
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, July 12th, 2017 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 14th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:36 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck 
(via conference call); David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson, Grand 
Forks Planning; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks 
Planning; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 
2; Nels Christianson, BNSF; and Dale Bergman, CAT. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Brandon Bourdon, Kimley-Horn; Scott Mareck, WSB Engineering; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen introduced Ethan Bialik, GF/EGF MPO Intern, and asked that he give a brief 
introduction of himself. 
  
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14, 2017, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 5 of the minutes, paragraph 3, where he had asked for clarification 
on the amendment process, and asked that the process actually be included as part of the minutes. 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY LANG, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 14TH, 2017, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS AMENDED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FREIGHT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that with the passage of FAST, the freight program was authorized and 
appropriated funds; and that as part of this each State was tasked with identifying routes of the 
state and local street network that would be included in the National Freight Network.  He 
explained that NDDOT enlisted the assistance of Upper Great Plains to help identify the added 
mileage, and they in turn requested the three MPOs identify their respective candidate routes by 
June 30th.  
 
Haugen stated that the State and local segments would be identified as Rural Critical Freight 
Corridors or Urban Critical Freight Corridors, and even though we are more interested in the 
Urban side we still have our study area responsibilities that include possible rural designations as 
well.  
 
Haugen commented that the MPO staff developed a draft map displaying potential candidate 
roadways and convened a meeting consisting of Les Noehre from the Local District Office; 
David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering Department; Nick West, Grand Forks County; Mark 
Walker, Grand Forks Engineering; and MPO staff to review it, and the map shown is the result 
of that review.  He added that the Urban Critical Freight Corridors are now under the review of 
the NDDOT. 
  
Haugen reported that on a similar timeframe, the NDDOT, along with Upper Great Plains, also 
requested the MPOs to help define the North Dakota Strategic Freight System inside our MPO 
areas, and although this is a State derived designation, the MPO and local jurisdictional staff 
attempted to maintain consistency between the two designations, with the main difference being 
that the State was not limited by mileage or a specific geography.   
 
Haugen referred to the map illustrating the designation of the Urban Critical Freight Corridor, 
and went over it briefly: 
 
 Level 1 – Critical Rural Freight Corridors (International/Interstate include Interstate and  
 Interregional Highways, Congressional Designated High Priority Corridors, 
 STRAHNET, National Truck Network, Energy/Agricultural Access Corridors, and High 
 Truck Volume Principal Arterials. 
 
  Highway 2 (Gateway Drive) and I-29 Corridors 
 
 Level 2 – Regional/Intrastate – State Corridors, District Corridors, Limited County Major 
 Collectors, and City Principal Arterials. 
 
  Washington Street 
 
 Level 3 – Local – District Collectors; Some County, City, Township, and Tribal Roads. 
 
  All Other Roadways 
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Lang asked who designated these as 1, 2, or 3.  Haugen responded that this was determined at the 
meeting with Les Noehre, David Kuharenko, Nick West, Mark Walker, and MPO staff.  Lang 
asked if any consideration had been given to designating the east/west portion of DeMers as 
Level 2.  Haugen responded that there was, but ultimately they felt it was a Level 3. 
 
Grasser referred to the map and commented that something they might need to consider is the 
increased usage of 69th by LM to get to their new blade staging development, and by traffic to 
and from the landfill.   
 
Discussion on the additional usage of 69th, and other adjacent roadways, ensued. 
 
Haugen agreed that this area is something that should be considered and explored further. 
 
Haugen asked, is this tied to the funding program, yes, but in reality the funding will tend to 
follow where development is causing the need to improve transportation routes. 
 
Kuharenko asked, even though funding is associated, will we have measures and goals that will 
connect with this as well; and are there separate freight programs or will this be added to the 
Urban/Rural pot and split.  Johnson responded that as of now it will be one pot and split. 
 
MATTER OF  2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
Brandon Bourdon, Kimley-Horn, and Scott Mareck, WSB were present for a brief update and 
presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Mareck gave a brief overview of the existing conditions. 
 
 Pavement Conditions: 
  
Kuharenko referred to the Pavement Trends by Pavement Condition Index slide, and stated that 
he feels that the numbers shown in 2003 may be skewed by our flood recovery efforts.  Haugen 
responded that the 2003 report recognizes that. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the Pavement Conditions Comparison slide and questioned the need for 
the “very poor” column.  He then referred to the Pavement Conditions Map, and pointed out that 
Columbia, from 11th to 13th, is rated “good condition” but in reality it is in terrible condition, so 
he feels this information should be looked at further. 
 
Mareck asked that everyone make note of the pavement areas they are concerned about and 
submit them for further consideration. 
 
 Crash Rates/Types: 
 
Mareck referred to the Crash Rate map and pointed out that locations where there were a higher 
than expected number of crashes are shown with red stars, and locations where there were a 
lower than expected number of crashes are shown with green circles.   
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Williams asked if he could cite what the “below expected crash rate” is based on, is it a million 
vehicle miles, or is it exposure, or whatever it is could you just put that in.  Mareck responded 
that they would put a disclaimer in there and provide that.  He said that it is an average rate that 
their traffic staff came up with and he isn’t sure if it is from NDDOT or MnDOT, but they will 
get that information and include it. 
 
Mareck summarized that this does not totally cover everything, but it does cover a vast majority 
of the existing condition information that you will find in the report.  He added that, again, keep 
in mind that this is somewhat raw data that they are inviting everyone to provide input on so 
please let Mr. Haugen know if you see any glaring errors so that they can look into them and 
they will make sure that they incorporate the comments made today as well. 
 
Bourdon referred to the presentation and explained that he will touch briefly on Goals, 
Objectives and Performance Measures.   
 
Bourdon stated that they will review the 2040 Transportation Plan’s performance measures and 
will update goals and performance measures to be in adherence with the FAST Act; and in order 
to do that they will need to get feedback from the Technical Advisory Committee 
 
Bourdon referred to a slide listing the 2040 Plan Goals on the left side and the FAST Act 
Required Goals on the right side, and stated that as they move forward they will look at these to 
make sure that all of those goals are tackled.   
 
Bourdon referred to a slide of the MPO 2045 Draft Vision Statement, and explained that, based 
on comments from the last meeting this is the statement they came up with: “The Grand Forks-
East Grand Forks Long Range Transportation Plan envisions a community that provides a 
variety of complementary transportation choices for people and goods that is fiscally 
constrained”.   
 
Grasser said that he is just wondering if, so that it doesn’t get confused with only the federal 
fiscal constraint; if we should just list out, fiscally constrained at the local, state and federal, 
because each one kind of has little bit different priorities and might run into different types of 
constraints.  Bourdon responded that they can look at writing that in here, or as we could cover it 
in the financial section.  Grasser said that that is possible, he just wants to make sure that people 
don’t misconstrue that we are only talking federal constraint because one of the drivers with the 
last transportation plan was federal fiscally constrained projects. 
 
Bourdon pointed out that we have basically the same eight goals that there were before, but they 
added a couple more as well; resiliency and tourism. 
 
Williams asked if all of the goals are required.   Bourdon responded that we need to tie it back to 
the FAST Act required goals, and some can be variations that will tie back very well.  Williams 
said, then, that the FAST Act goals are the required goals for a Long Range Transportation Plan.  
Haugen responded that that is correct, and added that what our current goals are are what are 
called Planning Factors, which we have to address and which are very similar to goals.  Willams 
asked, then, if they would come up with another title for the planning factors rather than using 
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“goal” again.  Haugen explained that we are doing a multi-modal transportation plan so we have 
other goals that we are planning for so that is why we were focusing on the factors, which are 
from the combined planning regulations. 
 
Bourdon stated that there will be just one list of goals.  He explained that they first have to show 
how it is tied to the FAST Act required goals, and then they will combine all of the goals into 
just one list. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Williams commented that she would like to have this consistent with what the feds have so if 
someone is looking at this they are able to see it directly reflected in our plan.  Bourdon said that 
what is going to be important is how we communicate this as we move forward.   
 
Haugen reported that when we get audited by our federal partners, they ask specifically about 
each one of these individually, how we address them, so we could combine them, but we are 
trying to show distinctly how each one is individually addressed per what are required by the 
regulations. 
 
Williams said, then, that the goals that are shown on the slide right here are the specific goals 
that the feds would audit on, is that correct.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  Williams 
stated that that is where the clarification needs to come in, that this is required because you have 
FAST required and then you have multi-modal required, so she thinks that would clarify it. 
 
Bourdon commented that as we get into performance measures they will walk through them and 
get information to Mr. Haugen that can be presented to you as they will be presenting this to the 
public and the plan at this point was to add a public meeting to focus on this, but they are 
planning on presenting this sometime in November, so between then and now they will be doing 
different iterations of things that will be communicated to you. 
 
Bourdon went over the project timeline briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that at our next Technical Advisory Committee meeting Diamo and ATAC 
will be presenting on the 2015 Base Travel Demand Model.  Williams asked if they would have 
time to go over that in our standard timeframe that we have for the TAC meeting.  Haugen 
responded they would as it is in draft form, so it isn’t the final product.  
 
Haugen stated that we also have communications going on with both City Staff about future road 
networks, and trying to get those identified, so as soon as we have 2015 out of the way we will 
jump into 2030 and 2045, the existing plus committed type of transportation network 
improvement designs. 
 
Williams asked that if there is anyway MPO staff can get information out to the TAC members 
the Friday before the meeting it would be much appreciated as that would give them more time 
to look the information over.  Haugen agreed that he would try to get the information out as early 
as possible. 
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 OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Erickson stated that she had a question on the Near South Neighborhood project, specifically 
about the training that had been discussed earlier, and when that might be taking place.  Haugen 
responded that they are waiting to see if we should wait until the summer recess is done or not.  
He added that it seems like we are leaning more towards waiting until fall to hold it. 
 
Erickson pointed out that the completion date for the Bike/Ped Plan Update is still showing as 
being May 2016, but since that is no longer the case she is wondering what the new completion 
date might be.  Viafara responded that it would not be before September 2017. 
 
 b. INFRA Grant Program 
 
Haugen reported that recently the Feds released their solicitation for the INFRA Grant Program, 
which used to be called the FASTLANE Grant.  He said this is a two year solicitation with the 
second year funding still not sure about the amount available.   He added that the more one can 
show a private partner in the application, the likelier it might be to be chosen for funding.  He 
commented that if anyone plans on submitting anything in the MPO area you will need the 
standard MPO support letter that says how it works with the MPO plans and program. 
 
Williams asked if they would be getting a solicitation letter from the NDDOT on this.  Haugen 
responded that this is the only notification you will be receiving, and added that it is a national 
solicitation.  Williams asked, then, if they would submit their application to the MPO. Haugen 
responded that they would not, that they should submit it GOVS.com.  He added that this is the 
same type of solicitation as for the TIGER, Tinder, etc., grants. 
 
 c. NDDOT Director Position 
 
Johnson reported that a new NDDOT Director has been hired.  He stated that his name is 
Thomas Sorel, and he is scheduled to start August 7th.  He said that some may recognize his 
name as he was the former Minnesota Department of Transportation Commissioner, and has 
extensive federal highway experience as well.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 12TH, 2017, 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING AT 3:14 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


