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Meeting Summary 
Public Meeting #1 
 
Date:   June 24, 2004 – 7:00 PM 
Location:  Grand Forks Country Club 
Project: Merrifield Road Red River Bridge Feasibility Study 
 
 

A public information meeting was held on June 24, 2004 at 7:00 PM at the Grand Forks 
Country Club, located on County Road 6 (Merrifield Road) near Grand Forks, ND.  The 
purpose of this meeting was to serve as a kick-off meeting for the Merrifield Road Red 
River Bridge Feasibility Study.  The meeting was an open-house format, and therefore no 
formal public record was taken.  The following account is a compilation of notes taken 
during the public meeting and is not intended to serve as a transcript of events, but rather 
a summary of the discussion of the meeting. 
 

1. Earl Haugen welcomed the 36 people in attendance to the first public meeting.  
Mr. Haugen gave a brief overview of the study schedule and purpose for the 
meeting.  He then introduced the MPO’s consultant, HDR Engineering, led by 
Project Manager Craig Rasmussen. 

 
2. Craig Rasmussen welcomed the attendees and discussed the format of the 

meeting.  He introduced the other team members in attendance, including 
Michelle Bissonnette (HDR), Nate Dalager (HDR), Mark Lambrecht (CPS) and 
Mike Korman (CPS).  Mr. Rasmussen offered a brief overview of the following: 

 
a. Project Purpose and Need 

i. Existing Bridge Crossings (Structural Elements) 
ii. Connection between Grand Forks and East Grand Forks 

iii. Truck / Bypass route around the Cities 
b. Issues to be included in the study 

i. Hydraulics study of Red River / Cole Creek / Drain #4 
ii. Erosion issues 

iii. Environmental impacts 
iv. Roadway alignment(s) 
v. Traffic and Transportation Planning 

vi. Travel Time Savings 



3. The meeting was opened to an open-house format, where the attendees were 
invited to discuss the study with technical staff.  However, the public questioning 
resulted in a “Question & Answer” session including the following: 

 
Q: What is the estimate of cost for the Cole Creek diversion? 
A: The cost estimate is not known at this time.  Response by County Water Board 

Member: It was determined in the past that a diversion of Cole Creek would be 
cheaper to construct than a new bridge crossing of Merrifield Road over Cole 
Creek.  In addition, this would create fill material to be used elsewhere. 

 
Q: Will federal funding be used on this project? 
A: Funding source identification will be part of this study.  However, it appears 

likely that federal funding will be considered.  Most federal funded projects still 
require some level of local match. 

 
Q: What is the timeframe for this project? 
A: The soonest the bridge over the Red River could be constructed is about 2012, but 

could be as much as 12 years away – depending on funding availability. 
 
Q: The diversion is needed sooner… could the project be phased? 
A: Possibly – the simultaneous use of embankment / fill material would represent a 

cost savings.  The study would identify if phasing could work. 
 
Q: Would the bridge be high enough so it would withstand the 1997 flood event? 
A: The 1997 flood was a 210-year event.  Most bridge crossings are not designed to 

accommodate more than a 100-year event.  In any case, the design parameters are 
not known at this time. 

 
Q: Is NDDOT involved in this project? 

A: (Response by Les Noehre, NDDOT) Both NDDOT and Mn/DOT will 
participate in the review process, in addition to Polk and Grand Forks Counties. 

 
Q: Does this project require an interchange with I-29? 
A: An interchange with I-29 certainly strengthens and supports the need for this 

bridge crossing.  The documentation of need for an interchange at I-29 has been 



prepared via an Interchange Justification Report.  It is commonly understood that 
a river crossing and interchange with I-29 would increase demand for this route. 

 
At this time, the group discussion ended and broke into smaller discussions between the 
public and technical staff.  The items discussed with technical staff included: 
 

1. Crossing of township road over potential Cole Creek diversion 
 
2. Special assessment for project – how many people (homes) will be included in the 

special assessment district 
 

3. NDDOT and Mn/DOT must be involved 
 

4. Previous funding of Drain #4 has been assessed – would a diversion channel be 
assessed? 

 
5. Flood protection impacts – Merrifield Road is southern tie-back for current Grand 

Forks Flood Protection project. 
 

6. Emphasis on truck route & improved safety with new bridge crossing 
 











































































































































Meeting Summary 
Public Meeting #3 
 
Date:   November 30, 2004 – 7:00 PM 
Location:  Grand Forks Country Club 
Project: Merrifield Road Red River Bridge Feasibility Study 
 
 

A public information meeting was held on November 30, 2004 at 7:00 PM at the Grand 
Forks Country Club, located on County Road 6 (Merrifield Road) near Grand Forks, ND.  
The purpose of this meeting was to serve as a wrap-up meeting for the Merrifield Road 
Red River Bridge Feasibility Study.  The following account is a compilation of notes 
taken during the public meeting and is not intended to serve as a transcript of events, but 
rather a summary of the discussion of the meeting. 
 

1. Earl Haugen welcomed the 45 people in attendance to the third public meeting.  
Mr. Haugen gave a brief overview of the study and then introduced the MPO’s 
consultant, HDR Engineering, led by Project Manager Craig Rasmussen. 

 
2. Mr. Rasmussen welcomed the attendees and discussed the format of the meeting.  

He introduced the other team members in attendance; Nate Dalager (HDR), Mark 
Lambrecht (CPS) and Mike Korman (CPS).  Mr. Rasmussen gave an overview of 
the project and then asked Mr. Korman to discuss the hydraulics study.  Mr. 
Korman presented the following main areas of interest for the study: 

a. Red River Crossing 
b. Cole Creek Diversion 

i. Matches approximate fill needed for 840’ Elev. Road 
ii. ROW costs not included 

iii. EIS required to select alignment 
c. Cole Creek through Country Club 

 
3. Mr. Rasmussen then presented the remaining elements of the study, including: 

a. Environmental overview 
i. No “Show Stoppers” 

ii. Wetlands and Riparian impacts are likely 
iii. Recommend Tiered EIS 

b. Red River Bridge 



i. Uses most economical types/spans (110 to 135 feet with concrete) 
ii. Approximate cost $120/SF 

iii. Recommend perpendicular crossing (Alts 1 or 2) for lower cost 
iv. Reduce planned width from 62 feet to 56 feet (savings of 

$600,000) 
c. Township Road over Diversion 

i. Likely uses low-level crossing (same elevation as today) 
ii. Approximate cost $95/SF 

iii. Not a critical element of the project 
d. Project Costs & Benefits 

i. Project Estimate for Construction cost: $14.5M 
ii. Project Benefits outweigh costs by 3.3 to 1 

e. Project Funding Options 
i. Option 1 – Federal Earmark (may require 20% match) 

ii. Option 2 – All Local Funds (Locally distributed federal monies) 
iii. Option 3 – Combination of earmark & local funds 

 
4. The meeting was opened to questions from the pubic.  The questions asked of the 

staff were as follows: 
 
Q: Who would be the main project sponsor? 
A: (Rasmussen) At this time, the local sponsor has not been set. 
 
Q: Can the (Red River) bridge and (Cole Creek) diversion be done at the same time? 
A: (Rasmussen) Yes. 
 
Q: Can the project start now, or do we need to wait for the funding? 
A: (Haugen) The MPO will attempt to preserve the alignment through encouraging a 

moratorium on development in the alignment areas.  The EIS will be the next step 
in the process, but there will need to be an agreement on funding the EIS before 
that process can begin.  The MPO may be able to take the lead on arranging 
funding, but it would be unlikely that the MPO could serve as the lead local 
agency.  It is recommended that a county or one of the cities take the lead role. 

 
Q: What is the cost of the EIS and is it necessary? 



A: (Rasmussen) Typically, and EIS can cost up to 8-12% of the construction cost, 
although it likely wouldn’t be that costly in this case due to the low level of 
environmental impacts that are anticipated.  The EIS is a necessary component to 
prepare and have approved before final design can start. 

 
Q: What was the elevation of the 1997 flood? 
A: (Lambrecht) Approximately 838 feet at this location. 
 
Q: Who will decide on the final alternative? 
A: (Haugen) This will occur via the EIS process and be a joint decision between the 

counties, cities, states, and regulatory agencies. 
 
Q: Have there been soil borings done for this project? 
A: (Wieland) Not for this project, although, there have been multiple soil borings 

taken for the Red River diversion project. 
 
Q: How will the diversion impact the lakes to the north? 
A: (Korman) The drainage diversion is expected to have minimal impact to those 

bodies of water due to the higher elevation separating the country club from the 
lakes.  The lakes are recharged by the Red River and not Cole Creek. 

 
Q: Will the diversion protect the properties north of the golf course from flooding? 
A: (Korman) It is possible, but not part of this study process.  That would require 

some sort of hydraulic structure from the Red River and not Cole Creek alone. 
 (Lambrecht) The protection of the properties north of the golf course is not part of 

the larger Grand Forks Flood Control project.  This would require additional 
gating structures. 

 
Q: Will the township road (8th Street NE) be eliminated? 
A: (Haugen) It is a possibility that has not been ruled out at this time.  Connecting 

the township road to Merrifield Road (over the diversion channel) is estimated to 
cost an extra $700,000. 

 
Q: Do these alternatives include an interchange with I-29 (at Merrifield Road)? 
A: (Haugen) The traffic studies include an interchange with I-29, but the cost 

estimates do not. 



 
Q: Could box culverts be used in the diversion channel rather than a bridge? 
A: (Korman) It is possible, but due to the size, a bridge is anticipated to be more cost 

effective than series of box culverts. 
 
Q: Does the alignment of Merrifield Road require the relocation of the drop structure 

on Drain #4? 
A: (Rasmussen) It is not known at this time.  There is a trade-off between shifting the 

alignment south near the existing Cole Creek bridge to avoid fill impacts to the 
golf course and impacts to the drop structure.  It likely could be avoided if 
absolutely necessary. 

 
Q: Could the diversion channel increase the upstream stage increases on Cole Creek? 
A: (Korman) The stage increase is estimated to be about 0.2 feet at the 100-year 

event. 
 
Q: Is the proposed Merrifield Road Red River bridge higher than the other road 

bridges in Grand Forks? 
A: (Korman) The other bridges are downstream, so it is difficult to exactly compare.  

The proposed Merrifield crossing appears to be able to accommodate a 250-year 
event (in approximate terms). 

 
Q: Who will take the lead on the EIS and is it part of the $14.5M in construction 
costs. 
A: (Haugen) The lead agency is not known and the EIS costs (perhaps around $1M) 
are in addition to the construction costs. 
 
Q: What happens in a 500-year flood? 
A: (Korman) The levees would be overtopped. 
 
Q: Will there be a better listing in the future of who is notified of this meeting? 
A: (Haugen) The public involvement process throughout the EIS process will be 
thorough. 
 
At this time, the meeting was adjourned and several attendees remained to discuss 
specific follow-up questions with the technical staff. 


