
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, September 13th, 2017 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the September 13th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; 
David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; Nancy Ellis, 
East Grand Forks Planning; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; Paul Konickson, 
MnDOT-District 2; Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; and Nick West, Grand Forks County 
Engineering. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Ethan Bialik, GF/EGF MPO Intern; 
and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 12TH AND THE AUGUST 9TH, 2017, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY JOHNSON, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE JULY 12TH AND 
THE AUGUST 9TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that an open house was held two weeks ago at the Empire Arts Center, with 
about twenty-five people in attendance.   
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that a copy of the power point slide presentation 
given at the open house is included.  He stated that he also appeared before the East Grand Forks  
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City Council Work Session and the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission, so included 
are a couple of things pertaining specifically to those two meetings as well. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Haugen explained that for the Planning Commission he just gave an update on where we began 
in 2015 to where we are now.  He said that he also talked about why we did the Land Use Plans 
and why we are incorporating them. 
 
Haugen stated that he also tried to address what might be the most significant difference between 
the current plan and this new plan.  He explained that, while the current plan does have some 
performance measures in it, they really weren’t defined, so we have defined them in the new plan 
with specific targets. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a significant financial impact to East Grand Forks with the 
FAST-Act, and how MnDOT has redistributed federal funds, whereby there is a significant 
increase in the dollars available to them, however it is still only available every fourth year. 
 
Haugen said that another piece of information is that they have launched their interaction Wiki-
mapping tool.  He pointed out that he did include a snapshot photo of it.   
 
Haugen explained that this tool was launched about a week ago, and as of today there has been a 
considerable amount of comments inserted on it, and they will continue to promote its use to 
alert us to things that we aren’t aware of, and to get a sense of what people feel are an issue or 
concern that they would like addressed. 
 
West asked what some of the icons shown on the map represent.  Haugen referred to a page 
illustrating what the different icons represent and went over it briefly.  He also explained how to 
use the site as well. 
 
Haugen commented that he also included a list of previous plans that are true metropolitan plans 
that cover both the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks areas. 
 
Haugen stated that Kimley-Horn and WSB have submitted a draft existing conditions report, and 
staff has provided some comments to them to try to rectify some of the issues found before it is 
released.  He added that ATAC has promised that the 2015 Traffic Demand Model report will be 
available by the end of this week, so that will be distributed.  He stated that as part of that, for 
those of you that might be familiar with the Upper Great Plains GRIT system (Graphic 
Interactive Mapping Tool), it will be on there as well so you can see how the network is set up 
and what it is showing for results. 
 
Haugen commented that they have been working with both cities on updating the 2030 and 2045 
street network and the socio-economic data base so ATAC will then be able to quickly, once we 
accept the 2015 base model, give us the results of 2030 and 2045 traffic, assuming no major 
improvements to the system. 
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Williams referred to the project area issues map and asked why some areas, such as DeMers and 
Washington, north of 13th, are not designated as critical corridors.  Haugen responded that he 
thinks it is just a mapping issue as they are definitely critical. 
 
MATTER OF SAFETY PERFORMANCE STATE TARGETS 
 
Haugen reported that August 31st was when both State DOTs had to submit their safety targets.  
He said that North Dakota submitted theirs on August 29th and Minnesota submitted theirs on 
August 31st; so the 180 deadline for us to adopt our targets will be February 23rd for North 
Dakota and February 27th for Minnesota. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the five measures that they had to submit targets on, and 
added that these are the five measures that we will consider setting targets on as well.  
 
Haugen briefly went over the differences between the draft targets from March and the final 
targets for each state.  He pointed out that the actual targets submitted are the bottom numbers on 
the table.  He added that on the North Dakota side they had ranges, they did not have a single 
value in March, now they have come up with single values; and for the most part they were 
working within the ranges they did identify in March with the one exception being Bike/Ped.  He 
explained that initially they were looking at increased crashes and fatalities increasing, but in the 
end they decided to not have any increase. 
 
Haugen stated that for us we have the option of adopting the ten targets, or we can adopt just the 
five individual targets that are specific to the MPO, or a combination of both, but no more than 
ten.   
 
Haugen reported that what the implications are for these targets for the MPO, individual MPOs 
aren’t reporting specifically to Federal Highways, it is just the States, but if the States don’t meet 
four out of the five targets, the obligation authority gets set only to the safety program, so, again, 
for the MPO our decision as to whether we establish our own targets or just go with each States 
individual targets, doesn’t overall factor into the State meeting or not meeting their targets. 
 
Grasser asked what would be the advantages or disadvantages of us going with the States versus 
doing something local.  Haugen responded that they are still working that out as part of our 
contract with our Street and Highway folks.  He said that the advantage would be that we are 
reporting to people what numbers reflect Grand Forks/East Grand Forks instead of these huge 
numbers that have less value to us locally.  He added that we have those numbers readily at hand 
as well. 
 
Grasser commented that his concern is in setting a number that might be, and this is probably an 
anomaly in his mind, from a federal level we decided we are going to allow declining levels of 
service of our corridors and our intersections, to him that translates into also acknowledging 
there is probably going to be more accidents, and to him increasing accidents goes along with 
some of those activities, and yet we have tried to show reductions in the performance level, how 
far are we trying to amortize all these numbers all over, and his first gut reaction is telling him 
that if we amortize it over the State versus locally, you are getting a lot of the State Highways 
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and some road miles that should have relatively small accidents; locally we have concentrated 
pockets of high accidents but our local streets have very low accidents, so when you try to 
amortize the two, which one is better for us as far as meeting a performance goal, and failing via 
a performance goal is what he is concerned about.  Grasser stated that we don’t have to answer 
all these questions today, but he thinks it is something we need to think about; it seems like that 
is going to be helpful yet safety will be impacted by the increase in the level of congestion that is 
kind of being brought to us by the federal playground. 
 
Haugen stated that that, again, is the process between now and February where we try to shake 
all of that out.  Grasser asked if this is something that the consultant can talk about.  Haugen said 
that they should be able to talk about it when they are here at the end of October or first part of 
November. 
 
Grasser asked Mr. Johnson if he knows what direction the other MPOs are taking with this.  
Johnson responded that he isn’t sure if the other MPOs have gone into as much detail as this, his 
guess is that all three will handle this differently.  He added that from what he has heard from 
Bismarck/Mandan MPO it sounds like they are most likely going to adopt the State targets, but 
he isn’t sure what FM-COG is planning on doing.   
 
Haugen commented that, again, the MPO individually, whether we meet targets or not doesn’t 
directly affect this obligation authority issue, its only at the State level, so it would be hard to 
understand how, whether we set our own targets and they aren’t met would impact the changing 
of how safety dollars are obligated to the State.  Johnson said that the potential impact it could 
have is if they are required to use that obligational authority on these types of projects that we are 
planning to use on some other project, maybe urban regional or urban road, that is where it could 
potentially become an issue.   
 
Williams asked if adopting a target that is less aggressive, say comparing to Minnesota, would 
that cause any internal problems within Minnesota, as far as financing and East Grand Forks 
being able to get financing if they don’t adopt a rate that is the same as the State.  Haugen 
responded that that is part of the unknowns, and that is part of what they are trying to flesh out in 
the next 180 days.  He added that, theoretically, East Grand Forks has a City Sub-target awarded 
every fourth year, and these safety targets are changed every year, so from that point of view it 
probably wouldn’t affect anything much.  He explained that for the first time, last year East 
Grand Forks actually submitted some requests and so that might impact if they are showing a 
less aggressive target setting, but you have to remember that MnDOT is our partner through our 
decision process and they should be providing an answer as we look at this for the next 180 days. 
 
Williams asked if we have to have the same targets for the entire street system or can we 
designate different streets with different targets.  Haugen responded that we can do that, but it is 
a lot more sophisticated than what either State is providing us.  He stated that the State did have 
the option of doing more of that stratification and both States decided not to, they just went with 
one single statewide number.  He said that either you do the State or you do the MPO one, and he 
has been doing it more in terms of we will support the State numbers but we might want to 
consider having a number that is more relative and known to us and our public as to what Grand 
Forks/East Grand Forks is experiencing. 
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Kuharenko asked what the likelihood might be that down the road these targets will be changing 
for either DOT, or both DOTs, which would then create the potential for changes being required 
to our targets as well.  Johnson responded that they are re-evaluated every year.  Kuharenko said 
then the can change every year, or they can stay the same, but at that point in time is that 
something where if we do end up coming in with MPO specific targets, that would be something 
that if there is a change we would have to go through and re-evaluate and change everything over 
again, and if that is the case then he would almost say that matching what the two States have 
will be a lot easier for tracking purposes, and then we don’t have to reinvent the wheel every 
time there is a change.  Haugen responded that it would seem that way but we would be working 
with the States as they do the annual evaluation and they are telling us what our numbers are as 
part of their State numbers, so all of that work is going to be done, and it is just a matter of how 
we want to report it.  He added that neither Bismarck nor St. Paul will just come up with 
something a year from now and ask us to react to it, they engage us and then report the number 
and give us 180 days to react. 
 
Haugen stated that the annual numbers are shown as well.  He added that there is also the 
“Towards Zero Deaths” initiative that is a longer term number, and they are trying to figure out 
how these short-term numbers are working in with our long range performance values that we 
will be identifying, so there are still some answers on the table that we need to figure out, which 
is why they gave us 180 days to do so. 
 
Haugen commented that, as a reminder, there are other targets that are reported out there beside 
these five that we have to determine if we want to appropriate them or not. 
 
Williams asked Mr. Johnson, on a statewide basis, if you are not meeting targets do you have to 
take some of your funding and move it, and does that apply at the local level as well, if we don’t 
meet a target do some of our urban funds get moved to HSIP.  Johnson responded that, as Mr. 
Haugen stated, the MPO targets just get reported to the NDDOT, they aren’t reported to Federal 
Highway, so the report that goes to Federal Highway is the statewide target and how it is 
affected.  He said that if they don’t meet one of their targets, Federal Highway will say that we 
need to take the steps to fix our targets, so if one of the major areas of concern that caused us to 
not meet our target is in Grand Forks, then they would probably have to do a project in Grand 
Forks to fix it; if it is multiple locations, they would have to look at all of those locations; if it is 
a Statewide issue, they will have to try to determine which problems need to be solved and it will 
be very difficult to pin point it unless there are some anomalies that stick out.  He explained that 
those anomalies could be the bike-ped fatalities if there is an isolated location they can 
concentrate on, but some of the others might be very difficult for them to hone in on. 
 
Haugen reported that he believes the first assessment is made in 2020 and it affects the 2021 
program so the real impact on this is still kind of several years out.  Kuharenko asked if this is 
over a three or five year period.  Haugen responded that it is a two-year reporting period, that 
they will review at the State level. 
 
Johnson commented that from the North Dakota side, from the folks that are really involved in 
this; they are fairly confident that the first four are targets we can meet fairly consistently, but it 
is the bike/ped one that is going to be difficult, especially with the late decision to go with a flat 
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rate because we have such a low number, it isn’t an insignificant number, but it is such a low 
number that one fatality can skew our results, and that is a concern and that is why the numbers 
Mr. Haugen showed before about our March presentation showed us accepting an increase, 
because if you look at our trend line it hovers right around that 35 to 37 line, but you have to 
meet four out of five so if we are potentially not hitting that fifth one every year then we have to 
nail the other four, and we are hopeful we can get it all worked out. 
 
Haugen stated that this was the first on the highway side; on the transit side there already was a 
target deadline, and it seems a lot more flexible for meeting the deadlines.  He explained that 
throughout our street and highway plan update we have different dates for targets and deadlines, 
but they should all be done by the end of October 2018, which is right when our preliminary 
draft is being reviewed and adopted by our respective agencies. 
 
MATTER OF NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY WALKABILITY 
SURVEY 
 
Haugen reported that we were asked to do a walkability survey, and it was completed on 
September 7th.  He explained that getting enough neighborhood volunteers to do the survey was 
difficult, but they were able to come up with seven people. 
 
Haugen commented that the form used came primarily from the Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Information Center, which is a joint effort of Federal Highway and Bike Safety Team through 
the University of North Carolina Highway Safety Research Center.  He explained that the survey 
has several questions engaging people as they walk to use a rating system. 
 
Haugen stated that there were five teams out walking different areas of the Near Southside 
Neighborhood.  He said that all five came back with, not a perfect score, but a rating of 
celebration, which is very good. 
 
Haugen explained that part of the reason for this high score may be attributed to the investment 
the City recently did through the MUNI Program.   
 
Haugen said that there are still some individual sheets that are still being reviewed by ATAC.  
He referred to the survey and pointed out that there are five questions, most of which were 
yes/no type questions, and there were also places for comments and ratings. 
 
Haugen referred to maps of the areas to be surveyed, and went over those that were done, and 
pointed out those that were not done. 
 
Williams asked if there were any specific comments made that they need to take a look at right 
away.  Haugen responded that on the maps that did go out a recorder was noting, not just the bad, 
but also good comments.  He said that there will be some individual comments, specific sights 
identified on the four maps that were covered.  Williams asked if there is anything they need to 
look at now, such as view obstruction concerns, she would ask that they be forwarded to her 
right away.  
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MATTER OF FY2018 WORK PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that this is the time of year that we take a look at our next year’s work program.  
He added that we typically don’t announce that we have freed up a stream of revenue to 
consider; but this year we are announcing that there are some available funds. 
 
Haugen commented that, as he tried to explain in the staff report, last year, if you recall, our 
work program was very tight because of some de-obligated 2014 funding.  He said that in 
addition to that we have been trying to work with the other two MPOs to change the funding 
formula, but we have not come to a resolution on that, so what that caused was for NDDOT to 
not open the 2017 funding yet, which meant that most of our 2017 work program was based on 
accessing 2017 funds, so the NDDOT allowed us to access the 2014 funds, and that freed up our 
2017 dollars to be spent in the future.  He stated that we are estimating that to be around 
$250,000; so we will be utilizing 2017 dollars for the rest of the year, although not for the full 
year as anticipated so there is the ability to do more work if desired. 
 
Haugen referred to the current work program, and stated that, again, with the Street and Highway 
Plan taking up the majority of our resources there weren’t a whole lot of other studies available, 
although we did squeeze in an aerial photo update.  He added that in addition, a couple of years 
ago we were going to look at the U.S.#2/Mill Road/U.S.Bus #2 area, and part of the reason we 
singled that out was to get some local match help from the NDDOT as they have in the past 
expressed a willingness, on a case-by-case basis, to consider contributing to the local match if 
the study is beneficial to their highway system. 
 
Williams asked if the $250,000 require a local match.  Haugen responded it does.  Williams 
asked if it was 10% or 20%.  Haugen responded that our basic planning formula is 80/20; 80% 
federal/9% City of Grand Forks/9% City of East Grand Forks/2% MnDOT; but on studies such 
as the U.S.#2/U.S.Bus#2 Intersection it might be based more on an 80%/4.5% Grand Forks/4.5% 
East Grand Forks/10% MnDOT. 
 
Haugen stated that if you have specific things you would like to add, now would be the time to 
see if you have the ability to help match those dollars, and if you have an agreement to undertake 
the project.  Kuharenko said that they would need to take them to their respective City Councils 
later one, once the projects have been discussed and determined they are eligible.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.   
 
Haugen reported that he knows that from a MnDOT and Minnesota Federal Highway 
perspective, they would love to see us assist our local agencies on ADA transition planning and 
right-of-way.  He added that North Dakota Federal Highway has not pushed this to the same 
level that Minnesota Federal Highway is pushing it.  He explained that what he means by this is 
that Minnesota Federal Highway is considering freezing T.I.P. projects if a city or the 
responsible agency for that programmed project can’t show that they have an up-to-date 
transition plan.  He added that he knows their Minnesota staff is pushing the Minnesota Agencies 
to do this, and he knows that other Minnesota MPOs are putting in resources for that.   
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Grasser asked what the transition plan generally consists of.  Haugen responded that it is taking 
your ADA curb ramps and extending them all the way through the right-of-way so all of your 
right-of-way is assessed for ADA.  Ellis explained that you have to have what you currently 
have, what needs to be done, and your timeline for transitioning what isn’t done.   
 
Discussion on ADA compliance issues ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that we need to determine if we still want to include the skewed intersection.  He 
said that it is a troublesome intersection, and it isn’t as if it hasn’t been studied in the past, but it 
is one of those big ticket items where it probably needs a major improvement to make any real 
improvement.  Williams commented that she would add that it isn’t only the skewed intersection, 
it is also the railroad as well, which is almost a worse issue than the skewed intersection.   
 
Haugen commented that if you need help determine whether a study is eligible or not, don’t 
hesitate to ask.   
 
 OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that the updated 2017 Annual Work Program Project Table was included in the 
packet for review. 
 
 b. TIGER Grant 
 
Haugen reported that applications are being solicited for the TIGER Grant program. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 13TH, 
2017, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING AT 2:30 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


