATION STRATEGY STUDY, 
SUBJECT TO THE AFOREMENTIONED CHANGES.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Kouba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request) and went over it briefly. 
 
Kouba reported that staff has been going over a lot of things with our Transit Development Plan, 
they have been looking at how federal funding is coming in and things of that nature; and have 
decided on some changes that are needing to be made into our plan. 
 
Kouba commented that one of the changes involves inclusion of increased operating costs due to 
increased driver salaries.   
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Kouba stated that with less federal funding we are also looking at removal of our planned 30-
minute headway, as well as the buses we would have needed to attain that 30-minute headway. 
 
Kouba reported that there are some illustrative projects that have been programmed now that 
funding for them has become available.   
 
Kouba commented that East Grand Forks received some additional funds from the State allowing 
them to start their Route 10/11 an hour earlier, so that has to be included.  Ellis interjected that 
they are actually starting the route a half hour earlier, not an hour earlier; and it will run on the 
hour.   
 
Kouba referred to slides illustrating project changes, and went over each change briefly.     
    
Williams referred to Page 5 of the document, Goal 3, “Reduce vehicle hour delays every year by 
improving transit signal priority”, and asked if the word “improving” could be removed.  She 
explained that the reason for this is because we are only going to get to the point where we can 
improve it so much, and we want to continue to do it, but she just doesn’t know whether it is 
going to continue to get better every year, and if that is a target, then we won’t be able to meet 
that target when we get to that point. 
 
Bergman said that he would hate to have you listen to the radio today because you would hear a 
lot of violence from drivers because the lights are not operating as they are supposed to be.  
Williams commented that she has talked to a couple of the drivers and they don’t understand 
how they are supposed to operate.  Bergman responded that they have been told lots of times 
how they are supposed to operate them.  He added that a question they asked yesterday, and he 
was visiting with Keven about this, but they need to sit down with GTT, with Traffic Control and 
figure out how to better address these issues.  Williams agreed.  Bergman said, though, that he 
doesn’t feel the word “improving” should be removed from Goal 3.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that the Steering Committee met a few weeks ago, and assisted us in narrowing 
down some of our alternatives.  He stated that one of the things that we worked on was adjusting 
our forecasted future traffic.  He explained that with the growth going on out at the Air Force 
Base, potential growth with the Grand Sky development, and as part of getting in a full access 
into the proposed development site a traffic operation study was done on that proposed 
development and that is where these trips are coming from, from the U.S. #2 full access into 
Grand Sky Development Report, and it shows that 75% of the trips are coming to or going to 
Grand Forks, so they have moderated the forecast for our segment of U.S. #2 that is in our study.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and pointed out that these are the numbers that we are using.  He said that the 
black numbers are essentially 2013 volumes, the red numbers are 2025, and the blue are 2040 
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volumes.  He pointed out that there is an increase in volume as we go out into the future, at 
virtually all of the locations along U.S. #2. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a substantial improvement, or growth occurring on the 
northbound off-ramp, so starting from the west and moving east at key intersections, the Steering 
Committee considered several alternatives at Gateway Drive.  He added that, as you will notice, 
he does not have the ability to play all the things the Steering Committee enjoyed at their four 
hour meeting a few weeks ago, but he does have the essential information for you today.   
 
Haugen reported that the Airport Intersection does have a crash history, and in the future it will 
have a level of service issue, and it has a speed issue occurring as well.  He said that as part of 
the process they did evaluate a lot of alternatives for this location, but discarded some of them 
because of issues, but of those that remain they went through a four-pronged criteria process, and 
they are being presented from a low to high cost perspective. 
 
Haugen went over the alternatives briefly: 
 
 1)  Dynamic Speed Display Signs - $14,000.00 
 2) Intersection Conflict Warning System - $300,000.00 
 3) Restricted Crossing U-Turn Intersection - $900,000.00 
 4) Staggered T-Intersection Configuration - $2,700,000.00 
 5) Diamond Interchange - $20,000,000.00 
 
Haugen reported that there was considerable discussion on the cost estimates for the alternatives, 
as well as the benefits each would offer.  He said that they asked the committee to rank the 
alternatives, and the Staggered T-Intersection received the most votes, and the Dynamic Speed 
and Interchange Warning System were tied. 
 
Williams asked for an explanation of the make-up of the group that was there.  Haugen 
responded that the Steering Committee is made up of a mixture of technical staff from the 
various agencies, it also includes property owners along the corridor that were fashioned via the 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Economic Development Corporation has a seat on the 
committee as well.  He added that the Steering Committee makeup was identified in the RFP as 
well as the contract.   
 
Kuharenko asked to go back to the slide indicating the weights of the scores.  He said that one of 
the questions he has is in the environmental impact scoring, as well as the cost scoring, you have 
a fairly wide range in your costs, from, he thinks it was $14,000.00, and $900,000.00, all of those 
were 10s, and he is just curious as to what was the development of that scoring system, as well as 
the environmental impact scores, they had a number of options in there that had no 
environmental impacts, yet they had scores of 8s, and he is kind of interested as to why that was 
chosen, what was the reasoning behind that.  Haugen responded that those are good question, but 
he can’t provide an answer to the other than on the cost; since local road safety improvement 
program had identified $900,000.00, that sort of seemed to be the point where there is already an 
acceptance of a cost alternative for this, so everything at that level, or less, were scored high, and 
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then as you start getting more costly you start to distance yourself from previously accepted cost 
considerations for that intersection. 
 
Haugen continued on to the I-29 interchange area, and stated that there are several deficiencies 
occurring right now, and that are proposed to worsen in the future.  He stated that there were 
several alternatives that were considered, but not forwarded on to the Steering Committee for 
consideration.  He added that the same four factors were used for the remaining alternatives.   
 
Haugen went over the alternatives briefly: 
 
 1)  Northeast Loop - $5,709,000.00 
 2) Roundabouts - $6,176,000.00 
 3) Single Point Urban Interchange - $18,360,000.00 
 4) Diverging Diamond Interchange - $7,241,000.00 
 5) Modified Single-Point Urban Interchange - $11,300,000.00 
 
Haugen reported that all of these alternatives work, from an operations perspective, but they do 
have different environmental impacts and safety impacts, and varying costs.  He added that there 
is also the technical scoring that took place, and then there was the ranking by the committee, 
and the Northeast Loop was the most favorable alternative.   
 
Haugen commented that access management was discussed, however we probably don’t need to 
go over why we need it, but they did include a new way of considering access management.  He 
pointed out that it is determined by the number of conflict points and conflict potential instead of 
just a straight distance of no access within twelve hundred feet of another access, so it would go 
by what are actually access conflicts.  He added that they ranked them in different categories, 
identified in the process, and they also referenced the 2040 Land Use Plan concepts for access 
spacing and came up with a couple of alternatives. 
 
Haugen went over the alternatives briefly: 
 
 1) Frontage/Backage Road Strategy 
 2) Context Specific Approach 
 3) Restricted Access Corridor 
 
Haugen stated that the more basic one, Frontage/Backage Road Strategy, is already out here on 
Gateway Drive.  He said that there are some places, however, where the frontage road concept 
may not be able to develop through to the intersection with a signal.   
 
Haugen reported that the Restricted Access Corridor is where really nobody has full movements 
at any access, but they do a U-turn sort of like the reduced conflict intersection.  He said, 
however, that the comparison and cost to implement to fully is somewhat pricy because you have 
to build the frontage or backage road. 
 
Haugen pointed out that, again, the scoring was varied. 
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Haugen commented that the study looked into traffic signals, warranted now and into the future, 
and came up with a list that includes 55th Street, 51st Street, and 58th Street.  He stated that the 
scoring determined that one should go in at 55th Street. 
 
Haugen reported that concerning the NPN Fertilizer Production site, going into the meeting, 
based on information they had there was sort of a toss-up between 55th and 69th Streets working 
best for traffic flow in and out of the proposed plant.  He explained that what sort of helped 
convince the committee that 69th was the best choice was due to the issue of landing a unit train, 
as we previously discussed.  He said that BNSF is insisting that they can’t break up the train, and 
the way they are loading and unloading the trains 55th Street, right at the intersection with 54th 
Avenue, because the track is dissecting that intersection, it would be blocked so they would have 
to modify and essentially build a minor radius connection for northbound/westbound or 
eastbound/northbound traffic, but for traffic coming from the south they would have to build a 
new roadway paralleling the railroad track.  He added that initially they had hoped they could get 
the crossing developed here, but as he understood it BNSF has forced them to look at this 
alignment, requiring they build a new roadway for the one time a week a unit train would be 
blocking that intersection for hours at a time.   
 
Noehre commented that the way NPN was portraying this, from what he recalls, was that BNSF 
said absolutely not, they would not let them break the trains, and yet they are willing to let the 
State Mill break their trains into smaller pieces, is that realistic.  Brooks said that his guess is that 
you absolutely won’t get your discount if you break the trains, but he doesn’t know that for sure 
either.  Haugen responded that maybe BNSF didn’t talk to NPN about that west curve for their 
unit train traffic, they only mentioned that to the Mill.  He added that he knows there is a meeting 
being proposed with NPN and others, including township people, to talk about this issue.  He 
said that Advanced Engineering is supposed to be setting this up.   
 
Haugen stated that the last alternative was just extending Bike/Pedestrian Facilities on one or 
both sides, cost versus need. 
 
Haugen reported that they have scheduled an open house for the public to present a lot of this 
information, although not all of it to the detail you see, and it is scheduled for Tuesday, February 
24th, 2015 at the Ramada Inn at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. MPO Senior Planner Position 
 
Haugen reported that Friday is the deadline for application submittal for our Senior Planner 
position, so if you know of anyone that might be interested, please let them know. 
 
Information only 
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 2. FTA 5310 Program Funds Applications 
 
Haugen reported that we are currently soliciting, on the North Dakota side, for FTA’s 5310 
Program Funds.  He stated that applications are due to us March 4th, 2015.  He said that once 
received they will be taken to this body and the MPO Executive Policy Board, then submitted to 
the NDDOT-Transit by their deadline of April 1st, 2015.   
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE 
FEBRUARY 11TH, 2015, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 
3:17P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


