
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 13th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 13th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:35 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Grand Forks Public Transit; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Local Government; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Steve Emery 
(Proxy For Brad Bail), EGF Consulting Engineer; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;  Darren 
Laesch, MNDOT Planning Director; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; and Dale 
Bergman, Grand Forks Public Transit. 
 
Guests present were:  Larry Zitzow, UND; Mike Bittner, KLJ Engineering; Stephanie Hickman, 
FHWA-ND; Sheri Lares, FHWA-ND; Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT; Andrew Emanuele, FHWA-
MN; and Kris Riosenberg, FHWA-MN, Becky Hanson, NDDOT-Transit. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen stated that because there are so many new faces here today, he would ask that everyone 
please introduce themselves and state who they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 8TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 8TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that at the last Technical Advisory Committee meeting Mr. 
Laesch had some information regarding a meeting that was scheduled for that Friday.  He asked 
Mr. Laesch if he had anything to report on the kick-off meeting that was held last month.  Laesch 
responded that he doesn’t, adding that Joe McKinnon didn’t have much to share other than that 
started work on the project development and NEPA.   
 
Haugen asked if next month they hoped to have discussion on where the project will be in the 
T.I.P.  Laesch responded that that would be their hope, to decide on a funding year, and he would 
lean more toward that being 2017 because they know that construction is going to happen in 
Minnesota’s 2017 funding year, so that is the direction it will probably go. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that they are still trying to flesh out more fully what both Grand Forks and East 
Grand Forks are planning for their approaches, whether it would be temporary or permanent 
fixes.   
 
Haugen reiterated that at the last Technical Advisory Committee meeting Grand Forks was fairly 
certain they would be able to accomplish something this construction season.  He asked if there 
were any updates on this from Grand Forks staff.  Williams responded that they are continuing to 
work on this, but they need to let everybody know that anything that is done has to accommodate 
the drainage out there, and currently the inlets are at the low spot so if when they do something 
they may build up the crown a little bit, but it won’t be the ultimate fix until they can change the 
drainage and everything, so we will just have to see what we can do, but she doesn’t want to give 
the impression that this is fix to end all fixes, because there will be more. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side their maintenance group still needs to look this 
over to see if they can do anything.  Laesch added that he needs about six months or so to be able 
to sort this out, but he doesn’t anticipate anything happening this construction season.   
 
Haugen reported that they do know that DeMers Avenue, on the North Dakota side, has been 
programmed in 2019, so as Ms. Williams described, there may be a temporary fix done this 
summer, but with a more permanent fix occurring in conjunction with that major job in 2019. 
 
Haugen commented that there was some discussion at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting 
that they hope that the bridge isn’t down because one State decides to do the fixes one year and 
the other State the next, so they are trying to coordinate when the approach spans will be worked 
on as well.  Laesch commented that that is a good point.  He stated that the only reason he 
hesitates to couple with the 2019 project is because by having it as a cooperative project there 
would be two contractors working at the same time, and that would certainly present some 
challenges, but they can consider it. 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, May 13th, 2015 
 

3 
 

MATTER OF U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that since the last Technical Advisory Committee meeting they did have a 
public input meeting, and also made a presentation to the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee 
and also to the Airport Authority.   He referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the 
presentation was included. 
 
Haugen explained that, for the benefit of our State and Federal partners here today, they were 
asked to look at access management along this growing corridor; specifically from I-29 to the 
Airport.  He added that included in this was a request to look at a couple of key intersections and 
to come up with some operational improvements for them.  He pointed out that the consultant 
working on this study is present today, Mike Bittner from KLJ.  
 
Haugen commented that they did come up with some recommended access spacing guidelines, 
and have provided them to the City of Grand Forks, which has most of the subdivision 
jurisdiction in this area, however it is following what the plan has already identified for access, 
and that is essentially full access every half mile; and then at every quarter mile ¾ access, with ¾ 
hopefully preventing full operation of traffic signalization along the corridor.    
 
Haugen stated that they also talk about the importance of preventing less than full access points; 
primarily right-ins/right-outs within a functional area of the intersections, trying to identify, and 
this is based on two differing speeds of forty and fifty-five miles per hour at the functional area is 
different from those speeds to try to keep those key access points operating as best as they can by 
identifying a need to try not to allow additional turning movements conflicting with the areas 
that they are identifying as a major access points. 
 
Haugen reported that they have had some discussion, and some individual property owners 
commenting about the individual access points to their properties, and by-and-large the biggest 
comment and feedback we have gotten is on the Airport Drive intersection.   
 
Haugen commented that, since KLJ provided the video, he will highlight the video in process.  
He explained that in the present situation the traffic signalizations that have been there for 
roughly twenty years create a lot of rear collision accidents, some have been severely angled.  He 
added that prior to the signals going in there were a lot of angled, but they also had 30% fewer  
crashes occurring at the intersection.  He said that, as we project out into the future of our Long 
Range Transportation Plan we do see that leaving it as is we start to not only have safety issues 
occurring, but we also have operational failure occurring at that intersection as well. 
 
Haugen said, then, what does the public basically tells us we should be doing, well lowering the 
speed limit.  He explained that the speed limit is 55 through the intersection, it is 70 miles an 
hour west of the intersection, and 55 all the way into Grand Forks.  He stated that the speed limit 
was lowered to 55 not too long ago, but when they did the speed study they are still seeing that 
people are driving 70 miles an hour even on the east side of the intersection, so posting it doesn’t 
make much difference, so even though they would like it to be posted at 40 we have been telling 
them that national studies are saying that just the nature of a rural high speed corridor, with a 
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traffic signal kind of in the middle of nowhere doesn’t solve a lot of problems.  He added that 
both the Airport and the City of Grand Forks fought very hard twenty years ago for the traffic 
signal, and so there is a lot of desire to keep it in place.    
 
Haugen reported that, as KLJ has done, they have provided us a lot of research and proven data 
that just changing the speed limit sign, and more enforcement, just won’t accomplish what 
people perceive or expect it to achieve.  He added that there were quite a few other alternatives 
that we looked at, some were low cost, some higher cost, but they were all rejected for one 
reason or another.  He said that these included an interchange, a round-a-bout, etc. 
 
Haugen commented that roughly a year ago the NDDOT did a Local Road Safety Program, and 
in that document they identified the alternative of a median restriction, or as Minnesota calls it, a 
restricted crossing u-turn, or “R-cut”.  He illustrated how this type of alternative would work, but 
noted that for the most part this alternative has not had much support, if any.  
 
Haugen stated that one of the things that would help us safety wise, it really has limited 
assistance for our level of service, particularly with future operations.   
 
Haugen referred to a drawing of the interchange option, and explained that because of the airport 
flight patterns, this would be an underpass going underneath U.S. #2.  He pointed out that the 
cost of this alternative is most likely what prevents it from being seriously pursued. 
 
Haugen said that the one alternative that seems to have some favorable results is the “Staggered 
T”.  He explained that of all the traffic going into the airport, there are two major patterns.  He 
said that the movements of right turns into the airport and left turns out of the airport is one of 
the predominant movements, and just opposite of this movement is left turns out to go west and 
eastbound turning right to go south, so we have east to north and west to south dominant 
movements occurring out there currently, and less than five percent of the traffic is trying to go 
through the intersection.  He stated that this Staggered T is trying to separate those conflicting 
movements. 
 
Haugen commented that in order to assist the public in understanding, they also have video of 
the “R-cut” and have visualized how these individual movements would be done, and explained 
the increased safety that would be included in the movements.  He added that the first one is just 
to show people how the through movement would be operational, one is showing left turns, and 
there is an acceleration lane dedicated for those left turns to help them get up to a certain speed.   
 
Haugen reported that the next example would be near side crashes.  He said that they have 
approach detection taking place so that vehicles on U.S. #2 are warned that cars are approaching.  
He added that this is another strategy that is in the Local Road Safety Improvement Program, 
already elsewhere in Grand Forks County, so it is new but it will be implemented elsewhere in 
the county.  West asked if this was going through, that other “R-cut” along the State 18.  Haugen 
responded it was.  West said that the last time he talked to the DOT a couple of weeks ago it was 
still undecided.  He added that the DOT is paying for it.   
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Haugen explained that what Mr. West is talking about is, if you recall, in our T.I.P. we had a 
$2,000,000 project for NDDOT to do turn lane improvements on U.S. #2, and the termini were 
Grand Forks out to the west district line, and so they finalized the intersection of Highway 2 and 
18 as it heads north out of Larimore, and at that intersection they are proposing to do the “R-cut”, 
and they have been going through the project development process, and at our public input 
meeting Mr. Noehre said that was the alternative that may even eliminate the left outs so 
everything is doing u-turns.  West commented that when he last spoke with NDDOT he was told 
that it was still to be determined.  Haugen added that the community involvement in that project 
out by Larimore has been more favorable of the “R-cut” design and other things whereas here at 
Airport Road it was kind of DOA almost. 
 
Haugen referred to the Staggered T alternative and pointed out that it has a potential to reduce 
crashes by 67%, and has a cost estimate of $1,700,000.  He added that of all the alternatives 
looked at for this intersection it had the highest benefit ratio, and is one of the new alternative 
intersection design concepts that Federal Highway is promoting across the nation, and in our 
region as well. 
 
West asked where they came up with the crash data reduction, because in looking at the R-cut 
alternative, it has a lot less reduction than the “T” intersection design but they seem like very 
similar types of improvements.  Haugen referred to a slide with this information and commented 
that, as Mr. Bittner would like to say, if you add all of these up we would have a 200% reduction, 
but in any event by working through and using these, and this solution is a build-up of several 
strategies, so it is taking the reductions and combining them into a 67% reduction.  Bittner 
commented that they specifically had the crash data with the two way stop control and the signal, 
and looked at exactly what was happening at each one, so it wasn’t just an overlay of minus 
30%, it was – what is happening here, how would this be improved, etc.. 
 
Haugen said, then, that most of the comments they received have been specifically from the 
Airport, interest in taking out the signal and modifying how their typical daily operation is, and 
so they are still in the process of getting that public input, and hopefully it is favorable.  He 
reiterated that they did present this to the Airport Board, and they are supposed to providing a 
letter to us soon. 
 
Haugen commented that they noticed that it takes time to build up a $1,700,000 project, or a 
$20,000,000 project, or even a $1,000,000 project, and there are some issues going on out there 
so we do see some temporary things, some interim solutions that will provide some help, but 
they aren’t meant to be the final solutions.   
 
Haugen reported that the other area they looked at is the I-29 Interchange with U.S. #2.  He said 
that even though we have issues occurring here today, this is just identifying 2040 operations.  
He then shared a video of this area and said that, again, this is all 2040 traffic volumes under the 
existing geometries, etc.   
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Haugen commented that one thing to be aware of is that this is displaying, he thinks, more 
common everyday back up of the ramp that would be occurring in 2040, but there are occasions 
occurring right now where traffic gets backed up and starts to get into the I-29 traffic lanes.   
 
Haugen stated that, again, there were a lot of alternatives that were reviewed, but the preferred 
alternative would entail installing a northbound off loop on the northeast corner.  He explained 
that this would mean that all that traffic, instead of having left turns would be able to do more 
right turns that could be accommodated with fewer phases at the traffic signal.  He added that 
they would also eliminate some of the full access points to the properties immediately east of the 
ramps, and convert them to right-ins/right-outs, or 3/4 access.   
 
Haugen said that, again, they would anticipate this would reduce vehicle delay, decrease crash 
potential, and would be working pretty much within existing DOT controlled right-of-way.  He 
added that for improvements to interchanges, etc., it is a fairly reasonable $6,500,000 cost 
estimate.  He stated that this recommendation has been well supported at all levels of the process. 
 
Haugen reported that a couple of smaller things that they addressed, when Walmart went in there 
was a lot of discussion between Walmart, the City and the State about where the next traffic 
signal should be going in on Gateway Drive.  He said that through their process they have 
reached an agreement, or have a favored location of 55th Street instead of either 51st or 58th.   
 
Haugen stated that the next thing they looked at is the proposed fertilizer plant on the northwest 
part of Grand Forks.  He explained that all of their 2040 travel demand forecasts did not 
incorporate any additional traffic this project might generate, so one of the things they asked KLJ 
to assist us with was understanding what the potential impact a nitrogen plant would have.  He 
said that although one would think that a three billion dollar facility would create a huge amount 
of traffic, but in reality, while it is a large high cost investment, the traffic impact is fairly 
minimal to the total system. 
 
Haugen said that one thing the City of Grand Forks asked us to determine was which intersection 
with U.S. #2 would be the best way to route all the traffic up to the plant.  He stated that it was a 
close decision, a close process in trying to determine this and make a recommendation, but then 
they found out that as part of the rail service into the plant, and they will unit trains and other 
things, that 55th Street and 54th Avenue intersection would be blocked for many hours one day a 
week, so their 24/7 360 day operation makes 69th Street the best location to route the traffic to.   
 
Haugen reiterated that, as he mentioned before, North Dakota did have a $2,000,000 turn lane 
project in the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P., and they did do some work on analyzing turn lane 
improvements, and they incorporated and verified a lot of those improvements along U.S. #2 in 
our stretch of our corridor study and those are included in this document as well.   
 
Haugen reported that this corridor does lack bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  He said that, again, 
they received a lot of individual property comments about how that would be assessed against 
them, if at all, and that dictated a little more on whether or not they were favorable to adding 
bike/ped facilities.  He stated that they did come up with a phasing recommendation, and they do 
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have some existing along the southern side, and as either U.S. #2 has made improvements, to 
incorporate it with that project or as development occurs we try to get the improvements on the 
northern side as well, although it seems that development is occurring more on the southern side, 
so as that development occurs we will get the bike/ped accommodations in on that side, as we 
will on the northern side when development occurs there. 
 
Haugen commented that we are towards the end of the U.S. #2 Access Study, and we did give 
you access to the Draft report for your review and comments, and did go out to the public with 
that draft report as well and did receive comments, which I just reported to you today.  He said 
that we are just about ready to present the final/final draft, and will give you until the end of the 
week to comment on it and will be seeking adoption of the document next month. 
 
Kuharenko asked to go back to the list of proposed projects for bikes and peds, and said that in 
just looking at it projects two and three; project two on University, that is a half mile long 
project, and project three is on 62nd and is a three-quarter mile project, and they are both the 
same dollar amount, and he would like to know why.  He added that, if possible, for future cost 
notes if we could get an asterisk next to it describing what is going into those costs, is it 
construction only, is it construction and engineering, is it based in the year being proposed, that 
type of thing.  Bittner responded that that information is from other plans, it is just ?? of other 
recommendations that are already on the corridor, but in their report, the recommendation they 
have the have an appendix with the breakdown of all of it, itemized costs that we normally see 
for cost estimates. 
 
Williams asked about the “T” intersection, the realignment of the “T” intersection where you 
move the north leg of the intersection to the east, in order to come north and make a right turn, 
and then try to make a u-turn to go back, is there sufficient weaving room at 55 miles per hour to 
get over two lanes to do this, and is that intersection far enough to the east to accommodate that 
weaving.  Bittner responded that it is still 1,000 feet, and the way they designed it they would 
have the option to go all the way across if they feel comfortable weaving, but also the model 
allows us to analyze that and look into it and it is okay. 
 
Williams said that on the 2040 analysis of the intersection level of service, was that assuming the 
existing configuration at that intersection, or did you add any lanes, or dual-left turn lanes, or two 
lanes north and south, or any of that.  Bittner responded that it is just with the existing 
conditions.  Williams said that she thinks that that probably needs to be noted because the 
majority of what they looked at now, in the future there would probably be some intersection 
improvements. 
 
Hickman commented that Federal Highway North Dakota has probably not had a chance to look 
at this yet, they have been either out of the office or swamped, so she will try to get her 
comments in by next Wednesday if that would be sufficient.  Haugen responded that his 
understanding was that this draft that is currently out was just given to this group, and then when 
we get to what this collective has drafted on them they would produce the final draft and then 
that is when it will be distributed to Federal Highway for review and comment.  Johnson added 
that he essentially hasn’t submitted this draft to Federal Highway, it is just a TAC/Steering 
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Committee draft to review.  Hickman said, though, that she is technically on the Steering 
Committee.  Haugen commented that Ms. Hickman is on the Steering Committee and has been 
getting the drafts.  Johnson stated, though, that the official one hasn’t come out yet.  Hickman 
said that that is fine, she is just trying to coordinate with the engineering team.  Haugen stated 
that if she has comments, and you get them to staff by Wednesday, that would be acceptable. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF RE-DRAFT OF I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS RFP 
 
Haugen reported that last month the Technical Advisory Committee did recommend to the MPO 
Executive Policy Board that they approve the RFP as drafted at that time, but as noted in the 
update section of the staff report the MPO Executive Policy Board did not approve, but instead 
requested that we revisit an issue.  He explained that they want to include in the study that, 
should any additional river crossing occur; either the 32nd Avenue crossing, or the Merrifield 
crossing, or both in the timeframe we are doing this operation study out to 2040, the study 
address what those impacts might be, so during the last month he has been looking at our 
historical travel demand model outputs, looking at what happens when we do add in additional 
river crossings.  He added that, if you recall on the Bygland Road Study we also agreed to a 
request that we look at how a 32nd Avenue crossing would affect it as well, and based on the 
historical travel demand model, and what our current model output is showing 32nd Avenue, 
most of the traffic that is attracted to the additional river crossings is traffic that is really internal 
to city to city, there isn’t a lot of I-29 traffic that would be attracted to, or crossing the river 
bridges.  He stated that he did work with ATAC to do what is called “select link analysis” of the 
new river crossings to help us track back to where the traffic came and went from, and again 
there isn’t a lot of traffic coming off the interstate to use the new bridges. 
 
Haugen said that he tried to add in language to essentially try to say to the consultants that we 
basically want a sensitivity test for your alternatives.  He commented that the model is sort of 
swinging a 2,000 car difference, when you play with it, depending on whether all the alternatives 
are added, so is your alternative that sensitive to a swing of 2000 cars a day, and just give us that 
type of analysis of what the river crossings do as opposed to adding every alternative, also look 
then at whether 32nd is in play, or Merrifield is in play, or both of them are in play to sort of give 
us an idea of how sensitive the alternative is to a swing of roughly about 2000 cars a day.   
 
Haugen stated that, again, the intent that the MPO Board is trying to achieve is some knowledge 
of what happens on I-29, and any of the improvements or alternatives that would be considered, 
what happens if an additional river crossing or two were to occur.  He said that the RFP was 
expanded to ask the consultant take a sensitivity approach to it, not a full, in-depth evaluation of 
each river crossings impact on that alternative, but just how sensitive that alternative is to a 
couple thousand cars a day. 
 
Haugen commented that he did not add anything to the proposed budget, therefore he isn’t 
asking the NDDOT to add any monies to their contribution to the project.   
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MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY JOHNSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS RFP, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that this is, basically in update for the Technical Advisory Committee.  She 
stated that they brought Alliant Engineering on board back in March, and in April were doing 
some turning movement counts along Bygland Road.  She said that they gathered that data and 
were able to set a date for presenting the information to the public as well as holding a Steering 
Committee meeting, both of which took place yesterday.  She added that they actually a very 
good turnout at the public meeting. 
 
Kouba commented that they presented pretty much the same information to both the public and 
the Steering Committee.  She explained that they presented a lot of the things they discovered in 
the data, mostly, as well as seeing the issues that were out there.  She stated that with the traffic 
counts they definitely saw that there is a spike in the morning where people are coming in and 
bringing their children to school because the southend has a middle school and an elementary 
school, and then they are proceeding to go back to get out of the southend of East Grand Forks to 
proceed to work.  She added that there are also the residents that live in that area who also trying 
to leave for work, so it makes for a combined spike of people, and then those two spikes of 
people coming back are leaving at two different times of the day. 
 
Haugen asked if there was a graphic included in this package.  Kouba responded that there isn’t, 
it was a graph not a map. 
 
Kouba stated that it was something that, of course all the residents of that area knew about 
already, and they brought it up at the meeting as well, that it is difficult to get out of, to get on to 
Bygland Road, that what their turning movements counted.  She said that their turning movement 
counts were showing that it is difficult to get on to Bygland Road, and most of the traffic was on 
Bygland, it wasn’t so much going on and off of it.  She added that we have very low crash, 
which is amazing for the volumes of traffic that are coming along there. 
 
Kouba reported that they also, at the public meeting, besides the traffic volumes and that 
information they also presented giving them information on what is out there for, as well as, not 
just, a lot of people know about roads, and they know about stop signs and they know about 
signals, and they are hearing a lot about roundabouts and these are all fixes for roads for cars, but 
they are just starting to hear about on road facilities for bicycles, what happens with certain 
pedestrian facilities, and things like that, so we were also hearing about how people were using 
the roads, that area for biking and pedestrian use as well in the meeting, as well as giving 
information about how these different facilities for bike and ped are, especially on road facilities 
like sharrows and bike lanes, and protected bike lanes, and things like that, as well as giving out 
a range of costs for what those things cost to put into that area so that the general public gets an  
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idea of costs so that they don’t get too carried away, one of the biggest problems is that they get 
a little upset, it’s like, okay, we ask for all the ideas, and then it’s like, well, then we start putting 
up costs and they don’t’ like it, so we gave some cost information out as well to let them absorb 
that information as well. 
 
Kouba commented that they gathered all the information, and all those comments, and they are 
putting back together.  She added that there is also a website that is available to the public, and 
they have a survey out to gather information from the public as well, which will be available 
until the middle of June.  She said that they are advertising this in various ways, and they will get 
more information out by the middle of June as well, and then they can hopefully come back in 
the middle of July with alternate fixes.   
 
MATTER OF GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN RFP SELECTION 
 
Haugen reported that the Selection Committee received four proposals for the Grand Forks Land 
Use Plan Update.  He said that they were able to unanimously agree on the top three choices, and 
those three choices were interviewed yesterday afternoon, and after a lot of discussion the 
committee chose WSB, along with Nelson/Nygard and Community Engagement Group as their 
top choice. 
 
Haugen commented that their proposal did follow the scope-of-services identified in the RFP.  
He said that the Project Manager for WSB and himself are finalizing the scope-of-services and 
the cost.  He stated that their initial cost proposal was about $1,500 below budget, so that is the 
status of where we are at with the Grand Forks Land Use Plan.  He said that they hope to have a 
contract, and they have already exchanged our draft contract with all the federal clauses, etc., 
with the consultant.  He added that this is the first time that WSB will be under contract in Grand 
Forks, even with the MPO, but we hope to have a contract available to the MPO Executive 
Policy Board to execute and submit it to Mr. Johnson for his concurrence on the process 
selection, etc, so we can have them on board as soon as possible. 
 
Williams asked, because the land use is so closely tied to our Long Range Transportation Plan, 
when will we be seeing the Long Range Transportation Plan RFP.  Haugen responded that next 
year we will have the transit focused portion RFP out, and in 2017 we should have the Street and 
Highway which gives us almost twenty-four months for the Street and Highway Side, twelve 
months for the Transit Side; and on the Bike/Ped side we will do in-house during the 2017-2018 
timeframe.  Willams said, then, that you’re planning on finalizing the Land Use Plan prior to 
beginning the transportation.  Haugen responded that we will have the Transit Plan, the East 
Grand Forks Land Use Plan will be done by then, and also Grand Forks will be in the draft stage 
of their update, so we say 2016 for the Transit, we get the RFP out hopefully in January, but we 
won’t have anyone under contract until April, where the Grand Forks Land Use Plan will be 
done in April of 2016, we will have a draft document out by then, so we aren’t too overly 
concerned about starting the TDP before the “T’s” are crossed and the “I’s” are dotted on the 
Land Use Plan.  He added that the Grand Forks Land Use Plan scope-of-services is heavily 
invested in trying to better coordinate transit with land development, so transit will be a topic 
throughout the Land Use Plan update process, so again, we aren’t overly concerned about 
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starting the transit operation plan before the Grand Forks Land Use Plan is finalized.  Williams 
agreed that she feels that the transportation plan needs to be started before it is finalized  as well. 
 
Kuharenko asked who the fourth consultant was.  Haugen responded that it was MMM Group 
out of Winnipeg, and he believes they were solo, they didn’t have any subs on board, but the 
other two consultants up here also were teamed up with several subs as well. 
 
Haugen commented that one of the things the Selection Committee loved about WSB was that 
they did actually have a community engagement sub-consultant as part of their team, so we will 
see some rather innovative and very concerted effort to engage the public with the Land Use Plan 
Update. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF STATUS ON GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING RFP SELECTION 
 
Haugen reported that this is the study that will look at potential consolidation of the Mill Spur 
traffic over to the Glasston Subdivision.  He said that part of the impetus of that is that the North 
Dakota State Mill is increasing its production 30% and it needs to gather 30% more wheat and 
the wheat needs to be shipped maybe 30% further away from where they are currently shipping, 
so they need to start landing unit trains in Grand Forks.  He explained, however, that they are 
land-locked, so they are looking at the area along the Glasston Subdivision to do this, and then 
they will try to connect by rail over to the State Mill.  He commented that our RFP is looking at, 
when they do that, can we abandon the Mill Spur line and eliminate all those railroad crossings, 
and focus on the Glasston Subdivision where we have half as many crossings, and see if we can 
come up with some mitigation strategies to make it more co-existent with increased train traffic 
and vehicle traffic conflictions across the whole track. 
 
Haugen commented that only two proposals were submitted; Olsson Associates and KLJ 
Engineering.  He stated that, if you will recall, Olsson Associates just helped us do the 
Freight/Rail Access Study, and obviously KLJ has been involved in several studies. 
 
Haugen stated that the Selection Committee did recommend KLJ, and one of the reasons Mr. 
Bittner is here is because after this meeting, he and I are going to begin the negotiations for the 
final scope-of-work. 
 
Haugen reported that for both of these RFPs they did have a diverse Selection Committee 
involved, a lot of perceptions that were different from what we usually see.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 13TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:35 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


