
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, July 8th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the July 8th, 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; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Local Planning; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, 
Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad Gengler), Grand Forks Planning;   
Patrick Dame, Airport Authority; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Nels 
Christianson, BNSF; and Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Kim Greendahl, Grand Forks Greenway Specialist. 
 
Staff present:  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. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 10TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 10TH, 
2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, included in the packet, and pointed out that it does state that 
there would be verbal updates provided as available.  He said that yesterday MnDOT met with 
East Grand Forks officials, sort of a meet and greet for new staff members, etc., and they talked a 
little about both bridges. 
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen distributed copies of an illustration of the proposed improvements to the Kennedy 
Bridge and explained that this is what they are identifying as the likely cross-section of the 
structure, and, although it hasn’t yet been finalized, this seems to be where things are heading. 
 
Haugen referred to the illustration, and pointed out that the top is the existing cross-section, and 
the bottom one is what they described as “everybody giving a little in order for everything to fit”, 
so instead of a 10-foot trail, or a multi-purpose path it will be an 8.5-foot one; and instead of a 
12-foot or wider driving lanes there will be 11.5-feet wide; and instead of 4.5-foot shoulders 
there will be 4.25-foot shoulders.  He explained that this will allow for everything to fit inside 
the existing truss system.  He added that nothing is being cantilevered or outside the truss.  He 
also pointed out that there is also no median through the structure.     
 
Haugen commented that this, then, is the concept that is moving forward, however it is still 
subject to change.   
 
Haugen stated that some of the questions the City Council had included:  1) how far back from 
the actual bridge itself will median removal entail, particularly on the Minnesota side as there is 
no median on the North Dakota side that extends beyond the bridge.  He said that there was also 
discussion about the west-bound on ramp and its merging problem and whether that could be 
mitigated.  He commented that the road raise is still in play as part of the work that MnDOT is 
doing with SRF, they are still evaluating the possibility of raising, slightly, the east side . 
 
Haugen commented that the last bit of information was their stating that it is likely that 
construction will occur in 2017/2018, and that there is very little possibility that much will go on 
in 2016. 
 
Haugen added that for the multi-purpose trail connection, MnDOT’s plans are to extend the trail 
on the north side along the on-ramp all the way to River Road, and then connections to anything 
else would be the responsibility of the City and others. 
 
Haugen reported that there are still two public engagement meetings that will be scheduled.  He 
explained that the consultant is under scope to engage the community at least twice, so they will 
be scheduled soon. 
 
Information only. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there was a lot of push on MnDOT to do something with the approach dip 
on the Minnesota side of the bridge, sooner rather than later.  He stated that he thinks the best 
that the City got, was perhaps a bit more serious consideration of trying to do something 
temporary this season.  He added that they talked about the possibility of developing some 
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cooperative agreement with NDDOT so that when DeMers Avenue is being done on the North 
Dakota side to maybe work on that approach area on the Minnesota side as well. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT FINAL REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that last month we were trying to prepare for final approval of the report, 
however, there was contemplation of possibly adding to the scope of services to have a re-
examination of all of the Airport Drive/County Road 5 Intersection to see if there are any other 
alternatives worth looking at more closely.  He stated that the Airport Authority considered that 
request, but denied executing the funding for the scope of work that was developed, therefore we 
are proceeding as we noted we would if the extra work was not done, to seek final approval of 
the report. 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet were the comments we received from the 
NDDOT staff.  He said that since then he sent KLJ’s comments and reaction to the pertinent 
comments to the committee, and included in that e-mail was this matrix showing the comment, 
page, paragraph, who made it, and how the report is linked to address the comment.   
 
Johnson commented that NDDOT will want to make sure they get a anew and updated copy to 
make sure all the comments get addressed.  He added that the information in the packet and e-
mail helps for them to review and get a starting point.  He apologized for the delay, adding that it 
was mainly on his end, but he thanks everyone for their patience.   
 
Haugen stated that he doesn’t think there are any show stoppers or any real contentious items 
that need to be clarified on the comments that were received.  He added that staff is 
recommending approval based on the feedback provided and incorporated in the final report, and 
hopes that the Technical Advisory Committee will also recommend to the Executive Policy 
Board that they concur as well.   
 
Williams referred to Page 5 of 12 of the memorandum that was sent, and pointed out that Dan 
had asked about 69th Street being the recommended access for the fertilizer facility, however we 
have proposed signal at 55th; and she doesn’t have copy of the final report, but 69th had a traffic 
signal in the future didn’t it, didn’t it show.  Haugen responded that it does, way in the future.   
 
Kuharenko asked if it would be possible to include these comments as an appendix to the final 
report.  Haugen responded that they are part of all of the public participation that takes place.  He 
commented that if you ever look at one of our public participation appendices, they are massive. 
 
Williams asked, when this is all completed, will you send an electronic copy with all of the 
appendices with it.  Haugen responded that we would provide that information. 
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MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY FINAL REPORT SUBJECT TO 
ALL THE COMMENTS AND NOTES BE INCLUDED AS PART OF THE STUDY. 
 
Noehre commented that if he heard correctly the motion was to include these comments as an 
appendix, but really some of them need to be included directly in the report and the report needs 
to be modified, not just having them all in an appendix as comments.  Ellis responded that she 
feels that the motion was wide open in terms of placement of the comments.  Williams agreed, 
adding that her intention was that the report needs to reflect those comments needing to be 
included in it, and then the comments also be included as an appendix.  
 
Dame stated that he would make further comment that the Airport Authority still does not agree 
with the airport drive portion of this agreement.  He said that in order to get the whole thing 
passed, from the standpoint of the study, without the airport in agreement, it would be his 
opinion that the airport intersection be pulled out of this portion of the study at this time until 
they have time to do their complete review.  He added that the Airport Authority does not feel 
that having Kadrmas, who has looked at the original portions of the alternatives analysis here, 
they will be able to produce anything that Kadrmas is going to say:  “Oh, wow, we didn’t think 
of that”.  He said that there isn’t a feeling that there has really been an independent review of 
what is there, or having Kadrmas doing it is like having a fox in a hen house, from that 
standpoint, so getting full agreement and full adoption of this going forward he thinks there will 
be some pushback as this goes to a higher level, whether it is approved by this committee or not, 
since the Airport Authority is not agreeing to the Airport Intersection. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Dame had seen the comments that were sent out.  Dame responded that he 
had.  Williams asked if he saw Paul Bennings’ comments specifically about that intersection on 
Page 12 of 12.  Dame responded that he hadn’t.  Noehre asked if Mr. Dame was asking to 
remove completely the intersection of Airport Drive and U.S. #2.  Dame responded that his 
personal opinion is that that would be a good idea.  Noehre stated that he would strongly 
disagree, absolutely. 
 
Williams asked if they need to add something to the statement that Mr. Benning made about it 
maybe being studied by a traffic engineer or something.  Dame said that when it comes to the 
NEPA process there will be additional chance to comment, so the Airport is just wanting to take 
time to be able to budget for this, and move forward a portion of it, but right now to say that they 
are going to launch in and fund a portion of this study between now and the end of the year, 
when it isn’t in their budget, is unrealistic, and this is a request that he doesn’t think is 
appropriate.   
 
Noehre commented, however, that removing it would suggest to him that further study would 
replace it, and that won’t be the case at all.  West stated that it is his understanding that this study 
doesn’t dictate when anything would happen, or where the funds would come from to do 
anything, because he is in the same boat, he doesn’t have any money budgeted to do anything.  
Dame responded that the Airport Authority understands this, but the fact of the matter is they 
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don’t like the alternatives that are there and that are being put forward.  West said that that is fair, 
but the funding issue would be separate, and if we decide to do anything then at that time we 
would need to budget for it.  Dame stated, however, that the proposal was for the Airport 
Authority to fund, at their expense, Kadrmas Lee and Jackson to do an alternatives review, and 
of anything that was brought forward, so if you are expecting them to come up with $22,000.00 
out of blue, today, it’s not going to happen.  West said that he thought Mr. Dame was talking 
about construction.  Dame responded that he is just talking about the study of the intersection 
that is there.  Haugen added that it was portrayed to them that the Airport Authority was willing 
to expand the study.  Dame stated that what they said was that they would partner in the cost, 
that doesn’t mean that they would pick up the entire cost, a partnership means that they would 
pick up a portion of the cost.  Haugen responded that the representatives involved in the 
discussion held about the amended scope of work didn’t indicate anything other than that the 
Airport would pay the cost.  Dame said that their letter to the DOT stated that they would partner 
in the process, so, again, they did write Grant Levi, he was directed to send a letter to Grant Levi 
that said that they would partner on this, so, from that standpoint there is not an agreement from 
the Airport Board, so he would have to vote against a motion to go forward to finalize this plan 
as they want time to be able to address this before it gets put forward on a hard and accepted 
plan, whether or not the reality that this plan will ever go forward is realistic or not, they can’t 
agree to it.  Noehre stated that he thinks that is perfectly fine, but removing that portion from the 
study would be inappropriate. 
 
WILLIAMS WITHDREW HER MOTION, ELLIS CONCURRED. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS TO APPROVE FORWARDING A RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE U.S. #2 ACCESS 
MANAGEMENT STUDY FINAL REPORT SUBJECT TO NOTATION OF ALL OF THE 
COMMENTS MADE BY NDDOT; TO THE REPORT BEING AMENDED PER THOSE 
COMMENTS; AND ALSO TO NOTATION OF THE FACT THAT THE ALTERNATIVES 
PRESENTED IN THE STUDY ARE NOT ALL INCLUSIVE AND THAT THERE WILL BE 
PUBLIC HEARINGS TO ALLOW THE GRAND FORKS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
AND OTHERS THE OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS VARIOUS CONCEPTS IN MORE 
DETAIL. 
 
Noehre said that this is redundant because that is all going to occur during the NEPA process 
anyway.  Williams responded, however, that it might just give a level of comfort knowing that 
this is not, that we’re not approving plans here, we are looking at a planning document, not a set 
of construction plans.  Johnson commented that putting it as a planning document by definition, 
if you do this this time you are going to have to do that on every study from now on.  Noehre 
stated that he would have to vote against this. 
 
Haugen asked if there was a second to the motion.  
 
MOTION FAILED FOR LACK OF SECOND. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 8th, 2015 
 

6 
 

MOVED BY WEST, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION TO 
THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE U.S. #2 ACCESS 
MANAGEMENT STUDY FINAL REPORT SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION THAT THE 
COMMENTS PROVIDED BE INCORPORATED INTO THE FINAL REPORT; THAT 
FULL DOCUMENTATION OF ALL COMMENTS RECEIVED BE IN AN APPENDIX; 
AND THAT IT RECOGNIZES THAT THE AIRPORT AUTHORITY DOES NOT AGREE 
WITH ALL THE ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED FOR THE AIRPORT ROAD 
INTERSECTION. 
 
Williams commented that she thinks there have been a couple of studies that we have noted, and 
she can’t remember exactly which ones, but it was something to the effect that in the future there 
is different technologies that develop, and there are different alternatives developed at a later 
date.  She said that she thinks it might have been the Washington/DeMers study, but she thinks 
that things are always subject to change, and she thinks that that is what Mr. Dame is looking at, 
that this isn’t the absolute final decision on what is going to happen. 
 
West asked what would happen if this body doesn’t approve this report today.  Haugen 
responded that staff’s recommendation is still to approve it, so the Executive Policy Board would 
receive and file two different sets of recommendations; one from the Technical Advisory 
Committee and one from the MPO Staff, and they could decide to take action on either one of 
those, or they might create their own action.  West said, then, that what the Technical Advisory 
Committee does doesn’t really matter because the Executive Policy Board has the final authority.  
Haugen explained that this body is an advisory committee. 
 
Williams said that she is going to ask NDDOT if there is any reason this report needs to be 
approved right now, is there any kind of funding that they are trying to secure or something so 
that if we delay the approval it might affect funding for another part of the corridor.  Noehre 
responded that there isn’t anything that he is aware of.  Haugen stated that it would only affect 
our contract with KLJ.  Williams said, however, that we could extend that for another month or 
so if necessary.  Haugen asked what the purpose of extending it would be.  Williams responded 
that she would like to see everyone in favor of what’s in here so that it satisfies everybody’s 
needs, not just a few.  Ellis asked, though, if that is going to happen because the Airport isn’t in 
favor of any of the alternatives so at this point it isn’t going to happen.  Noehre added that 
pleasing everyone isn’t always possible. 
 
Johnson commented that his issue with the situation is that this is a unique situation here in that 
Mr. Dame is part of this committee, where if it was Wal-Mart having these issues and they didn’t 
like any of the alternatives we proposed, we would note that in the document and move on.  
Williams said, however, that Wal-Mart isn’t a government entity.  Johnson agreed, but added 
that the Airport is an impacted business on the corridor, and should be treated as such regardless 
of their authority or their position.  He said, again, that this is a unique situation in that Mr. Dame 
is on this committee, so we need to be careful how we approach this.  Noehre agreed, adding that 
that is exactly the objection that he heard, and you can correct him if he is wrong, but Mr. Dame 
is talking about impact to your business, that is the same thing.  Mr. Dame agreed, but added that 
he also thinks that you are going to be put in the situation where the board that has to approve 
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this is going to want some sort of agreement with the Airport, so let’s get past the remainder of 
the document without the airport section and get that taken care of and done, get it approved and 
revisit the airport section at a later date.  Noehre stated that, again, if it’s a planning document, 
and all the public comment has been clearly identified, as you said you’ve written two letters that 
are in there, he doesn’t know what the issue is as it is already clearly defined and communicated.  
He added that, again, this isn’t the NEPA document with the details of the project selected, that’s 
not what it is it is a planning study, all of that stuff occurs later, and all of those things come into 
the decision matrix and then a decision is made.  Dame responded that, from that standpoint is 
they are connected to this, he can recuse himself from the vote here, he doesn’t have an issue 
with that; but he has been invited to the steering committee, he has been invited to this group, so 
from either standpoint he is either going to vote no on this or he is going to recuse himself.  
Noehre said that either would be perfectly fine. 
 
Ellis called the question. 
 
MOTION CARRIED WITH DAME VOTING NAY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE MANUAL 
 
Viafara reported that copies of the Final Draft of the Environmental Justice Manual were 
included in the packet.  He gave a brief overview, explaining that the MPO is required by law to 
produce an Environmental Justice Program, and this is in connection to the development of the 
Long Range Transportation Plan, it is one of the main functions of the MPO. 
 
Viafara commented that the document you are seeing here is the final version of the previous two 
documents that were submitted to this body for consideration in February and October 2014.  He 
stated that for both applications the MPO received a series of comments, some of them dealt with 
language, but then became more profound in terms of the structure and the questions that the 
partner agencies would like to see addressed in the document. 
 
Viafara stated that we recently received correspondence suggesting that our federal partners 
would like to know the answer to the following questions: 
 
 1) How does the Environmental Justice analysis impact the Long Range   
  Transportation Plan? 
 
 2) How does it affect Transit Planning? 
 
 3) How did the MPO responsibly implement the Environmental Justice Principles?  
 
Viafara said that in order to address these three questions we needed to redraft completely the 
language of the document; but nonetheless continue using portions from the past documents, the 
maps, and the data analysis that had been developed.   
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Viafara reported that this draft was submitted to the NDDOT and Federal Highway for their 
review and comments, and those comments have been addressed. 
 
Viafara stated that after redrafting the document, it is our belief that this document adequately 
addresses all the questions, so staff is asking for approval from this body in order that we can 
continue advancing on developing our Long Range Transportation Plan and implementing or 
Environmental Justice Program. 
 
Haugen commented that this has been a long journey, we took a major detour last fall and had to 
approach the document from a completely different perspective than our previous drafts over the 
last fifteen-plus years, but we now believe we are in the position where we have agreement with 
our state and federal partners, and are on the right path with this document. 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
Kuharenko said he has a questions and some comments on what we have here.  He said that the 
first question is that in the NEPA documentation he thought he saw some language saying that 
you had looked over the projects in the Long Range Transportation Plan and that there wasn’t an 
impact to the EJ populations, or a significant impact, and he isn’t able to locate it now.  Haugen 
referred to the document and pointed out that this language is located under 8.1 Primary 
Assessment, third paragraph down.   
 
Kuharenko said that the comments he has are minor, specifically in the Glossary, Pages 27 and 
28.  He said that on Page 27, under Adverse Effects you have four bullets in there, underneath 
the structure, disruption of; and then you have a colon, and then the four bullets underneath 
there, those probably need to be sub-bulleted because it looks like that is supposed to be 
underneath that area.  He stated that the other comment is, on Page 28 you have Low Income 
twice with two different definitions and references. 
 
Haugen asked if there could be a friendly amendment to the motion to incorporate these changes 
to the Glossary.  Rood and Williams concurred.   
 
The motion, with the amendment reads as follows: 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL, 
SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE NOTED CHANGES TO THE GLOSSARY.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PHASE III OF THE A.T.A.C. COUNTING PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that this agenda item is titled Phase III-A of our A.T.A.C. Traffic Counting 
Study.  He stated that there are thirty-one intersections we currently have going on, and this 
agenda item is labeled “A” because there is only a certain amount of work that can be 
accomplished prior to the expiration of our current Master Agreement we have with A.T.A.C., 
and the two other MPOs and the NDDOT, so they can squeeze in this amount of work under the 
current Master Agreement.  He said that there will be a Phase III-B process after the Master 
Agreement is agreed to later this fall, and that will take care of the remaining sixteen 
intersections in Grand Forks.  He added that part of the scope-of-work you will see when that 
Phase III-B comes in will also include East Grand Forks’ traffic signals, and what is necessary to 
bring them up to compatibility with this counting program. 
 
Haugen referred to the memo from NDSU, and pointed out that the seven intersections identified 
under Phase III-A are:  32nd Avenue South and South 24th Street; 32nd Avenue South and 
Northbound I-29 Ramps; 32nd Avenue South and Southbound I-29 Ramps; Gateway Drive and 
North 47th Street; Gateway Drive and West I-29 Ramps; South Columbia Road and 11th Avenue 
South; and South Washington Street and 47th Avenue South.  He added that the timeline shows a 
September 2015 closure date, and the cost is roughly $21,600.00. 
 
Haugen stated that staff is recommending the Technical Advisory Committee forward a 
recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve engaging with A.T.A.C. to 
provide us the scope of service as identified in Phase III-A. 
 
Williams commented that she has never received the credentials, or anything, so that she can get 
into this program and run reports.  She said that she asked Sharma about this several times, and 
he keeps saying it is up to Mr. Haugen to generate a list of who should have access. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY JOHNSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE PHASE III-A OF THE A.T.A.C. COUNTING PROGRAM, SUBJECT 
AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL RECEIVING THE NECESSARY CREDENTIALS TO 
ACCESS THE PROGRAM. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SUMMARY OF WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
SCHEDULE FOR 2015 
 
Viafara reported that at our last meeting members of the Technical Advisory Committee 
recommended, to this particular summary of work program activities, to be added one extra 
column that will allow you, at a glance, to see the status of each one of the projects, so heeding 
your recommendation, staff went and produced this most recent table that gives you an idea of 
the status of each one of the programs that are now in the Unified Work Program.  He stated, 
though, that this does not replace the official reports that every consultant will send, and it is not 
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meant to provide you official information, but it is just an overview of the status of each 
program.  He added that he hopes that with this information the members of the Technical 
Advisory Committee are satisfied with the response the MPO staff has provided.   
 
Williams said she has a question on one of the items.  She referred to 300.53 on the table and 
pointed out that it states:  “Established Steering Committee, and Received Draft SRTS Map”.  
She asked what the steering committee is going to do, what is the purpose of that group.  Viafara 
responded that there are six E’s within the Steering Committee; one of them is Engineering, but 
there are five remaining ones.  He said that one of the remaining ones is Encouragement, another 
is enforcement, another is education; and what they would like is those members with that ability 
to come and bring their concerns and views to the new Safe Route To School that they are about 
to delineate for the Discovery School.  He stated that they are grateful that they can count on 
Engineering’s support, and for the information that they have thus far given to them, but, again, 
conversation with others, particularly with Carma Hanson, Patty Olson, and others, that are also 
very much involved with these activities, and dealing with safety for children, they have found 
that it is very important for them to also heed their advice, so, in part, the Steering Committee 
will provide the vision for establishing a new Safe Routes to School for the Discovery School. 
 
Williams stated that she thinks they are treading on thin ice there because you’re getting into 
traffic control devices, and traffic control devices are done by the MUTCD, and they have a 
federal standard that they have to follow, and it isn’t a wish list of “oh we’d like to do this, or 
we’d like to do that”, there is certain criteria, there’s warrants, there’s everything else, so she 
isn’t sure that you’re going to get out of the committee what you want.  She added that this also 
duplicates a committee that Safe Kids is already doing, they have already gotten this established 
to work on methods of teaching kids to walk on the sidewalk, or such, so this is a duplication, 
and she isn’t sure that what you’re going to get out of it is what you think.  
 
Viafara responded that that’s what it appears to be, but in conversations with Safe Kids, that is 
not the impression they give, they are willing to come, because in their opinion Safe Routes To 
School is completely a different program than the programs they do.  Erickson commented that 
she co-chairs the Safe Kids Bike and Safety Committee, and they don’t do the plans, they just 
kind of organize different activities.  Williams responded, though, that the plans are dictated by 
what the traffic control devices are, and where we can provide stuff, and that is already all done, 
it has already been… 
 
Haugen reported that the map is under the MUTCD, but the other five E’s they aren’t under the 
MUTCD, and all of our past safe routes efforts have included and used a steering committee so 
why would this one be different, it is a little bit beyond him.  He said that if you look at the 
national recommendations on how to conduct Safe Routes To School, a committee is one of the 
first steps, establish a committee, every other school has a working group that we accessed to 
develop a Safe Route Program with that school. 
 
Viafara explained that as part of that project, also it is intended to capture the views of the users. 
We would like to survey their opinions, in terms of the routes and recommendations for 
improvements or modifications, doing those things, that’s one; but also the point of view of the 
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users, which are the kids, so those issues are not really dealing necessarily, or projecting with the 
controls that you are bringing to our attention at the moment.  He added that they appreciate that 
you are very concerned with that, but in addition to these controls, which are really the bone of 
the whole project, there are issues with the users, and that is what we are striving to get. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is a copy of the presentation given this morning to 
the Steering Committee.  He explained that they are just kicking off this study, and have a public 
input meeting tomorrow evening in the Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers from 5:00 to 
7:00 p.m.   
 
Haugen commented that in essence the study is to try to help educate and inform all of us, 
including the public, as to what the increased rail traffic potential is on the Mill Spur and/or the 
Glasston Subdivision.  He said that another thing will be to look at how to be proactive and 
mitigate some of the increasing conflicts that will be occurring at the crossings; and the last thing 
will be, if there is a possibility, to explore allowing the Mill Spur line to be abandoned south of 
Gateway Drive, and to provide a concept of how that abandoned area could be redeveloped.   
 
Haugen stated that there have been a series of base maps provided that show the two spur lines, 
and some of the basic information we currently have to date.  He said that some of the 
information is still in draft form, however it is being presented at the meeting tomorrow. 
 
Haugen reported that the Glasston Subdivision study is underway, also associates are under 
contract, and a Steering Committee was formed and the did meet to organize this morning, and 
the first open house will happen tomorrow evening. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen had the same base map for the Glasston line.  Haugen responded 
that he did.  Williams explained that she had spoken with the consultant engineer working on 
this, Al, and he had asked about the number of train crossings, and he was going to double check 
with Mr. Haugen because anything they get from a traffic signal is not truly accurate because the 
traffic signal thinks there is a train there, it isn’t absolute , so they should probably use the BNSF 
numbers.  Haugen responded that that conversation is taking place.  Christianson added that they 
are having their Public Projects Department run those numbers and get them to the City.  He 
added that there are a couple of things that could skew the numbers; things such as if the signal 
maintainer is testing the signals, that could show us an activation, also they do have some 
overrides for high rail vehicles on track which can impact the numbers as well. 
 
Haugen commented that what these numbers represent are, during the month of April, primarily, 
they asked, and the City provided all of the train pre-emptions on those three signals; so from 
thirty-plus days of data they tried to summarize it into these maps, and the data was very 
sporadic.  He said that he initially thought you would see a train start at one, see it hit the second, 
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then the third, but that isn’t the case at all with the pre-emption data they got so they are working 
on what the numbers are. 
 
Haugen reported that in terms of the bike/ped traffic, when they did turning movements counts 
they also noted the bike and ped traffic the last week of April through the first week of May and 
those numbers are reflected here as well.  He added that the vehicle counts are from the North 
Dakota DOT maps. 
 
Haugen reiterated that the Steering Committee did meet this morning, and added that the 
consultant team is out interviewing stakeholders and other interested parties the rest of today, 
they started yesterday, and will do so most of tomorrow as well.  He said that once this is 
completed we will hopefully have a good understanding of some of the key interests.  He added 
that part of the impetus for this study was initiated by past expansion out of the North Dakota 
State Mill, and some of their discussions have led them to consider building a unit train landing 
facility somewhere on the north end of Grand Forks.  He stated that their goal is to make a 
decision before the Industrial Commission yet this year, and they stated this morning that their 
goal would be, if they built something that it would be operational in 2017, but they did note that 
their capacity expansion is ongoing and it will be up and running next spring, so there will be a 
period of time where they will have to rely on the Mill Spur for increased train traffic to meet 
their capacity needs, as well as an increase in truck traffic to their facility. 
 
Noehre asked if Mr. Haugen had asked the State Mill to provide a traffic operation study for their 
increased operations.  Haugen responded that for this twelve month period, no, that would be a 
city request if they issued a building permit, which would typically require a traffic operation 
study.   
 
Williams asked if Stephanie Erickson was the project lead for the Mill expansion.  Erickson 
responded that she is not.  Williams stated that some of the improvements like the new rail 
crossing on Mill Road, if they aligned that there have been a couple of things done on it. 
 
Haugen commented that what we are doing is; if they build the new facility west of North 
Washington, or Highway 81, we will look at what mitigation should occur to that at-grade 
crossing, assuming an at-grade crossing at Highway 81 and North Washington, that’s in our 
scope-of-work. 
 
Haugen stated that they will work with the Mill between now and the conclusion of the study to 
get a better understanding of how their operations will work, because one of the conclusions of 
the study is that they might not build that unit train facility, and we will have to deal with their 
increased capacity with the track in place.  Noehre commented that he will have to think about 
this some more, but he will likely ask them for a traffic operation study based on their expansion.   
 
Williams said that the site plan they are currently reviewing is not the expansion one, that one 
hasn’t come to them yet, the one they are looking at is where they just added a couple square feet 
to the one building along the Mill Road, and then they realigned the railroad track, but she 
doesn’t believe the site plan they have right now is the full-blown expansion. 
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Noehre commented that this will likely impact two State Highways, and they will most likely 
make them do a traffic operation study.   
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that Alliant has gone through, and after the public meeting they had in May, they 
came back with several alternatives on how to address the issues along Bygland Road.  She said 
that pretty much every intersection was given some kind of alternative, adding that there have 
been some very interesting issues along Bygland Road that needed to be addressed. 
 
Kouba referred to slides illustrating the various alternatives and went over them briefly. 
 
Kouba stated that they will be presenting these alternatives to the Steering Committee at their 
meeting tomorrow, and then once we have their input they will be holding a public meeting for 
public input as well.   
 
Ellis commented that she would give a resounding “No” to a four-way stop at the intersection of 
13th and Bygland Road.  She said that they would have traffic backed up, and it would take more 
than twenty-five minutes to get through it if they did this intersection with four-way stops, plus 
when there isn’t any traffic you would be stopping for no reason.  Williams stated that maybe the 
reason for putting this alternative in there is really just to be able to explain to the public why it 
isn’t a good alternative, and should be removed, otherwise people will keep asking why they 
didn’t look at putting in a four-way stop here.   
 
Erickson asked how long they would be gathering public input on this because it probably should 
go to the Greenway Group but they don’t meet until September 8th.  Kouba responded that they 
won’t have a public meeting until the end of the month, so it will be extended out some more.  
Haugen commented that the meeting will be on the alternatives, so there will still be an input 
meeting when the draft recommendations are out, which would be in the fall.  Ellis suggested 
that they could always send that out to Greenway members for their review even if there isn’t a 
meeting could they.  Kouba responded that she could, and she will definitely take all of the 
Greenway Group’s comments as well. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATION SELECTION 
 
Haugen reported that interviews are occurring tomorrow afternoon.  He commented that they did 
receive four proposals, and are interviewing all four firms.  He said that there is a nice variety of 
approaches in the proposals themselves.  He added that they hope to have a selection made, and a 
contract recommendation for the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve at their meeting next 
Wednesday. 
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Haugen stated that the four firms that submitted proposals are:  KLJ, SRF, SEH, and WSB.  He 
commented that it has been a while since SEH has submitted a proposal to Grand Forks/East 
Grand Forks, so it is nice to see them back.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1) 2045 EGF Land Use Plan Update Web-Link: 
 
Haugen reported that the East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update website is up and running.  It 
can be found at:  www.theforksmpo.org/Pages/EGF2045LUP.html 
 
 2) 2045 GF Land Use Plan Update Web-Link: 
 
Haugen reported that the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update website is still in progress, but 
should be up and running soon.  He added that the site will be distributed when done. 
  
 3) MAP-21 
 
Haugen said that one of the Senate Committees passed out a portion of a reauthorization, called 
“The Drive Act”, so that seems to be the vehicle in play at this time, but it doesn’t fund the major 
increases, it is funding maybe a slight increase of the current expenditures. 
 
 4) Transit Triennial  
 
Ellis reported that they just finished their Transit Triennial.  Rood commented that there was a 
big improvement from the last one, with single digit findings.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 10TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:40 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


