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PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, January 13th, 2016
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room

CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the January 13th, 2016, 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: David Kuharenko, Grand Forks
Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Rick Audette,
Airport Authority; and Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority.
Guest(s) present were: Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering; Larry Zitzow, UND Facilities
Management; Clayton Harrington, UND Parking & Transportation.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was not present. He stated that he would seek direction from the
members that are present as to their wishes on whether or not we should adjourn the meeting, or
agree to listen to the agenda items as if you could take action, or a combination of something
between.
Grasser suggested going through the agenda and making suggestions as warranted.
As there were no other suggestions, and no objections to Mr. Grasser’s suggestion, Haugen
stated that he would continue going through the agenda at this time, knowing that no action can
be taken.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen welcomed Ryan Riesinger, Executive Director of the Airport Authority, and Clayton
Carrington, Director of UND Parking and Transportation, He asked that everyone please
introduce themselves and state what agency they are representing, and then if Mr. Riesinger and
Mr. Carrington would please give a brief history of themselves for the committee.
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
No action.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen referred to the staff report, included in the packet, and explained that it includes the
Draft Decorative Light Event Schedule approved by the Lighting Committee. He pointed out
that currently they are using the winter theme of blue, and will typically follow the pre-identified
schedule as shown throughout the year, however they can deviate from that schedule for special
events if desired.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen commented that there will also be aesthetic lighting on the Kennedy Bridge, but added
that the Kennedy doesn’t have quite as stringent of stipulations in the NEPA document as the
Sorlie did, so to some degree there will be a little more freedom with its lighting schedule. He
stated that it will also be left up to the local communities to decide if they want to default to the
Sorlie lighting schedule, or if they want to come up with a complete different planning document
for the control of the Kennedy lights.
Haugen reported that there was a maintenance issue on the east side of the Sorlie that had to be
rectified, and he thinks that has been completed. Yavarow responded that there is still a
problem, and it is something that will need to be taken into account because it can be expensive,
it isn’t just putting in a new light bulb. Haugen suggested, though that it is still under warranty.
Yavarow responded it is.
MATTER OF MINNESOTA T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS
Haugen reminded the committee that last month they looked at the North Dakota side T.I.P.
Candidate Projects for federal funding, and this month we are looking at the Minnesota side.
Haugen reported that, as is the norm, there is a lot less to discuss on the Minnesota side than the
North Dakota side. He added that FAST is a month old, but there is still a lot of information that
isn’t known about it yet in terms of how it is going to impact us, so the caveat, as noted last
month is the same in that what we do today is subject to change as things come down from
FAST.
Haugen commented that last month we did have some discussion on North Dakota Recreational
Trails, so before he goes on with the Minnesota side he would like to highlight what the North
Dakota Trail Program is, and what it can do. He stated that there is an 80/20 cost split; the
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project can be for both motorized and non-motorized facilities; and there is minimum and a
maximum amount for project cost - $10,000 to $200,000.
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side their Recreational Trails Program is administered
differently than on the North Dakota side. He pointed out there is a 75/25 cost split; the project
can also be for both motorized and non-motorized facilities; and there is a minimum and
maximum amount for project cost of $1,000 to $150,000.
Haugen commented that, as always we are supposed to look at the T.I.P. Candidate Projects to
ensure they are consistent with our planning documents, and to provide a priority order. He
referred to a map and pointed out that all projects within both the purple and the orange areas can
be submitted to us for consideration. He added that this is a twelve month process, and, again we
still don’t know the impact FAST will have on this.
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side the year of expenditure is the same as the North Dakota
side with a revenue increase of 1.2%; the inflation though is 5% on the Minnesota side versus
4% on the North Dakota side.
Haugen said that the projects we are looking at are the TAP applications, and for the regular
Street and Highway side.
Haugen stated that the Minnesota TAP program is very similar to the North Dakota TAP, and
they did get one project from the City of East Grand Forks, and that is to do an on-street bike
facility in the “Point” area, mainly along Bygland Road, at a total project cost of $484,392.00,
with the federal portion being $344,436.00. He said that MPO Staff found this project to be
consistent with its planning documents and give it a priority ranking.
Grasser commented that earlier he thought he saw it stated that the Recreational Trails were not
part of the T.I.P. process, is that correct. Haugen responded that they are not part of the T.I.P.
process on the Minnesota side.
Haugen reported that on the Street and Highway side, current T.I.P. projects for 2017, 2018, and
2019 have had no notification of any changes made. Ellis commented that at last night’s
meeting, when they were discussing their annual street improvements for the City, the discussion
of the full reconstruction of Rhinehart came up, and with it the discussion on whether or not we
want to move forward because of the roundabout, etc. She stated that WSN said that they would
get together to see if we can come up with a design for the roundabout in that area to see how
much would be involved, so she is kind of backing up the process and are meeting on Friday, so
until they put a lot of time and effort into designing the roundabout there, or discussing it and not
moving forward on another project, the council has to commit to a determination on whether or
not they want the project to be done, and when they want it to be done because it will have to be
done with federal aid dollars, so they are probably looking at using the City’s Sub-Target funds,
so they will bring this issue forward at next Tuesday’s Council meeting, because she doesn’t
want to go through the process of delaying a construction project, for having an engineer put a
lot of time and effort into a roundabout and then have them say they were just interested in it, we
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don’t want to do it right away, so the Council needs to make that decision up front and she
doesn’t think they have been presented that, so there is still some confusion on how they are
going through candidate projects for federal dollars.
Haugen said that, just for some background information, on the Minnesota side East Grand Forks
is on a rotation with three other cities for federal funds, and 2018 is when they are next to receive
the funding. He added that it is for roughly $750,000.
Haugen stated that East Grand Forks is also looking at reconstructing a portion of Rhinehart
Drive next summer, a complete reconstruction, so the question was raised about implementing
the reconstruction portion that would work towards assisting them in building a roundabout, and
the timing of things, which is why Ms. Ellis is questioning about buying into the roundabout at
this time. Ellis added that it a full reconstruction at about a $230,000 cost, and they don’t want
to spend that money in state aid dollars only to have to come back in three or four years and tear
it all out again; and even if they do it in 2022, which would be their next round of funding, it is
still only six years away, so the City has to do a little bit more planning and need to be vetted a
little bit more on what future projects they want to do. She said she just wanted to give a heads
up that they aren’t fully invested in the T.I.P. project.
Haugen commented that with this information, there is potentially a change in the existing year,
but the deadline was for the Year 2020 and neither MnDOT or Polk County submitted anything,
and East Grand Forks itself couldn’t submit because it is 2020 and outside the next funding
rotation.
Haugen stated that MnDOT does have a ten year investment plan that they maintain now, and it
is a fairly new document; whereas, as you heard last month, North Dakota does the T.I.P. years
plus one, so think of Minnesota as the T.I.P. years plus six.
Haugen reported that there are two projects that MnDOT is identifying in this time frame: 1)the
reconstruction of a segment of U.S. 2, from 5th Avenue N.W. east towards Fisher; and 2) the
overpass or bridge on U.S. 2 over River Road or 4th Street. He stated that we are trying to work
with MnDOT on getting those projects into our Long Range Transportation Plan, and to program
within this ten year window. He added that we are also working with them on this because they
were just thinking of reconstructing the bridge that exists, but there has been discussion by the
City of not having the grade separation there anymore as during nuisance flood levels that
underpass does flood out, and so there is some talk of raising River Road or 4th Street up.
Haugen commented that basically the projects on the Minnesota side beside the Transit Capital,
include:
2017 – Kennedy Bridge Rehab
2018 – Urbanizing a segment of 10th Street N.E. with City’s Subtarget
2019 – None
2020 - None
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE RFP
Kouba reported that among our two projects for our Long Range Transportation Plan, this is our
Transit Development Plan Update.
Kouba stated that they are focusing in on some rationalization of services, and making the
system more efficient in how it serves the public, but also how it works all across the system, as
well as internally. She added that they are looking for a lot of help from their consultant and
have set aside, in our current budget, $100,000, and are requesting an additional $50,000 from
MnDOT so we can do a thorough job of getting the necessary information to improve our transit
system in both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks and outside the area as well.
Haugen reported that about fourteen or fifteen months ago when we set our two-year work
program, the TDP was looked at being a more traditional update, but since then the service
providers have identified that business as usual shouldn’t be the norm in the future, so they are
asking for a potential major overhaul of the current service, therefore working with them on the
scope of service, they identified and we identified the need for more funds as our budget is
fiscally constrained, so the State of Minnesota, through Ms. Ellis, is trying to trying to offer and
reach an agreement on additional State monies to allow us to reach this budget level. He stated
that as of today they have not committed any funds, and may not have done so next week, but
initially when Ms. Ellis brought this to him a week ago it seemed like their process would be a
lot faster and easier to navigate, but just yesterday we received a form that we need to fill out
now that will then be vetted through a process, so it isn’t quite as clear now. Ellis added that she
wasn’t told our chances are good, but they did say that we asked for the least amount of money,
so that is encouraging.
Grasser commented that, concerning budgets; it came up at Service Safety when they talked
about bringing the extra dollars in there for the I-29 Study, and he thinks it would be helpful for
staff , and you think of this, you know, to translate back to the, our council people could translate
back to the executive committee, he is assuming, and this is probably a good example. He said
that it would be nice when something like this comes in if we could actually see the budget
breakdowns so, as opposed to referring back to our work document that was done fifteen or
sixteen months ago, we talked about adding one, and certainly there are some people that know
what that means, but to a lot of the others they really don’t know then what the budget
breakdowns are; they know that the council is probably going to put a little more pressure on us
to keep tabs on some of that and he is looking for an easier way, so he thinks that when the RFP
goes out, and certainly when the award comes in, it would probably be a good time to rework
that budget, so if we could do some of that and think about adding that to even this report to see
what the budget breakdowns are, it would be helpful.
Kuharenko referred to Task 2 (data collection and analyses of the existing transit services), third
bullet (number of passengers and passenger trips by fare category); and asked if would also be
beneficial for that to be broken down by route, or is that information being gleaned some other
way. Ellis responded that they know how many passengers there are per route. She added that
that is how they would look at the service as a whole because some routes have very few
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passengers, and some have higher numbers, but they need to know if the ones that have fewer
numbers are still a needed service; it may only serve a few but it may be very important that we
serve them, so that is why they are looking at each route as a whole, to see if there is a way they
can combine or change routes so that they can meet the thirty minute timeframe and still get
people where they need to go in the most efficient manner.
Haugen referred to Task 7 (transit asset management plan), and commented that both States do
have asset management. He said that he knows that North Dakota received an FTA award a
couple of years ago to implement asset management in all transit properties. He added that they
are trying, and have asked North Dakota, how these two systems are going to inter-play with one
another, and they are still trying to figure that out. Johnson responded that he doesn’t think
anyone has really gotten that far on this issue yet; he shared the RFP, but hasn’t received any
comments back yet.
Haugen commented that they started with Fargo/Moorhead’s RFP for their Transit Plan Update,
and they are about two-thirds done with theirs, so a lot of the language you see in our RFP comes
from utilizing a lot of what they released with theirs, but we had to augment a little on the TAM
because they were a little lighter on it and he thinks one of the issues they are having is that their
staff is in a turn-over so they weren’t even aware that the State had the project in place.
Kuharenko asked if the Fargo project had any amendments made to it, or any additions that you
are aware of. Haugen responded that he isn’t aware of anything.
Haugen reported that they did work with both Mr. Bergman and Ms Rood throughout the
drafting of the RFP, and worked with our State and Federal agencies so the draft has been vetted
through all of them. He said that in terms of the language, the one issue that is still outstanding
is that in order to do the entire scope of work we really do need to have that additional $50,000
from Minnesota, so we are keeping our fingers crossed that we will receive it.
Grasser stated that his question is, what do you cut out if you don’t get the $50,000. Haugen
responded that that is a good question. He added that we will have to cross that bridge if and
when we come to it, but the indication is that we will get it. Ellis said that she hopes to know
whether or not we will get the funds before the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting.
Haugen added that he actually hopes we know before next week’s Executive Policy Board
meeting.
MATTER OF AMENDMENT OF TO I-29 STUDY FOR ALERUS TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
Haugen reported that we do have KLJ under contract to help us through the I-29 Study. He
stated that the Steering Committee met in early December, and one of the discussion points was,
beside all the background and existing information we had, a couple of questions were asked
about additional count data. He said that one of the big questions was do we do a count of a
large Alerus Center event taking place.
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Haugen commented that the current traffic information we had for I-29 doesn’t really address
how event traffic is operating on I-29. He said that all of the Alerus Center event studies, plans,
etc., are focused mostly at the site itself, and then to DeMers, 42nd, 32nd, and 38th intersections, so
through a series of developing a scope of work KLJ and the committee are processing the
attached scope of work that was in the document to take from primarily the video camera
captures that we have to see what a major events traffic does to background traffic that we have
along I-29. He added that there is a larger event planned for the end of January which gives us
the tools to complete this analysis.
Haugen reported that in terms of financial impacts, again you just heard that we are trying to
scramble to find $50,000 to really do a transit plan, and we identified that we didn’t have the
$17,000 available to add this to the scope of work, but the City of Grand Forks has agreed to pay
100% of this cost, but we have been receiving feedback that they will continue to attempt to have
the MPO participate.
Haugen stated that, even though the financing for the amendment may end up being 100% City
funded, it is an amendment to the MPO contract so that is why it is going through the MPO
process for an amendment to our existing contract with KLJ. He added that implementing the
scope of work for the amendment will delay the study by about three weeks; but if we weren’t
able to get this amendment in he isn’t sure when the Alerus Center will have another event of
this magnitude scheduled in the future, so if this is really vital event data to have for the study, it
would mean our study would be incomplete until it is done, and we should take advantage of this
event if possible.
Haugen commented that there are a couple of other things the Steering Committee discussed that
didn’t result in the need for a lot of additional action, but one thing had to do with the video
cameras, particularly on 32nd Avenue, where we are seeing some unique traffic patterns, and the
question was, what is all the different traffic events we should be studying, and there are some
minor variations between a Friday P.M. versus a Saturday Peak versus a Monday through
Thursday Peak, and the committee has kind of worked through those issues.
Haugen stated that the existing conditions report has been commented on, and all the revisions
should be done to it, and KLJ should be issuing a revised existing report within the next week or
so. He added that KLJ does have the 2040 volume scenarios, if you will recall the scope of work
we have under contract, there are a bunch of “what if” scenarios for different traffic volumes.
He said that a couple of them, that he can recall, are: “What if we are able to get 5% reduction in
trips via other traffic management tools”; and another was “What if we suddenly got a windfall
in revenue and could build all the projects we have in our illustrative list that could potentially
influence traffic on I-29”, so those scenarios were run. He added that there are a total of six
scenarios, but those are the two he can think of off the top of his head, but we should be getting
the analysis from KLJ soon as to what those scenarios may inform us with the I-29 Traffic Study.
Kuharenko asked if, with the Existing Conditions Report at the back, will we see a list of
comments on how they were addressed. Haugen responded they would.
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MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Viafara reported that he has been working on producing the Draft Performance Matrix Report,
and has addressed comments he received on his previous drafts.
Viafara referred to the report, and briefly went over the information (a copy of the report is
included in the packet and available upon request).
Kuharenko stated that he sent a number of comments a month or so ago, and he sees that several
have been addressed, and that some will be addressed on the back end of the report, but he is
wondering if there is any way to get a collection of the comments that have been submitted.
Viafara responded that he does have all the comments submitted. Kuharenko suggested that it
would be helpful if the list of comments submitted could be included in the back of the report, as
well as how they were addressed. Viafara responded that he would incorporate the comments
and responses into the report, and will also address them in a memo.
MATTER OF DRAFT EGF 2045 LAND USE PLAN UPDATES
Haugen reported that we are informing you that the East Grand Forks Draft Land Use Plan is out.
He said that included in the packet were some of the maps that are from the latest results of the
update, and the full draft report is available on the website.
Haugen referred to the report, and went it briefly.
Kouba commented that a public meeting has been scheduled for January 20th, here in the
Conference Training Room in East Grand Forks City Hall from 6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. She
stated that they hope to get interest in this as we would like to get comments from both staff and
the public, and now that the entire plan is available they can get a better visualization of the
results.
Haugen reported that in February East Grand Forks will formally process the document through
adoption.
Grasser asked how much of the growth is influenced by the availability of a 32nd Avenue South
Bridge, is that a significant player. Haugen responded that it isn’t the extent of the growth.
Grasser asked how that would be handled in the next Long Range Plan as it has always been a
source of contention and is something that nobody wants to talk about. Haugen responded that
that is probably a question that is unanswerable, but his guess would be is that it will be treated
the same way it was last time. He explained that the MPO Executive Policy Board picked two
sites for future bridge locations, and we aren’t going to revisit that issue, those are the two sites.
Grasser asked how they are going to monitor their transportation system; he would guess you
will have to plug it into the model, but is there a question of when and what happens in the
meantime before the bridge comes in. Haugen responded that just like in the I-29, where they
are currently running nine scenarios, the 2045 model will have a lot of scenarios in it as well, and
some of those scenarios will include both bridges, some will include one versus the other, two
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separate scenarios, and then they will have to figure out towards the end is there a way to afford
them, and if there is can we afford both or one or the other, or none.
Grasser explained that what he is trying to, or hoping that we can somehow produce is, and he
knows we aren’t going to maintain two models, but he wants to see what our transportation
system looks like if the bridge isn’t there, or in the interim until the bridge does get constructed,
because he is assuming that everybody will throw the bridge unto the edge of the planning
horizon, so in the meantime our transportation system, until say 2039 or so, we will operate
without a bridge, assuming the bridge goes in in 2040 or so, so he thinks it is important for them,
as transportation managers, to understand how our system may work without that bridge, so that
is what he is trying to get a sense of, and maybe capture as we move forward. Haugen responded
that every future 2040 traffic volume that you are working with currently is designed without
future bridges.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2015 Annual Work Program Project Update

Kuharenko asked if the Glasston Study final draft report has been received yet. Haugen
responded that we have not. He explained that Olsson Associates are still working on the final
draft report. He said that they have all the comments, and are just doing the final edit.
Kuharenko asked if the I-29 Traffic Operation Study’s completion date reflect the three week
extension. Haugen responded it does not, adding that that amendment formally hasn’t been
adopted yet so it could not be included.
b.

Land Use Plan Update Public Meetings

Haugen asked if a final date had been scheduled yet for the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update.
Gengler responded that he thinks that they are for February 10 through 12th and he is actually
meeting with Water Works Director after this meeting at the Water Treatment Plant to see if it
will be available for one of the three public meetings to be scheduled. He added that he also
talked to WSB yesterday and she indicated that she is getting closer to finalizing dates as well, so
he hopes that early February is still the timeframe they are shooting for.
ADJOURNMENT
HAUGEN ADJOURNED THE JANUARY 13TH, 2016 MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:45 P.M.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the February 10th, 2016, 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: Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger,
Airport Authority; Dustin Lang, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; Jane Williams, Grand Forks
Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities
Area Transit.
Guest(s) present were: Bob Drees, Grand Forks County Planning and Zoning.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES AND THE
JANUARY 13TH, 2016, MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 9TH,
2015 MINUTES; AND THE JANUARY 13TH, 2016 MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen reported that last month we talked about the lighting and the lighting plan draft that is
available on the Sorlie Bridge for the next year. He said that he doesn’t think that the plan has
been redrafted or finalized yet.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen reported that there was discussion at the MPO Executive Policy Board with MnDOT
representatives. He stated that perhaps the most important thing we learned from that discussion
was that Federal Highway is making MnDOT commit to tying the bridge to the Greenway Trail
connection as part of the project. He explained that previously MnDOT was planning on just
running an extension of the bikepath from the bridge down to the on ramp intersection with
River Road, but Federal Highway in their review said that that is not a good connection to the
rest of the system.
Williams asked if it would run to the south to that connection. Haugen responded that the
Greenway Trail runs underneath the bridge, so it will connect to that portion of the trail. He
added that they still have time to figure out exactly how and where to make the connection, as
the project will not be worked on until 2017.
MATTER OF 2016 SPRING FLOOD OUTLOOK
Haugen reported that for the last ten-plus years each spring, based on the Bridge Closure Plan we
did ten years ago, we agreed that we would provide an update on the spring flood outlook. He
stated that at this time it appears that this year’s flood will be just a nuisance flood event, with
little probability of getting up past the critical flood stage.
Haugen referred to an illustration of the various flood stages, and pointed out the area at which
River Road/4th Street closes, stating, however that he thinks with the current forecast the Point
Bridge will stay open.
Haugen commented that the other thing we do each year is to ensure that our list of contacts for
flood events is up-to-date, so he would ask that everyone take a look at it and let him know of
any changes that might be necessary, adding that we will bring this forward again in March, so
please get those changes to him before that time.
Williams stated that she would just like to mention that the traffic signal timings that are
included in the plan are not being used any longer. She explained that there have been numerous
timing updates since then, and she doesn’t want to mislead anyone that might go to the 2007 or
2009 documents and say that that is what is supposed to be done, it isn’t as, again, there have
been many amendments made since then.

2

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, February 10th, 2016

MATTER OF 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENT
Haugen reported that we do have a couple of amendments to our 2016-2019 T.I.P. document that
need to be approved. He referred to the project listings included in the packet, and pointed out
that they do show these amendments.
Haugen stated that we were awarded federal funding for two projects. He said that the first one
was HSIP monies for railroad crossing improvements. He explained that the City of Grand
Forks requested, and the NDDOT awarded, funds to do improvements at pedestrian crossings at
railroad tracks at various locations throughout the community.
Haugen said that the next project is on the County Highway System, just outside the Urban Aid
Area. He explained that Grand Forks County received funds to convert a graveled area to
asphalt an extension of County Road 6, between County Road 81 and County Road 8, or South
Washington Street and Belmont Road. He stated that this project has an estimated cost of
$400,000.
Haugen commented that these are the two projects that are being proposed to be amended into
the T.I.P. document, and, again, they were awarded federal funds therefor the issue of fiscal
constraint is not hampered by new expenditures, there is revenue coming in to cover the cost of
the new projects. He said that a public hearing was advertised to occur at this meeting, therefore
he will now open the floor for public comment.
Haugen opened the public hearing.
Bob Drees commented that he is pleased with the funds awarded to convert the extension of
County Road 6, it is much needed.
Haugen closed the public hearing.
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Brooks, Williams, Lang, Johnson, Bergman, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Kuharenko, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson, Sanders,
Laesch, and West.

MATTER OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the full scope-of-work for the Bike/Ped Plan
Update. He pointed out that Mr. Viafara broke this down into two primary tasks; the first task
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involves a training component. He explained that in the past we invited instructors to do a day or
a day and a half training workshop on the latest thoughts, ideas, designs, etc., that are out there
for bike/ped accommodations. He stated that Mr. Viafara has received five proposals that he is
looking at and narrowing down to get one to come to the community. He added that they hope to
have this scheduled before May.
Haugen commented that the second task includes the rest of the work involved in leading up to a
new, updated Bike/Pedestrian element to our Long Range Transportation Plan. He said that he
thinks this follows the typical scope-of-work for plan updates.
Haugen pointed out that there will be a steering committee to help guide the process, and they
are scheduled to meet four times throughout the process. He referred to the packet, the timeline
for the project, and explained that it identifies the project will begin in February, will require
preliminary approval in November and final approval in December.
Williams asked when written comments need to be submitted. Haugen responded that they are
seeking approval for this so that they can start moving forward. He added that it gives our State
and Federal partners some sense of how we are going to accomplish this work activity in more
detail.
Williams asked, then, if staff was seeking approval, not just giving information on this item.
Haugen responded that since we only advertised this as an informational item, unless the
committee would like to make a recommendation to approve it as submitted, it is only for
information. Williams commented that she does have a couple of questions, but she doesn’t
want to tie up everybody, so she thinks it would be better if she sends them to staff.
Williams commented that she would like to mention, though, that this is now another item for
them to review and approve in November and December, a time when they are trying to do the
T.I.P., the T.A.P., etc., so she is wondering if it has to be done at that time, or if it could be
moved to January for approval. Haugen responded that it could, although we would need to do a
work program amendment carrying it over into the next work program year. He added that right
now it is not a sunset. Williams stated that she asks this because some of these things they need
more time to go through them more thoroughly, and she doesn’t know if they will have time to
do that so if we can slip it to January when we get to that point that would be good.
Haugen reported that we currently have a two year work program that covered 2015 and 2016,
and we have not calendar approval to do any work in January of 2017, so we have to show our
studies are concluded. Williams asked if in October we see that we are going to run into a time
crunch would we then request an extension. Haugen responded that in October we will be doing
a new two year work program so we can address where we are at on this project, and whatever
other activities we have coming up, although he will say the next two year work program will be
almost solely dedicated to the Street and Highway Element of the Long Range Transportation
Plan.
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Ellis asked if there is a list of the Steering Committee membership. Haugen responded that he
doesn’t know if there is. He added that doesn’t believe he has a list of who he thinks is on the
steering committee. Ellis stated that she didn’t know if it was a volunteer committee, or if it was
to be the Technical Advisory Committee, or something else. Haugen said that he would ask Mr.
Viafara to give a better idea of who he is seeking participation from.
Johnson asked if this was going to be a staff study. Haugen responded it is an in-house study.
He added that the only outside help may be ATAC with their map interface.
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF ND FTA 5310 PROJECTS
Kouba reported that the NDDOT is soliciting for projects for the FTA 5310 Grant Funds, and at
the time this staff report was written they didn’t have an exact amount of available funding, but
since then they released that the amount is $5.2 million, which is total for the entire state. She
added that they haven’t given details on how much would be going to urban areas, if any, so we
are looking for those applications to be sent to the MPO for final approval once they have been
approved by the City Council or any other agency.
Kouba stated that the deadline for submittal of applications is March 8th, but we would like to
have an idea of what those projects will be for our staff report before then. She said that as long
as they are approved by then we should be good, and added that there is an application form online.
Haugen commented that the March 8th deadline has been changed to a March 3rd deadline for the
MPO. He stated that he isn’t sure what the confusion was, and they tried to insist that it remain a
March 8th deadline, but it was publicized as March 3rd.
Williams asked if this would require a public hearing. Haugen responded that the solicitation of
projects does not require a public hearing. He added that the solicitation does have a public
announcement that was published in our newspaper, and statewide. He explained that the
announcement came so late, and the first Monday was February 1st, so council meets twice so
next Tuesday would be the next council meeting and that just didn’t allow enough turnaround for
staff to come up with project applications, so we tried to suggest a March 8th deadline which
would allow for a March 7th City Council meeting for final adoption.
Rood commented that their application will come to the MPO contingent on council approval, so
by the time the Technical Advisory Committee would act on the application, we will know if the
council has approved it. Haugen added that the MPO will get something on March 3rd, will sit
on it and enjoy it until Tuesday, March 8th, when we will hear what the council did, and that will
give us twenty-four hours to turn around to the Technical Advisory Committee to let them know
what was or wasn’t approved, and then a week later the MPO Executive Policy Board will take
action.
Haugen summarized that solicitation is out, and it isn’t just available to public transportation, it
is available to other providers of transportation services as well.
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MATTER OF POSSIBLE ACTION ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN RFP
Haugen reported that he doesn’t believe we can take any action on this item at this time. He
explained that, if you recall, when we approved the RFP we talked about the work program
having a budgeted amount for this project of $100,000; but the RFP scope of services grew in its
scope so we were going to budget $150,000; however at that time it seemed rather like a
reasonable opportunity that MnDOT would provide the additional funding; but it has since
dragged on to a point where we still don’t know for sure if there will be funding available from
MNDOT or not, but we may or may not know more tomorrow.
Haugen stated that the RFP is due on February 19th, and we have one action that would entail
that, if we are assured MnDOT will assist us with finances, we pull the RFP before the 19th. He
said that the next critical question for the MPO is how long of a delay will there be before we
receive the money so that we can re-release the RFP; if it is a short period that seems doable, if it
is months that puts us in a time crunch to get the TDP done in a timely fashion. Bergman asked
if there has been any word from MnDOT at all. Ellis responded there has.
Ellis commented that it isn’t really an issue of the money, it is mostly about the process. She
explained that they have to go through their FTA Regional Office, so there is a little bit more
formality than what the Denver Office goes through, so they are trying.
Williams asked if a motion was needed from the Technical Advisory Committee to defer to the
MPO to do what needs to be done if the funding is awarded. Haugen responded that the
Executive Board will be meeting next Wednesday, and they will be the ones to approve this. He
explained that normally we probably would ask for a recommendation.
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE THE PROPER STEPS
REQUIRED TO INCLUDE POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FROM MNDOT FOR
WORK ON THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN.
Johnson asked for clarification on the motion. Williams responded that she doesn’t know if we
need to get a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that we would defer to Mr.
Haugen to keep track, or if it is even necessary. Haugen commented that he doesn’t know if it is
necessary. He said that the question would be for the Transit Operators, specifically that one
month is an easy delay, is two months doable, is three months too long, is four months too long,
what is okay. Rood responded that is this similar to the Bike/Ped plan where we could amend
and move it further into 2017. Haugen responded that it appears that the major hang-up is that
we release the RFP prior to MnDOT being able to close things on their end, so it would seem to
him that we can’t re-release the RFP until MnDOT has finalized the funding on their end.
Johnson reported that he did visit with MnDOT a little on this, but he didn’t understand from the
last meeting that the money that MnDOT might provide is federal, he assumed it was State
funds, so he didn’t find that out until he talked to MnDOT. He explained that if he had known
that at the time he probably would have stated that you couldn’t release the RFP until you know
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for sure that you were or weren’t getting the funds. He added that if it had been State funds the
line can get a little blurry.
Williams said then that she guesses releasing the RFP is “starting the project”. Johnson agreed,
adding that with it being federal funds; those federal funds are not in the work program.
Williams asked if this would mean we would need to do a T.I.P. amendment. Johnson responded
that it wouldn’t require a T.I.P. amendment, but it would require a Work Program amendment, if
MnDOT gives you the funds. Haugen commented that in any event, we did say last month that
either way we are doing a work program amendment, so the question is when can all the “I’s be
dotted and the T’s crossed” so we can re-release the RFP, there has to be a tipping point where it
is too long a period and we have lost too much time to get the project done, so what we can do is
to delay a project that is in the current work program; there is a project to study the skew
intersection of Gateway Drive and Washington Street, that would be the project we would delay
and use those funds to fund the additional $50,000 for the TDP. He stated that we have another
month before we have to make that decision, so if we don’t pull the RFP next month we would
be amending the work program to make it a $150,000 consultant fee in the work program, and
then award, based on the RFPs that we vetted through our process.
Johnson stated that he still thinks that if it is federal funds you may still have to re-advertise, if
that is what they are going to provide you; MnDOT might be stuck because they (NDDOT)
would be stuck too if it was federal funds, and they would have to re-advertise. Haugen agreed,
but added that he is pretty sure they won’t be re-advertising next month. He said that if MnDOT
is going to provide this money, he doesn’t think we will be in a position where would be readvertising, and probably won’t be in a position to even amend because he doesn’t know if all
the “I’s will be dotted and the T’s crossed” in order for us to take action on the work program, so
that’s the crux, there are two months that are doable, three months seems to be the tipping point
because it delays our process into 2017, and delays implementation further.
Williams commented that some of the questions would be can you do what needs to be done
with the $100,000 programmed. Haugen responded that they can’t. Williams said, then, if you
need more money where would that come from. Haugen responded that we would delay the
Washington/Gateway Drive study and move those funds to the TDP project.
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson if he has any thought per chance that he sees of if we didn’t amend
the work program to take the skewed intersection out, and went forward and then MnDOT came
at a later date to infuse some funds. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know, adding that they
would have to talk about that at that time as it would depend on what funds MnDOT wants to
provide the MPO with. Haugen commented that they wouldn’t actually be providing the MPO
the funding. He said that they are indicating that it is only East Grand Forks that they will
provide the monies to, but it is still apparently federal funds that they are considering giving. He
added that we will still have to amend our work program to show the funds.
Johnson stated that this, then, would mean that the MPO isn’t actually accumulating the federal
dollars, so maybe you could work around that. He said that he would try to contact MnDOT
later today to see what they can determine.
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Haugen reported that on the positive side we have somewhere like five firms that seem very
interested in submitting proposals. Williams asked which local firms are interested. Kouba
responded that KLJ, Nelson/Nygard, SRF, and LSC.
Rood asked if Fargo/Moorhead is in the process of doing their plan update, and who did they
select. Haugen responded that he believes they selected SRF.
Haugen stated that he thinks we have clearly discussed that we don’t know what we are doing
with this plan yet, so there is a possibility that it may get pulled next Wednesday, or it may not
get pulled, so if they just sit on the proposals and don’t take any action on them the deadline will
have come and gone, but that doesn’t prevent us from re-releasing the RFP. Johnson commented
that if that is what you’re going to do, he would, probably within a week, send out a letter to all
the consultants that submitted proposals stating that we are currently review our options and
interviews will be scheduled at a later date, which will buy time, but if you get to a point where
you actually have to stop the project, then you can send a letter letting them know you aren’t
going to move forward.
WILLIAMS WITHDREW HER MOTION; ELLIS CONCURRED AND WITHDREW HER
SECOND.
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet is a copy of a presentation that Mr. Viafara
developed combining a presentation he developed for the MPO Executive Policy Board, along
with additional information he wanted to share with the Technical Advisory Committee that
covers all eight goals. He commented that the presentation is an attempt to consolidate 120-plus
pages into maybe 20 pages of power point slides of the different performance measures he and
the interns discovered.
Haugen referred to the presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon
request), and went over it briefly.
Williams asked if the information used included UND Students. Haugen responded that when
we talk about the census statistics it does include UND Students. Williams asked if it includes
student loans as income. Haugen responded that he cannot answer that question. Lang
commented that this issue has been brought up before, so you have to take some of this
information with a grain of salt.
Williams asked if the goals and performance targets were just taken right out of LRTP. Haugen
referred to a copy of the Environmental Justice map and commented that he isn’t sure you would
attribute a lot of the population as UND Oriented housing, and a lot of it is perhaps New
American and other types of populations that aren’t associated with UND directly, so, yes we are
skewed a bit by our student population, but there are other pockets where we do have
concentrations of both minority and low income residents. Williams stated, though, that the
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millennials that you are talking about are predominately in the UND area. Haugen responded
that that would be an assumption, whether it is a valid assumption or not is unclear.
Presentation continued.
Williams asked about the information in the report, specifically whether or not it is based on the
48-hour or 24-hour counts. Haugen responded it is based on the 48-hour counts. Williams said,
then, that we have two days out of the whole year that we are comparing. Haugen stated that
would be correct, and added that that is how North Dakota does their program. Williams
commented that she understands that, but she is just wondering if we should expand and use
some of the counts we are getting from the signals for some of this, and start incorporating that
information to get more accurate information. Johnson added that the counts are seasonalized as
well, based on our yearly factors, and they put them on the website so it is normalized to an
actual ADT.
Williams referred to the information on railroad crossings, and asked if it was based on Centracs.
Haugen responded it was. Williams stated then that it isn’t necessarily when a train is at the
crossing, it is just when the signal received a pre-emption, so there might not be a train at the
crossing when the pre-emption goes off. She said that you may want to note that it is signal preemptions, that it isn’t necessarily trains at the location. Bergman asked if she was talking about
emergency pre-emptions. Williams responded that that isn’t what she is talking about. She
explained that emergency pre-emptions is different than when they are out working on the tracks,
they can activate the gate and then they can still allow people to go through when they are
working on the signals, which is what they had going on at the Glasston site, they were working
on that for a couple of weeks, and that gate was up and down, up and down, but it wasn’t
blocking the way because they deactivated the mechanism to have the gate come down, so those
numbers may be skewed from that. Haugen commented that previously the information was
based on four months of data, but now we have a monthly dump of that information so we have a
rolling monthly dump of the train pre-emptions at these signals and will start building up some
sort of trends analysis. He added that the thinks the City of Grand Forks and the Emergency
Managers are working on a notification system. Williams commented that they have it all
worked out, they are just waiting for them to put up a monitor and computer then they are ready
to go with it. Haugen stated that this will allow for emergency vehicles to know whether there is
a particular signal crossing blocked by a train when they dispatch a vehicle to a scene.
Presentation concluded. Haugen said that he is sure that Mr. Viafara would welcome input as he
will be working on finalizing the draft report, which will be distributed for a final review and
comment soon.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2015 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen referred to the project list and pointed out that you can see that we have completed the
Bygland Road Study, the 32nd Avenue Signal Timing Update, and Aerial Photography; so we
have quite a bit of projects completed.
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Haugen commented that we knew the I-29 Study would cross over into this year, as is the Land
Use Plan.
b.

Distribution Of 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan Report

Haugen reported that he does have copies of the Final 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan
Report if anyone is interested in getting one.
c.

2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Engagement Activities

Haugen reported that he hopes that many of the committee are aware of the Grand Forks Land
Use Engagement Activities that they have been doing the last two nights, and if you are still
wishing to engage there is an opportunity to do so tonight at the Grand Forks City Hall from 6:00
p.m. to 8:00 p.m. He stated that it is a full two hour engagement, although the doors aren’t
locked, but to be fully engaged you are there for two hours.
Johnson asked how the attendance has been at the other two engagement activities. Haugen
responded that Monday night they had a hearty core group of about twelve people that braved the
weather. He stated that the property owner and major civil firms were present, so from that
perspective they were well informed as to how the actual developers feel about the concepts that
might be incorporated in the Land Use Plan. He added that last night there were over forty
people present.
Haugen showed examples of some of the activities they have been doing during these
engagement activities, and explained what was done and what they hoped to get from each of
these activities.
Haugen said that the preliminary plan approval is still pegged for September, and the final
approval for October of 2016. He added that East Grand Forks is holding a public hearing at the
Planning and Zoning meeting for final approval of their Land Use Plan.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 10TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:34 P.M.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room

CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the February 10th, 2016, 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: Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger,
Airport Authority; Dustin Lang, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; Jane Williams, Grand Forks
Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities
Area Transit.
Guest(s) present were: Bob Drees, Grand Forks County Planning and Zoning.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES AND THE
JANUARY 13TH, 2016, MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 9TH,
2015 MINUTES; AND THE JANUARY 13TH, 2016 MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen reported that last month we talked about the lighting and the lighting plan draft that is
available on the Sorlie Bridge for the next year. He said that he doesn’t think that the plan has
been redrafted or finalized yet.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen reported that there was discussion at the MPO Executive Policy Board with MnDOT
representatives. He stated that perhaps the most important thing we learned from that discussion
was that Federal Highway is making MnDOT commit to tying the bridge to the Greenway Trail
connection as part of the project. He explained that previously MnDOT was planning on just
running an extension of the bikepath from the bridge down to the on ramp intersection with
River Road, but Federal Highway in their review said that that is not a good connection to the
rest of the system.
Williams asked if it would run to the south to that connection. Haugen responded that the
Greenway Trail runs underneath the bridge, so it will connect to that portion of the trail. He
added that they still have time to figure out exactly how and where to make the connection, as
the project will not be worked on until 2017.
MATTER OF 2016 SPRING FLOOD OUTLOOK
Haugen reported that for the last ten-plus years each spring, based on the Bridge Closure Plan we
did ten years ago, we agreed that we would provide an update on the spring flood outlook. He
stated that at this time it appears that this year’s flood will be just a nuisance flood event, with
little probability of getting up past the critical flood stage.
Haugen referred to an illustration of the various flood stages, and pointed out the area at which
River Road/4th Street closes, stating, however that he thinks with the current forecast the Point
Bridge will stay open.
Haugen commented that the other thing we do each year is to ensure that our list of contacts for
flood events is up-to-date, so he would ask that everyone take a look at it and let him know of
any changes that might be necessary, adding that we will bring this forward again in March, so
please get those changes to him before that time.
Williams stated that she would just like to mention that the traffic signal timings that are
included in the plan are not being used any longer. She explained that there have been numerous
timing updates since then, and she doesn’t want to mislead anyone that might go to the 2007 or
2009 documents and say that that is what is supposed to be done, it isn’t as, again, there have
been many amendments made since then.
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MATTER OF 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENT
Haugen reported that we do have a couple of amendments to our 2016-2019 T.I.P. document that
need to be approved. He referred to the project listings included in the packet, and pointed out
that they do show these amendments.
Haugen stated that we were awarded federal funding for two projects. He said that the first one
was HSIP monies for railroad crossing improvements. He explained that the City of Grand
Forks requested, and the NDDOT awarded, funds to do improvements at pedestrian crossings at
railroad tracks at various locations throughout the community.
Haugen said that the next project is on the County Highway System, just outside the Urban Aid
Area. He explained that Grand Forks County received funds to convert a graveled area to
asphalt an extension of County Road 6, between County Road 81 and County Road 8, or South
Washington Street and Belmont Road. He stated that this project has an estimated cost of
$400,000.
Haugen commented that these are the two projects that are being proposed to be amended into
the T.I.P. document, and, again, they were awarded federal funds therefor the issue of fiscal
constraint is not hampered by new expenditures, there is revenue coming in to cover the cost of
the new projects. He said that a public hearing was advertised to occur at this meeting, therefore
he will now open the floor for public comment.
Haugen opened the public hearing.
Bob Drees commented that he is pleased with the funds awarded to convert the extension of
County Road 6, it is much needed.
Haugen closed the public hearing.
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Brooks, Williams, Lang, Johnson, Bergman, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Kuharenko, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson, Sanders,
Laesch, and West.

MATTER OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the full scope-of-work for the Bike/Ped Plan
Update. He pointed out that Mr. Viafara broke this down into two primary tasks; the first task
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involves a training component. He explained that in the past we invited instructors to do a day or
a day and a half training workshop on the latest thoughts, ideas, designs, etc., that are out there
for bike/ped accommodations. He stated that Mr. Viafara has received five proposals that he is
looking at and narrowing down to get one to come to the community. He added that they hope to
have this scheduled before May.
Haugen commented that the second task includes the rest of the work involved in leading up to a
new, updated Bike/Pedestrian element to our Long Range Transportation Plan. He said that he
thinks this follows the typical scope-of-work for plan updates.
Haugen pointed out that there will be a steering committee to help guide the process, and they
are scheduled to meet four times throughout the process. He referred to the packet, the timeline
for the project, and explained that it identifies the project will begin in February, will require
preliminary approval in November and final approval in December.
Williams asked when written comments need to be submitted. Haugen responded that they are
seeking approval for this so that they can start moving forward. He added that it gives our State
and Federal partners some sense of how we are going to accomplish this work activity in more
detail.
Williams asked, then, if staff was seeking approval, not just giving information on this item.
Haugen responded that since we only advertised this as an informational item, unless the
committee would like to make a recommendation to approve it as submitted, it is only for
information. Williams commented that she does have a couple of questions, but she doesn’t
want to tie up everybody, so she thinks it would be better if she sends them to staff.
Williams commented that she would like to mention, though, that this is now another item for
them to review and approve in November and December, a time when they are trying to do the
T.I.P., the T.A.P., etc., so she is wondering if it has to be done at that time, or if it could be
moved to January for approval. Haugen responded that it could, although we would need to do a
work program amendment carrying it over into the next work program year. He added that right
now it is not a sunset. Williams stated that she asks this because some of these things they need
more time to go through them more thoroughly, and she doesn’t know if they will have time to
do that so if we can slip it to January when we get to that point that would be good.
Haugen reported that we currently have a two year work program that covered 2015 and 2016,
and we have not calendar approval to do any work in January of 2017, so we have to show our
studies are concluded. Williams asked if in October we see that we are going to run into a time
crunch would we then request an extension. Haugen responded that in October we will be doing
a new two year work program so we can address where we are at on this project, and whatever
other activities we have coming up, although he will say the next two year work program will be
almost solely dedicated to the Street and Highway Element of the Long Range Transportation
Plan.
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Ellis asked if there is a list of the Steering Committee membership. Haugen responded that he
doesn’t know if there is. He added that doesn’t believe he has a list of who he thinks is on the
steering committee. Ellis stated that she didn’t know if it was a volunteer committee, or if it was
to be the Technical Advisory Committee, or something else. Haugen said that he would ask Mr.
Viafara to give a better idea of who he is seeking participation from.
Johnson asked if this was going to be a staff study. Haugen responded it is an in-house study.
He added that the only outside help may be ATAC with their map interface.
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF ND FTA 5310 PROJECTS
Kouba reported that the NDDOT is soliciting for projects for the FTA 5310 Grant Funds, and at
the time this staff report was written they didn’t have an exact amount of available funding, but
since then they released that the amount is $5.2 million, which is total for the entire state. She
added that they haven’t given details on how much would be going to urban areas, if any, so we
are looking for those applications to be sent to the MPO for final approval once they have been
approved by the City Council or any other agency.
Kouba stated that the deadline for submittal of applications is March 8th, but we would like to
have an idea of what those projects will be for our staff report before then. She said that as long
as they are approved by then we should be good, and added that there is an application form online.
Haugen commented that the March 8th deadline has been changed to a March 3rd deadline for the
MPO. He stated that he isn’t sure what the confusion was, and they tried to insist that it remain a
March 8th deadline, but it was publicized as March 3rd.
Williams asked if this would require a public hearing. Haugen responded that the solicitation of
projects does not require a public hearing. He added that the solicitation does have a public
announcement that was published in our newspaper, and statewide. He explained that the
announcement came so late, and the first Monday was February 1st, so council meets twice so
next Tuesday would be the next council meeting and that just didn’t allow enough turnaround for
staff to come up with project applications, so we tried to suggest a March 8th deadline which
would allow for a March 7th City Council meeting for final adoption.
Rood commented that their application will come to the MPO contingent on council approval, so
by the time the Technical Advisory Committee would act on the application, we will know if the
council has approved it. Haugen added that the MPO will get something on March 3rd, will sit
on it and enjoy it until Tuesday, March 8th, when we will hear what the council did, and that will
give us twenty-four hours to turn around to the Technical Advisory Committee to let them know
what was or wasn’t approved, and then a week later the MPO Executive Policy Board will take
action.
Haugen summarized that solicitation is out, and it isn’t just available to public transportation, it
is available to other providers of transportation services as well.
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MATTER OF POSSIBLE ACTION ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN RFP
Haugen reported that he doesn’t believe we can take any action on this item at this time. He
explained that, if you recall, when we approved the RFP we talked about the work program
having a budgeted amount for this project of $100,000; but the RFP scope of services grew in its
scope so we were going to budget $150,000; however at that time it seemed rather like a
reasonable opportunity that MnDOT would provide the additional funding; but it has since
dragged on to a point where we still don’t know for sure if there will be funding available from
MNDOT or not, but we may or may not know more tomorrow.
Haugen stated that the RFP is due on February 19th, and we have one action that would entail
that, if we are assured MnDOT will assist us with finances, we pull the RFP before the 19th. He
said that the next critical question for the MPO is how long of a delay will there be before we
receive the money so that we can re-release the RFP; if it is a short period that seems doable, if it
is months that puts us in a time crunch to get the TDP done in a timely fashion. Bergman asked
if there has been any word from MnDOT at all. Ellis responded there has.
Ellis commented that it isn’t really an issue of the money, it is mostly about the process. She
explained that they have to go through their FTA Regional Office, so there is a little bit more
formality than what the Denver Office goes through, so they are trying.
Williams asked if a motion was needed from the Technical Advisory Committee to defer to the
MPO to do what needs to be done if the funding is awarded. Haugen responded that the
Executive Board will be meeting next Wednesday, and they will be the ones to approve this. He
explained that normally we probably would ask for a recommendation.
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE THE PROPER STEPS
REQUIRED TO INCLUDE POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FROM MNDOT FOR
WORK ON THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN.
Johnson asked for clarification on the motion. Williams responded that she doesn’t know if we
need to get a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that we would defer to Mr.
Haugen to keep track, or if it is even necessary. Haugen commented that he doesn’t know if it is
necessary. He said that the question would be for the Transit Operators, specifically that one
month is an easy delay, is two months doable, is three months too long, is four months too long,
what is okay. Rood responded that is this similar to the Bike/Ped plan where we could amend
and move it further into 2017. Haugen responded that it appears that the major hang-up is that
we release the RFP prior to MnDOT being able to close things on their end, so it would seem to
him that we can’t re-release the RFP until MnDOT has finalized the funding on their end.
Johnson reported that he did visit with MnDOT a little on this, but he didn’t understand from the
last meeting that the money that MnDOT might provide is federal, he assumed it was State
funds, so he didn’t find that out until he talked to MnDOT. He explained that if he had known
that at the time he probably would have stated that you couldn’t release the RFP until you know
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for sure that you were or weren’t getting the funds. He added that if it had been State funds the
line can get a little blurry.
Williams said then that she guesses releasing the RFP is “starting the project”. Johnson agreed,
adding that with it being federal funds; those federal funds are not in the work program.
Williams asked if this would mean we would need to do a T.I.P. amendment. Johnson responded
that it wouldn’t require a T.I.P. amendment, but it would require a Work Program amendment, if
MnDOT gives you the funds. Haugen commented that in any event, we did say last month that
either way we are doing a work program amendment, so the question is when can all the “I’s be
dotted and the T’s crossed” so we can re-release the RFP, there has to be a tipping point where it
is too long a period and we have lost too much time to get the project done, so what we can do is
to delay a project that is in the current work program; there is a project to study the skew
intersection of Gateway Drive and Washington Street, that would be the project we would delay
and use those funds to fund the additional $50,000 for the TDP. He stated that we have another
month before we have to make that decision, so if we don’t pull the RFP next month we would
be amending the work program to make it a $150,000 consultant fee in the work program, and
then award, based on the RFPs that we vetted through our process.
Johnson stated that he still thinks that if it is federal funds you may still have to re-advertise, if
that is what they are going to provide you; MnDOT might be stuck because they (NDDOT)
would be stuck too if it was federal funds, and they would have to re-advertise. Haugen agreed,
but added that he is pretty sure they won’t be re-advertising next month. He said that if MnDOT
is going to provide this money, he doesn’t think we will be in a position where would be readvertising, and probably won’t be in a position to even amend because he doesn’t know if all
the “I’s will be dotted and the T’s crossed” in order for us to take action on the work program, so
that’s the crux, there are two months that are doable, three months seems to be the tipping point
because it delays our process into 2017, and delays implementation further.
Williams commented that some of the questions would be can you do what needs to be done
with the $100,000 programmed. Haugen responded that they can’t. Williams said, then, if you
need more money where would that come from. Haugen responded that we would delay the
Washington/Gateway Drive study and move those funds to the TDP project.
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson if he has any thought per chance that he sees of if we didn’t amend
the work program to take the skewed intersection out, and went forward and then MnDOT came
at a later date to infuse some funds. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know, adding that they
would have to talk about that at that time as it would depend on what funds MnDOT wants to
provide the MPO with. Haugen commented that they wouldn’t actually be providing the MPO
the funding. He said that they are indicating that it is only East Grand Forks that they will
provide the monies to, but it is still apparently federal funds that they are considering giving. He
added that we will still have to amend our work program to show the funds.
Johnson stated that this, then, would mean that the MPO isn’t actually accumulating the federal
dollars, so maybe you could work around that. He said that he would try to contact MnDOT
later today to see what they can determine.
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Haugen reported that on the positive side we have somewhere like five firms that seem very
interested in submitting proposals. Williams asked which local firms are interested. Kouba
responded that KLJ, Nelson/Nygard, SRF, and LSC.
Rood asked if Fargo/Moorhead is in the process of doing their plan update, and who did they
select. Haugen responded that he believes they selected SRF.
Haugen stated that he thinks we have clearly discussed that we don’t know what we are doing
with this plan yet, so there is a possibility that it may get pulled next Wednesday, or it may not
get pulled, so if they just sit on the proposals and don’t take any action on them the deadline will
have come and gone, but that doesn’t prevent us from re-releasing the RFP. Johnson commented
that if that is what you’re going to do, he would, probably within a week, send out a letter to all
the consultants that submitted proposals stating that we are currently review our options and
interviews will be scheduled at a later date, which will buy time, but if you get to a point where
you actually have to stop the project, then you can send a letter letting them know you aren’t
going to move forward.
WILLIAMS WITHDREW HER MOTION; ELLIS CONCURRED AND WITHDREW HER
SECOND.
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet is a copy of a presentation that Mr. Viafara
developed combining a presentation he developed for the MPO Executive Policy Board, along
with additional information he wanted to share with the Technical Advisory Committee that
covers all eight goals. He commented that the presentation is an attempt to consolidate 120-plus
pages into maybe 20 pages of power point slides of the different performance measures he and
the interns discovered.
Haugen referred to the presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon
request), and went over it briefly.
Williams asked if the information used included UND Students. Haugen responded that when
we talk about the census statistics it does include UND Students. Williams asked if it includes
student loans as income. Haugen responded that he cannot answer that question. Lang
commented that this issue has been brought up before, so you have to take some of this
information with a grain of salt.
Williams asked if the goals and performance targets were just taken right out of LRTP. Haugen
referred to a copy of the Environmental Justice map and commented that he isn’t sure you would
attribute a lot of the population as UND Oriented housing, and a lot of it is perhaps New
American and other types of populations that aren’t associated with UND directly, so, yes we are
skewed a bit by our student population, but there are other pockets where we do have
concentrations of both minority and low income residents. Williams stated, though, that the
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millennials that you are talking about are predominately in the UND area. Haugen responded
that that would be an assumption, whether it is a valid assumption or not is unclear.
Presentation continued.
Williams asked about the information in the report, specifically whether or not it is based on the
48-hour or 24-hour counts. Haugen responded it is based on the 48-hour counts. Williams said,
then, that we have two days out of the whole year that we are comparing. Haugen stated that
would be correct, and added that that is how North Dakota does their program. Williams
commented that she understands that, but she is just wondering if we should expand and use
some of the counts we are getting from the signals for some of this, and start incorporating that
information to get more accurate information. Johnson added that the counts are seasonalized as
well, based on our yearly factors, and they put them on the website so it is normalized to an
actual ADT.
Williams referred to the information on railroad crossings, and asked if it was based on Centracs.
Haugen responded it was. Williams stated then that it isn’t necessarily when a train is at the
crossing, it is just when the signal received a pre-emption, so there might not be a train at the
crossing when the pre-emption goes off. She said that you may want to note that it is signal preemptions, that it isn’t necessarily trains at the location. Bergman asked if she was talking about
emergency pre-emptions. Williams responded that that isn’t what she is talking about. She
explained that emergency pre-emptions is different than when they are out working on the tracks,
they can activate the gate and then they can still allow people to go through when they are
working on the signals, which is what they had going on at the Glasston site, they were working
on that for a couple of weeks, and that gate was up and down, up and down, but it wasn’t
blocking the way because they deactivated the mechanism to have the gate come down, so those
numbers may be skewed from that. Haugen commented that previously the information was
based on four months of data, but now we have a monthly dump of that information so we have a
rolling monthly dump of the train pre-emptions at these signals and will start building up some
sort of trends analysis. He added that the thinks the City of Grand Forks and the Emergency
Managers are working on a notification system. Williams commented that they have it all
worked out, they are just waiting for them to put up a monitor and computer then they are ready
to go with it. Haugen stated that this will allow for emergency vehicles to know whether there is
a particular signal crossing blocked by a train when they dispatch a vehicle to a scene.
Presentation concluded. Haugen said that he is sure that Mr. Viafara would welcome input as he
will be working on finalizing the draft report, which will be distributed for a final review and
comment soon.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2015 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen referred to the project list and pointed out that you can see that we have completed the
Bygland Road Study, the 32nd Avenue Signal Timing Update, and Aerial Photography; so we
have quite a bit of projects completed.
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Haugen commented that we knew the I-29 Study would cross over into this year, as is the Land
Use Plan.
b.

Distribution Of 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan Report

Haugen reported that he does have copies of the Final 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan
Report if anyone is interested in getting one.
c.

2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Engagement Activities

Haugen reported that he hopes that many of the committee are aware of the Grand Forks Land
Use Engagement Activities that they have been doing the last two nights, and if you are still
wishing to engage there is an opportunity to do so tonight at the Grand Forks City Hall from 6:00
p.m. to 8:00 p.m. He stated that it is a full two hour engagement, although the doors aren’t
locked, but to be fully engaged you are there for two hours.
Johnson asked how the attendance has been at the other two engagement activities. Haugen
responded that Monday night they had a hearty core group of about twelve people that braved the
weather. He stated that the property owner and major civil firms were present, so from that
perspective they were well informed as to how the actual developers feel about the concepts that
might be incorporated in the Land Use Plan. He added that last night there were over forty
people present.
Haugen showed examples of some of the activities they have been doing during these
engagement activities, and explained what was done and what they hoped to get from each of
these activities.
Haugen said that the preliminary plan approval is still pegged for September, and the final
approval for October of 2016. He added that East Grand Forks is holding a public hearing at the
Planning and Zoning meeting for final approval of their Land Use Plan.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 10TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:34 P.M.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room

CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the March 9th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory
Committee to order at 1:37 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks
Planning; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Becky Hanson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via
conference call); Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks
Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County
Engineering; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Darren Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji.
Guest(s) present were: Suzanne Bjornstad, Valley Memorial Homes; Jennifer Schultz, Valley
Memorial Homes; and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 10TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY
10TH, 2016 MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Haugen reported that he did not have anything new to update on either of the two bridges. He
asked if anyone present had anything to report.
Kennedy Bridge
Laesch reported that MnDOT will be doing some work on the Kennedy Bridge tomorrow, testing
out the Boom truck to see if it will work on the bridge in the future or if another option will need
to be looked at.
Laesch stated that there is some concern about replacing the deck half at a time, that there will be
some uplift on the approaches of the bridge, so they may have to look at a little different strategy
to do the replacement, possibly using a checkerboard kind of method, which may result in some
short-term closures. He said that there will be more updates on these issues in the future.
Kuharenko commented that over lunch today he did hear some announcements that there was
going to be some activity on the Kennedy, so the information is getting out to the public.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN
Kouba stated that she hopes this will be the last time that the Technical Advisory Committee sees
this particular plan as a whole.
Kouba reported that they have gone through all the process of writing the plan, talking to and
introducing people to the plan, and have held their final public meeting. She stated that the East
Grand Forks City Council did adopt the plan at their meeting last evening, so staff is asking that
the Technical Advisory Committee recommend adoption of the plan as well.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE 2045 EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN, AS SUBMITTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Bail, Erickson, Kuharenko, Laesch, Hanson, Rood, and West.
None
Riesinger
Noehre, Gengler, Williams, Bergman, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson,
Sanders, Audette, Yavarow, and Lang.

Haugen thanked Ms. Kouba, Ms. Ellis, and SRF Consulting for getting this project to fruition,
and added that he hopes it is a document that we all will get to enjoy for at least another five
years. He said that he assumes that paper copies of the document will be available soon. Kouba
responded that they will be available as soon as she gets the signed resolution to SRF. Haugen
added that the draft that is available on-line has not changed.
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF ND FTA 5310 APPLICATION
Kouba reported that back in February NDDOT, along with the MPO released a solicitation for
projects for their 5310 FTA Program. She said that the deadline for applications was March 3rd,
to the MPOs, and we did receive two applications; one from Cities Area Transit and one from
Valley Memorial Homes.
Kouba stated that on March 8th we held a meeting of the Human Services Transportation
Coordination Committee to get their input on prioritization. She said that they went through the
applications and the group asked questions of how, basically, they are familiar with Cities Area
Transit so it’s pretty familiar with their service so they were asking questions of Valley
Memorial Homes of what their service was and how they provided their service. She explained
that at the end they came up with a priority list of the Mobility Manager from Cities Area
Transit, the second priority would be the Valley Memorial Homes replacement bus, and the third
would be the three replacement vans from Cities Area Transit, and that is the priority that they
are looking for the committee to forward on to the Executive Board.
Haugen asked if Ms. Hanson had any comments she would like to provide to the Technical
Advisory Committee. Hanson responded that she had no comments. Haugen said, then, that we
do have the recommendation from the Human Services Coordination Committee that met
yesterday morning, and asked if anyone here had anything they wanted to bring up.
Kuharenko asked what the difference is, essentially, between the ADA mini-vans and the SevenPassenger vans. Kouba responded that the ADA, they are mostly mini-vans that will hold
probably two wheelchairs only, and then maybe an additional person; the Seven-Passenger Bus
will be able to hold several different wheelchairs, up to seven, or was it less than seven. Jennifer
Schultz, Valley Memorial Homes, responded that it isn’t so much about the amount of
wheelchairs it will hold, but rather the type of wheelchair it will hold. She explained that she had
made a comment at the meeting yesterday about the fact that there is a changing population, and
people are larger than they used to be, and they don’t get people until they have a lot greater
needs, so they have a lot of pretty wide wheelchairs, wheelchairs that look almost like
lawnchairs, and so this new bus would allow them to be able to manipulate a bigger wheelchair
and get it in the bus safely.
Rood reported that there was a really good discussion at the committee yesterday where the DialA-Ride and Senior Rider Vans are running ten/twelve hours a day consistently with people in
and out of them all the time, and then Valley Memorial shared that they are doing a lot of the
more specialized transportation trips where they are sending one or two staff members along for
transfers, and these people may require a higher level of assistance along the way, so she thought
it was good for the committee to understand the different services that are happening.
Kouba commented that the Seven-Passenger van they are replacing is being replaced with a
larger vehicle, a Twelve-Passenger Mini-Bus.
Ellis asked if she could be placed on the list to be invited to the Human Services Coordination
Committee in the future.
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Grasser asked if the larger bus answers the need for capacity for larger wheelchairs, are the aisles
bigger as well, because he hears they are bigger but he doesn’t know if that means dimension
wise or seating capacity. Schultz responded that, again it isn’t necessarily about how many
people it can carry, but more so by taking out some seats we have the room to be able to
manipulate wheelchairs in it. Grasser stated that that was what he was thinking, that you would
have to remove some of the seating, so that is the plan then. Schultz responded that they would
need to remove a few seats.
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE ND FTA 3210 APPLICATION, AS SUBMITTED; AND TO PRIORITIZE
THE PROJECTS, AS RECOMMENDED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Bail, Erickson, Kuharenko, Laesch, Hanson, Rood, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Williams, Bergman, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson,
Sanders, Audette, Yavarow, and Lang.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2016 UPWP
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that he identifies the need for the amendment,
and the changes made.
Haugen stated that we had been discussing the need for additional funds for our Transit
Development Plan. He explained that we had, at one time, a hope that MnDOT would assist us
with the additional funding, but that is not going to happen.
Haugen reiterated that what happened was, in the State of North Dakota, with the planning funds
that are available each year, and as you experienced the last couple of times; first it was
Bismarck/Mandan that had to gift us some planning dollars to reduce the funding balance, then
Fargo/Moorhead had to do the same last year. He said, then, that with this large balance of
planning dollars in the State of North Dakota, back in October, North Dakota DOT decided that
in order to help things balance out they were going to freeze one year’s appropriation, so the
2015 year is not available to the MPO to use for finances, so that has been highlighted in the staff
report and also in the table.
Haugen commented that the previous years that we are carrying over, normally we would have
access to a full year, around $500,000. He cited last year; and explained that if you recall, we
were doing the I-29 Study, the Grand Forks Land Use Plan, and were carrying them over into
this 2016 year, so those planning dollars are already those that were allocated to those projects,
so we are not accessing another 2015 year of federal funds to help us with our work program.
He said that what we have done, then, in order to make everything whole, to complete the
activities that we have carried over, plus to fulfill the Transit Development Plan requirement, we
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are dipping in to the MPO’s savings/reserve account to come up with a total of $922,000 for the
work program.
Haugen stated that in order to accomplish this we did have to cut some things as well, and they
are identified in the staff report. He explained that we are zeroing out our intern program and
our equipment budget for this year. He added that in the past we have had a $7,000 line item for
corridor preservation, that involves reviewing individual planning documents such as plats,
concept plans, etc., on both sides of the river, but have zeroed that out as well as the $15,000 for
Technical Assistance. He said that some additional modifications were also made to remaining
components of the budget, but those were the major things we had to do.
Haugen said that we are funding the Transit Development Plan at its full request, and we are
identifying that the Transit Development Plan will carry over into 2017, so the final $15,000
payment to the consultant will show in the 2017 budget.
Haugen commented that the long and short of this is that with the inability to access the normal
2015 funding, we had to make these reductions, and the written document highlights those things
that we are zeroing out for this year.
Haugen reported that the NDDOT has informed us that when they froze the 2015 funds, they
actually only froze the highway dollars, the transit dollars are still available to us, so we are
meeting with them later in March to get further clarification on this. He added that we are still
also waiting for a final FY2016 apportionment from Federal Highways, so as he is indicating we
will have a work amendment today that is going to probably show this major reduction in funds,
possibly in April or May we may also need to do an amendment that brings in whatever
additional dollars we will find out about later this month, but because we have to select a
consultant for the TDP, we had to show that our budget is balanced, that our work program is
balanced, with the expected revenue for 2016 at this time.
Haugen commented that if NDDOT would have let us know a week earlier about how they only
froze the highway dollars, and not the transit dollars, some of these impacts wouldn’t have been
as great as they are showing up as; so we will very likely come back with another amendment
later this year, although we aren’t sure exactly when or what programs/activities will be affected.
Kuharenko referred to Item 300.21, the Traffic Counting Program, and stated that one of the
things that hasn’t been touched on is the Communication Plan which is now appearing
underneath that work item. He said that traffic counting, especially going through ATAC, is
very important to them, and so putting in this additional communication plan without increasing
the dollar amounts seems to be detracting from the available funds for that traffic counting
program. Haugen responded that the Traffic Counting Program has a $27,000 value; and that is
not changing. He explained that the Communication Plan is a completely separate project, so it
is not related to the Traffic Counting Program. Kuharenko pointed out that it is shown under
300.21, which is why he brought it up. Haugen responded that it is under Corridor Planning, and
it is simply there out ease of replacing the old Washington/Gateway Drive Skewed Intersection
Study with the Communication Plan.
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Haugen explained that the Communication Plan is something Federal Highway is requiring us to
develop. He stated that it is to drive that performance based planning, so when we start with the
planning products to identify our targets, and then we start programming projects to assist us
with regional performance targets, that we sort of then carry it back through the project
development process to make sure that we are still trying to achieve the same targets that we
identified in the planning and programming stage.
Kuharenko said, then, that this is all going back to the reporting requirements that were
originally put through with MAP-21, but he was under the understanding that the State was to
come up with the requirements and then seek the MPO’s, and he thinks they either had 90 days
for concurrence, or come up with their own. Haugen responded that that is the actual targets
themselves, this is not trying to create those targets that you are describing, it is putting in place
the mechanism so that there is communication carrying things through all of the various
processes required so that the targets are trying to be achieved throughout all stages.
Haugen commented that Federal Highway is sort of using us as a pilot, whatever we can come up
with they will try to sell or showcase around the rest as to how performance based planning is
implemented with improved communications throughout the planning programming process, so
it is requirement that the feds are putting on us.
Grasser asked if the School Safety Study is different than the Safe Routes To School, or is it the
same thing. Haugen responded that Safe Routes to School is a program that is no longer a
separate program, but is instead included under the Surface Transportation set-aside for the old
TAP Program. He explained that the School Safety Study has been the specific program where
we have gone to certain schools and done an intensive review of safety round those schools. He
stated that we are currently finishing up a review of Discovery School.
Haugen commented that the activity that we are doing under the 2016 Work Program, in addition
to completing the review of Discovery School, is to update the work that Stephanie Erickson did
before she left her position with the MPO. He explained that Ms. Erickson put together a
summary of all the school studies, specifically what the current stature of whether or not the
recommendations for each school was implemented or not, and Mr. Viafara is finishing up that
document and distributing it for final review, so that is what the School Safety Study is doing
this year.
Grasser stated that he thought the Discovery School Study was about wrapped up, so the $20,000
seemed like a lot of funding for a project that is just about done, so that is why he is asking.
Haugen reiterated that it is revisiting all the previous work, and updating it, and while Ms.
Erickson did a lot of the work already, the next step is finalizing what things aren’t implemented
yet, whether they still want them implemented, and if there are some new things that have come
up that the schools would like to see done.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY LAESCH, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
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APPROVE AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM
SUBJECT TO PARTNER AGENCY REVIEW.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Bail Erickson, Kuharenko, Laesch, Hanson, Rood, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Williams, Bergman, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson,
Sanders, Audette, Yavarow, and Lang.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE TDP CONSULTANT SELECTION
Kouba reported that in January we released the RFP for the Transit Development Plan. She
stated that the deadline for submittal was February 19th, and we received three proposals; one
from KLJ, one from SRF, and one from LSC Transportation Consultants.
Kouba stated that interviews were held on March 2nd, and the Selection Committee
recommended KLJ be hired to do the study. She said that a contract was negotiated with KLJ,
and staff is recommending the Technical Advisory Committee approve forwarding a
recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that they approve the contract with KLJ.
MOVED BY ERICKSON, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE EXECUTING A CONTRACT WITH KLJ TO DO THE TRANSIT
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AT A COST NOT TO EXCEED $150,000.00.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Bail, Erickson, Kuharenko, Laesch, Hanson, Rood, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Williams, Bergman, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson,
Sanders, Audette, Yavarow, and Lang.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENT
Haugen reported that this amendment is the result of a request from the NDDOT. He explained
that because of the delay in this request being brought to the MPO, the public hearing will take
place at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next Wednesday.
Haugen commented that the proposed amendment is for some Scope of Work and Termini
changes to the DeMers Avenue project. He explained that the project is programmed to take
place in 2016, however one change is that the funding will still be FY2016, but the actual work
will be in 2017 instead. He stated that the termini on the east end of the project changed from
South Washington Street to the 4th Avenue Ramps, and some traffic signal updates will be
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included, however the NDDOT hadn’t totally scoped out all of the signal equipment updates they
are going to include in the project.
Haugen stated that the total dollar amount did not change, the federal investment did not change,
the local match did not change, so while the project did increase a bit in the scope and termini,
the cost did not change.
Haugen commented that the project does not include construction engineering for the shared use
trail that was submitted as a request last fall; nor does it include any of the preliminary work on a
possible signalization of the Columbia Road West Ramp or 30th as requested last fall as well.
MOVED BY LAESCH, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT SUBJECT TO ANY
PUBLIC INPUT RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC HEARING.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Bail, Erickson, Kuharenko, Laesch, Hanson, Rood, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Williams, Bergman, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson,
Sanders, Audette, Yavarow, and Lang.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE SCOPE OF WORK
Viafara thanked Mr. Grasser and Mr. Kuharenko for bringing their comments to the MPO’s
attention. He stated that they are being seriously considered, and staff is making efforts to try to
address and incorporate them into the document.
Viafara commented that at the last meeting one question asked was who is available to be part of
the Stakeholder Roster. He referred to the Bike/Ped Plan Update Scope Of Work, and pointed
out that it gives a list of prospective membership for the Steering Committee. He explained that
some of those indicated are avid and experienced cyclists, concerned citizens, advocacy groups
or agencies that are aware of the issues affecting the cities, local agencies, and State and Federal
agencies.
Viafara stated that another point are the comments, which staff has been reviewing. He said that
the comments deal with issues of priorities, with issues dealing with existing conditions, level of
planning, and financial constraint of the plan and the planning process.
Viafara commented that he hopes that is clear that plans made by the MPO are expected, by
regulations and procedures, to be fiscally constrained, so that is our number one goal. He said
that we are also required to prioritize needs somehow, any level of priorities because we serve
the public, so at the end the plan may have list of priorities, he doesn’t really know how we are
dealing with that, but priorities will come from the community, they will tell us, we understand
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you have a plan, we understand you have a budget, we understand those constraints as well, but
this exercise is more than dealing with the facilities, per say, we want to see how those facilities
are serving the non-vehicular movement of citizens, so we are dealing with those four items, and
hopefully, now that we have discovered them properly, we may address them to your
satisfaction. He said that the promise is that before the next MPO Executive Policy Board
meeting he will bring, by Monday or Tuesday, a review that incorporates your comments to see
if we can move the whole process along.
Kuharenko said that some of their other concerns is just having a prioritized list, it kind of acts as
the NEPA document, so we end up needing those options, those possibilities, and if they have a
fatal flaw in them, removing them that is one thing, but providing only a single project that
essentially says, this is your one project and that’s it, can be problematic. He added that they
also had all those other comments that they need to further discuss because, he knows it was
discussed a little bit last night, but they need further clarification on some of them.
Grasser commented that he doesn’t want this document to become an impediment when they
come in and select a project for a federal aid bikepath, and come to the MPO and are told that
they can’t approve it because it isn’t on the list, or it isn’t number one or number two on the list,
that is what they want to avoid. He stated that as a planning document this thing has, roughly, an
update of every five years, they are doing their updates basically on an annual basis and so they
need to be able to react to those kinds of things that are going on in the community that maybe
we can’t identify in this document.
Grasser stated that these are some of the concerns when they talk about basically having the
environmental done on this thing as part of the planning process, that is taking it a long ways
down the pike, it sounds like a PCR to him. Haugen responded that he doesn’t think the intent is
trying to replicate a PCR, they are trying to identify short, medium and long term priorities. He
said that every five years those are reviewed, and additional five years added to the end. He
added that when you program, you program based on those ranges, and within those ranges are a
list of projects, and they are somewhat sequenced because of the fiscal dollars that are available,
but he doesn’t know that there has been any insistence that the very first project be THE project
that is always submitted.
Haugen commented that this is not intended to do, as was done with the I-29 Study, to link
planning and NEPA together, that isn’t what is being offered in this scope of work. Grasser
suggested we should be able to differentiate some of that within the words that are in here, as one
can interpret the words one way or another, and their concern, they are consistently trying to
convey that this be kept at a planning level and not try to cross that line into the implementation
stage. Haugen stated that it is a performance based planning document, so keep in mind that we
are trying to identify targets, and then program based on what we think we will achieve towards
those targets, so we are morphing from the old days into these new days of planning based
planning and programming, so we are some levels beyond just identifying routes, we have to
identify how that facility helps achieve progress towards targets, but we aren’t trying to get into a
NEPA type of decision making process.
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Viafara stated that what is very important for us is to realize that there is an importance now on
measurements. He said that for a long long time plans were implemented, but never really
measured, so we don’t know exactly how they actually serve the community. He explained that
the idea here is, when we established these policies, procedures, goals, objectives, and priorities,
it is a list for us to have elements that can be measured over the span of the plan, and this plan is
for a five year period.
Viafara said that he invites everyone to review, just for the sake of reviewing, the previous
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, and you will see that we committed ourselves to measure,
but unfortunately a lack of resources and other issues have prevented us from really being able to
accomplish this, so we want to keep this simple, but at least measureable so that tomorrow we
have something to start building upon, that is the whole idea.
Viafara commented that they take, with a high degree of interest, the fact that you point at nonvehicular mobility, which enhances, really our view, and the scope of the insight we are doing
because behind pedestrians and bicyclists there are small wheels, and there are citizens with
wheelchairs, so we want to incorporate all of those issues so we decided to show you, in good
faith, that we are heeding your advice, but also seeking your cooperation in a manner that
everybody will be a winner.
Ellis asked if it is fair to say that Grand Forks Engineering is not satisfied yet with the scope of
this project, you still want to meet. Kuharenko responded that it is something they still need to
meet on, they still need to clarify a number of points, and to try to work through the language or
the wording in it. Ellis said, then, that the matter of approval at this point, they should probably
wait on until you have come to an agreement, or decide to disagree and bring it forward and see
where it goes. Haugen suggested that it would be beneficial to maybe split this in two and
approve the first task, which is the training session, because if there isn’t any disagreement on
bringing in someone to do training, that would be something that we would like to achieve this
month. He added that, logistically, it is kind of important that we get that accomplished and
scheduled, and then work on the second half which is the more detailed scope of work.
Kuharenko stated that he did have some comments regarding the training session, making sure
that we had incorporated, and he forgets what language he actually used, but it was to include
any MUTCD, FHWA, AASHTO regulations and guidance documents as well as engineering
standards, with that he would be okay moving forward the training portion of it as long as those
aspects were included with it as well.
Viafara commented that he just wants to point out that out of the roster of would be candidates,
provided for this they have included people that are highly cognizant of the regulations by both
North Dakota and Minnesota DOTs, and they are very conversant with the different things that
you pointed out; the manual, the AASHTO regulations, and NACTO. He added that, prior to
engaging them, because we have already selected them, and have received their proposals, we
can discuss with you because it is still the overall program could be fine-tuned and we can make
sure that your concerns are addressed.
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Ellis asked if this means that we can approve the training seminar with their recommended bullet
points. Kuharenko agreed that that would be fine, but then we would table the other portion until
after we can have further discussion on it. Haugen stated that that would be fine.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE TRAINING SEMINAR PORTION OF THE SCOPE OF WORK, TO
INCLUDE THE ADDED BULLETS FROM THE GRAND FORKS ENGINEERING
STAFF; AND TO TABLE THE REMAINING PORTION OF THE SCOPE OF WORK TO
ALLOW FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION SO THAT EITHER AN AGREEMENT CAN BE
REACHED OR THEY AGREE TO DISAGREE.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Bail, Erickson, Kuharenko, Laesch, Hanson, Rood, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Gengler, Williams, Bergman, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson,
Sanders, Audette, Yavarow, and Lang.

MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Viafara reported that this is the last installment of the Vital Matrix Report. He added that it has
to do with the measurements of Goal #7 – System Preservation. He said that it includes all the
elements, but we are now discussing bridges, specifically the condition of the bridges and their
decks. He stated that the one other item he is working is on the issues of discretionary funding.
Viafara referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over it briefly.
Presentation ensued.
West said that, when you showed the culverts, if the total span of all combined cells is over 20feet, it is considered a bridge and is still on the inventory, so if you get a double 10 by whatever
that is still a major bridge. Bail added that in Minnesota anything that is over 10-feet it is
considered a bridge.
Laesch stated that you mentioned you don’t have all the data from Minnesota, is it the DOT data
that you don’t have. Viafara responded that they have only gotten the inspection report, thanks
to the consultant. Bail commented that he can get the other data for the bridges that is available
on the MnDOT website. He added that you can get the data for any bridge in the State of
Minnesota if we want. Viafara said that he would send Mr. Bail a note indicating which one of
the columns that we need so we can compare the two data bases and then make one particular
representation. He added that it is important for us to represent the functionally obsolete
structures and the deficient one, and to find out more whether there are any plans for retrofitting
any unit because when he was reviewing, North Dakota has only one near our planning area, so
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it is scheduled for repair in the years to come, so it would be nice to see how we are repairing
bridges.
Laesch commented that he thinks he did give Mr. Viavara contact information of MnDOT’s
Bridge Engineer and should be involved in this process. He added that he will help you interpret
the ratings and such a little better, and give you an update on the Sorlie Bridge, an updated rating
on it.
Bail explained that when they do bridges in Minnesota they actually rate it to the MnDOT
System, and it calculates the NBI rating for them, so they don’t technically give an NBI rating
anymore, as far as in the field.
Grasser asked, then, how we chose what’s going to be on the dashboard in the Metropolitan
Planning Organization area, which includes two counties, because he didn’t see anything in there
on Highway 2, or on some of the major county roads, it is just the two cities and all the bridges
they are responsible for. Viafara responded that on the previous presentation at the last
Technical Advisory Committee meeting, he gave a power point presentation that showed a table
that was built based on all the inspection reports, only from East Grand Forks, so what we are
doing now, and what you see here, is mainly the North Dakota side. He added that with the help
of the engineers here we may get the spreadsheets, with the columns that we need, and then we
will match the two and will have a new map indicating the condition of all the bridges in the two
areas.
Haugen said that if he understands this correctly, the 83 structures is the current number in the
MPO study area as a whole. He referred to a map and pointed out that it shows the locations of
just the North Dakota side locations, or 67 structures. Grasser asked if it includes the State
Highway, Highway 2, etc. Haugen responded that it does.
Discussion on locations of bridges ensued.
West asked what the goal of going through all this is, just to know what you’ve got. Haugen
responded that that is correct, because ultimately we have to come up with a performance
measure, and a performance target over bridge conditions, so we have to identify what are our
bridges.
Kuharenko asked for further elaboration on sufficiency rating versus good, satisfactory. Viafara
responded that his interpretation is from the planning point of view, not the engineering point of
view. Kuharenko said, then, that the NBI rating is separate entirely from the sufficiency rating,
that is what it is looking like here. Bail responded, yes and no. Kuharenko added that
sufficiency is more prioritization. Bail explained that the NBI rating actually informs us of a
sufficiency rating in the end. He said that it will take the factors that actually calculates the
sufficiency rating for each bridge, so as that NBI number comes down and gets worse, the
sufficiency rating drops with it, and when it gets to the level that triggers the structurally
deficient, the structurally unsound, and all the things that come into play, then that triggers
different things that happen as far as funding and how high up you go up on the list to be
replaced or fixed, so it is kind of the National Government’s version of every bridge in the
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United States is in this system, how do they all rate amongst each other themselves. He added
that MnDOT has their own set of rules they use for doing their inspections, they have their own
system, as each State can do what they want, and using that system, actually when they put their
data in the program it creates the NBI numbers which in turn needs the sufficiency numbers for
the NBI, and so every year, about this time of year, the State of Minnesota dumps all their data to
the Federal Government and they do all the stuff that goes out to the bridge inspections for the
year. He stated that there is also the functionally obsolete thing that comes into play; such as the
Minnesota/4th Avenue Bridge, in the modern world will never get built, right, because you can’t
see side to side, you can’t see around it, it is a bad curve it doesn’t have good pedestrian facilities
on it, there are a lot of issues going on with it but in the modern world it would never get built
that way, but it is there, it still works, and even though it doesn’t meet all the requirements for a
new bridge, they are still going to look at it from that point of view.
Grasser commented that on the North Dakota side, at least for the City of Grand Forks, we have
a DOT who are our bridge inspectors, and they have a methodology, and spreadsheets, and all
that stuff, and they are going to come up with a sufficiency rating of a certain number; but
Minnesota’s spreadsheet might be a little bit different. Viafara responded that they have the
same indicator. Bail added that it is a different program, but both of them have to give their
information to the Federal Highway the NBI rating for each bridge, so even though they have
their own system for their local bridges, and then they generate the NBI numbers that they send
to Federal Highway and Federal Highway develops the sufficiency rating. Grasser asked if he
would see a different sufficiency rating on one spreadsheet than he will on the other. Haugen
responded that those crossing both states you will. Bail explained that he does the inspections on
seven bridges in the area, so when he does his bridge inspections he sends North Dakota his
version of why he came up with his findings, and they send him what they have done on theirs,
and so they should come out awfully close in the end since they do share the data back and forth.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

I-29 Traffic Operations Study New Material Posted On Website

Haugen reported that the I-29 Traffic Operations Study page on the MPO’s website has been
updated to include the Future Conditions Technical Memorandum, Environmental Conditions
Technical Memorandum and the Alerus Center Event Conditions Technical Memorandum.
Haugen stated that the Steering Committee met last week, and there are some comments being
forwarded on these memos that will be reflected ten days from now. He said that the consultant
is also trying to schedule their public engagement activities, either for the end of March or the
first part of April.
Haugen explained that the engagement activities will focus in on the I-29 Corridor, the three
major interchanges, and they are still trying where exactly they should take place. He said that
the truck stops are at the time of the list, but DeMers Avenue has somewhat more limited
facilities available, but you can pencil in that these activities will occur at the end of March or
the beginning of April.
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a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
Ellis referred to the table and pointed out that the completion date shown for the East Grand
Forks Land Use Plan as being November 30, 2015; it should be March 31, 2016.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 9TH, 2016,
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:50 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room

CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the April 13th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory
Committee to order at 1:34 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference
call); Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dale
Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren
Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Crookston; and Jane Williams, Grand
Forks Engineering .
Guest(s) present were: Mike Bittner, KLJ and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
Mr. Konickson then gave a brief introduction of himself to the committee.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 9TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 9TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Haugen reported that he doesn’t have anything new to update on either of the two bridges.
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen stated that hopefully you have noticed that the lights on the bridge are green in honor of
the UND Hockey Team’s victory.
Kennedy Bridge
Konickson reported that as of now the Kennedy Bridge project is still on-schedule for bid letting
this fall. He added that they note that there could be some short-term closures, likely a half
dozen or so as they will be using a kind of a checker-board pattern when doing the deck
replacement and allowing for around a 48-hour curing period.
Konickson stated that they were out on the bridge this past month with the Snooper to see how it
would work for inspection. He added that they were hoping, initially, that they could get on the
trail, but they don’t know if the Snooper will fit so they can run some trial test runs they kind of
mocked up a the space next to the truss in their Bemidji yard and it looks like won’t probably fit
on the trail as it currently is so they are investigating other options, most likely using another
Snooper that will reach over the trail, but he has a feeling that getting a Snooper on the trail itself
to inspect it will be difficult, but they are still working on that and looking at other options as
well.
Williams asked if the closures would be full closures or partial closures. Konickson responded
that they would be full closures for just a couple of days at a time, however he doesn’t know for
sure how long the closures will last, but they will be short-term full closures and there will be
detours for likely two days at a time. Williams asked if they have the detour plans for this.
Konickson responded that he has seen them, but he hasn’t reviewed them closely yet. Williams
asked if he could send them out. Konickson responded that he would. Williams explained that
they need this information as they most likely will have to do something with their traffic
signals, adjust and retime them to accommodate the closures.
Grasser asked what the plan on lighting and such is, will there be a committee like they had on
the Sorlie lighting project. Konickson responded that his understanding is that it will probably
kind of piggy-back on the same type of plan, but they are still working through that, but his
understanding is that it will be a similar lighting plan as the Sorlie. Grasser suggested that at
some point they may want to have a discussion with the NDDOT and whatnot on the technical
aspects of the lighting. He explained that what they are discovering on the Sorlie, with the LED
lights, is that they are nice because you have a full spectrum of color, you can pick 500 shades of
blue that you want, but they are running in to trouble as the controller is not very friendly, it isn’t
very reliable, and the DOT hasn’t accepted it and it hasn’t been able to send dates and such so
they have had to input the dates manually. He stated that he doesn’t know what the trade-offs
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are, but he would rather have a simpler system and live with maybe one or two shades of blue
instead, so they should maybe have those types of discussions on the operational end of the
lighting on the Kennedy, and if there is any way at all of interconnecting the two controllers
together so that when you want to do one they both go through the same thing, that would be
beneficial, so basically he is looking for a little bit of simplicity of the lighting. Konickson
responded that he would forward that request on.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE BIKE/PED PLAN SCOPE OF WORK
Viafara referred to the Scope-Of-Work, and explained that they strived to fulfill the suggestions
and comments brought to us by the Grand Forks Engineering Department, and he hopes that they
were able to capture the spirit of those suggestions and comments, which we greatly appreciated
getting.
Viafara pointed out that, attached to the Scope-Of-Work, the first activity was the Training
Seminar, that was approved by the MPO Executive Policy Board. He stated that the training was
delivered, and participants from a number of agencies and departments did attend. He explained
that the purpose of the training was to, number one, train people that would be available to
become active participants in the Advisory Committee that will guide the overall plan update.
Viafara commented that issues like visioning and outreach performance measurements, needs
evaluations, identification of strategies, development of the measures and targets, and
consideration for a Complete Streets Policy were discussed at the seminar, so he trusts that those
in attendance are now very familiar with the importance and the needs and requirements of those
elements.
Viafara stated that today he is bringing, for your consideration for approval, the new revamped
version of the Scope-Of-Work, and if you have any questions he would be happy to answer them
on behalf of the MPO. He added that the MPO appreciates any consideration that you give to
this, because by approving it we will be able to expedite our activities and will get ourselves
back on track for the proposed schedule for this update.
Kuharenko asked, for the benefit of this group, that Mr. Viafara please go over what the three
days of training covered, and what the attendance levels were for each of those days. Viafara
responded that the training occurred over two and a half days. He explained that the first day
was dedicated to pedestrian issues. He said that they went through all the elements pertinent to
pedestrian activities and discussed data collection, elements dealing with safety, and how
pedestrian activities are actually linked to the development of bicycle activities as well, so from
that point of view they did an audit around the neighborhood to try to understand issues that are
pertaining to sidewalks that sometimes curtail mobility for both pedestrians and small bicyclists
that are still allowed to ride on the sidewalks.
Viafara stated that the second day pertained to bicycle activities and entailed the same elements
of data collection, and barriers that sometimes curtail mobility. He said, however, that they were
able to do a little more extensive audit as they actually crossed South Washington and looked at
issues with the underpasses that have been brought to our attention.
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Viafara commented that the third day, which was actually a half-day, was devoted primarily to
two activities; how to prioritize the elements and then which elements are needed for us to start
considering how to put together a Complete Streets Policy.
Viafara reported that in terms of attendance they enjoyed the attendance of about nine to ten
people, in general. He added that for those that were unable to attend, it is unfortunate that they
missed the opportunity to visit with, in his opinion, one of the foremost authorities in the area of
bicycle and pedestrian issues in the United States. He stated that the materials are available and
will be circulated to those that could not attend but that are interested in receiving the
information.
Viafara stated that it is our opinion that in other occasions, when training is provided, every
effort should be made to take advantage of the opportunities available, but in the meantime the
program will continue and we appreciate and are grateful for the attendance of those that did
participate in this training seminar.
Williams referred to “Task 10” and stated that they would like to have their Service Safety
Committee included in the committees this is presented to. Viafara asked which of the two
opportunities they feel would be the most appropriate to include them with. Williams responded
that they should be included with both. Viafara responded that he would include the Service
Safety Committee on both lists.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY LAESCH, TO APPROVE THE BIKE/PED
PLAN SCOPE-OF-WORK, SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE GRAND FORKS
SERVICE SAFETY COMMITTEE ON THE DRAFT AND FINAL APPROVAL
PRESENTATIONS.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bergman, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood
Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders Lang.

Kuharenko, on behalf of the Grand Forks Engineering Department, thanked Mr. Viafara for
incorporating those comments that they provided, and thanks for your cooperation and hard work
on the Bike/Ped Plan Scope-of-Work.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MINNESOTA SIDE 2017-2020 T.I.P.
Haugen reported that this item is for approval of the Draft Minnesota Side 2017-2020 T.I.P.. He
stated that they did advertise that a public hearing would be held today on the Draft Minnesota
Side 2017-2020 T.I.P.; and that written comments could be delivered by noon today, however
none were received.
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Haugen opened the public hearing.
There was no one present for discussion.
Haugen closed the public hearing.
Haugen commented that, if you will recall, back in January we discussed the Candidate Projects,
and there really was only the availability of 2020 on the Minnesota side for any new projects to
be programmed into the T.I.P. He said that you will see in 2020 that the only three projects are
continuous transit funding projects, there are no street or other projects included in the document,
otherwise there are no changes from the current T.I.P.
Haugen stated that there was some discussion on the 2018 project for East Grand Forks; Project
#10, which is a $990,000 on 10th Street N.E. He said that just this morning MnDOT announced
that they have decided to fund rural transit providers differently than they have in the past, so the
ATP Subtarget for the City of East Grand Forks will increase in amount of funding. Laesch
interjected that this decision still has to be approved by the ATP, so it isn’t a done deal. He
added that they are recommending to the ATP that it go up from $787,000 to $850,000. He said
that they hope for approval from the ATP next month.
Haugen reported that, just to backtrack a bit, how MnDOT used to fund the rural Greater
Minnesota transit properties, they, and he will use the word “forced”, the transfer of highway
dollars over to transit dollars, and just recently MnDOT has decided to fund those some other
way than transferring highway dollars to transit dollars, so when a transfer was necessary the
ATP had to decide how much of their highway dollars they were willing to give to transit, and
our ATP gave 8% from the County Subtarget and the City Subtarget because those were the only
two programs MnDOT would allow the transfer out of so now those two subtargets can recapture
the true highway program in them, which is why there will be an increase in the funding amount.
Haugen stated that he knows that East Grand Forks is considering swapping the project to the
Roundabout on Bygland Road, however we haven’t formally received that request, so this draft
is still showing the currently programmed project in 2018. Ellis commented that they have
received an Intersection Control Evaluation, but she doesn’t know when they are going to
discuss it. She added that, when it comes right down to it though, it isn’t necessarily improve the
level of service during their peak time in the morning, but it will make it safer and help with the
side-street traffic, and it will slow down the traffic traveling on Bygland. She explained that a
traffic light in 2045 would improve the level of service during the peak time, but not other times,
which is basically what they thought.
Haugen reported that the only other major project besides each of the annual transit projects is
the Kennedy Bridge. He stated that Minnesota is funding it out of FY2017, and are paying back
federal funds in FY2018, so you will see this listed in the tables.
Haugen referred to the Project Status Tables and pointed out that on the transit side, obviously
the operations are ongoing, however because of some issues with the completion of MnDOTs
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Statewide Purchasing Contract the purchase of transit vehicles has been delayed. He added that
the Safe Routes To School funding project is also experiencing some issues. Ellis reported that
they have to write a Technical Memorandum for bike racks and signs, so it is just a matter of
sitting down and doing it.
Haugen said that the last project is connected with the new sewer lift station on 10th, and
bringing that down to grade with the railroad.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE MINNESOTA SIDE 2017-2020 T.I.P., AS PRESENTED.
Kuharenko pointed out that the Staff Recommendation states 2016-2019 instead of 2017-2020
T.I.P.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Ellis, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bergman, West, and Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood
Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders Lang.

Haugen reported that on the North Dakota side, earlier this week they received a draft of some of
the Urban Program funds, but there are still a couple of questions. He asked Mr. Johnson if he
knew where they were at with the process. Johnson responded that he visited with their
Programming staff, who met with their Management staff a couple of weeks ago, and they went
into a long discussion on where the current project listings status is, but they have to go back and
look at some things and make some revisions so their timeline has been pushed back by quite a
bit; and in-fact, the last conversation he had with them they said that they were hoping to maybe
have something ready by the end of May. He stated that as soon as he can get ahold of the
project list he will forward it to the MPO.
Haugen asked if this was the same timeline for the TAP and HSIP projects as well. Johnson
responded that HSIP is a little tricky because you aren’t getting an approved program until the
end of August, but yes, once they have the project list and it is ready for the Draft S.T.I.P., they
will have a fairly good idea of what HSIP is looking like as well, but it will be subject to Federal
Highway approval.
Haugen commented that, in essence then we are hoping for a Draft T.I.P. in May, or possibly the
first part of June. Johnson responded that that would be correct, that it could possibly push into
June. He added, however, that the MPO could move forward with what is known at this time;
you have the Urban Program, you have the 2017-2019 projects as we know it now based on the
current S.T.I.P., and we have the outlying 2020 projects, and then any potential changes within
the budget. He stated that other issues, in terms of advertising time, and if any changes are made
between the draft and the final, is a decision that will need to be figured out when we get there.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY
Haugen reported that included in the packet were bits of information, and one thing to highlight
is that KLJ has created a new website: www.drivei29.com. He stated that he hopes everyone
can visit it, if you haven’t already, and you can still get to it via a link on the MPO website as
well. He added that tomorrow is a big public engagement day, and you should have received a
flyer with this information, and should be familiar with the activities that will be going on. He
said that the summary of the presentation that Mr. Bittner is going to give us on the future traffic,
the Alerus Center traffic analysis, and environmental issues is included in the packet, as are the
minutes from the Steering Committee meeting.
Mike Bittner, KLJ, was present for a brief presentation (a copy of which is included in the file
and available upon request).
Presentation ensued.
Laesch asked if there were any benefits to I-29 with the addition of a southend bridge
connection. Bittner responded that that issue will be one of the major things covered in the next
phase of this study, Macro-Alternatives, which are the big ticket item such as new interchanges,
overpasses, and river crossings. He stated that they will evaluate that river crossing in order to
see what it looks like, in terms of does it benefit I-29, and he thinks past studies have shown that
in terms of reducing traffic specifically on I-29 it hasn’t shown a lot, but they will re-evaluate
that again and look at the benefit cost, and also the Merrifield crossing as well. Haugen stated
that the MPO Executive Policy Board required those be included in the scope-of-work, so it will
be part of the analysis.
Grasser said that he may give Mr. Bittner a call as he feels this may be a good presentation to
give to the Service Safety Committee, as it builds into a discussion on how to generate funding
and such for street improvements.
West asked Mr. Grasser about the ramps that we currently have on the interchanges we do have,
and where the funding came from for them. Grasser responded that he would assume it was all
part of the original Interstate System, and was built with Interstate Funds. Haugen added that all
our Interchange Ramps were done during the original construction of the I-29 System, we
haven’t added anything new. Grasser said that they have done some improvements since, on
radius’ and such, but even those were done with Interstate Maintenance Funds. West stated that
he asked this as he has had some questions from the public on this study, specifically why
doesn’t the County pay for this, and he didn’t really know how they were funded before. Bittner
commented that in working in different communities, it’s typically Interstate Maintenance Funds
that are used for any modifications to the ramps. West stated, though, that he would guess that if
the County or City went to the DOT and said that they would be willing to pay for ramps, they
would probably say yes. Bittner responded, though, that they would still have to go through the
Interchange Justification requirement, and they are very very strict in requiring that all
requirements are met, just because access is so important on the Interstate System, which is why
this study is so important because they will start getting us through those steps to get you
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towards that, even if you said you would pay 100% of the cost, they are still going to have you
meet those requirements.
Grasser reported that their understanding, as they have been working through the 47th
Interchange discussion is, if he can kind of paraphrase it, from Federal Highway is that they
aren’t worried about our internal traffic problems, we need to show that there is a benefit to the
Interstate System by adding an interchange or something; i.e., if our traffic spills back onto the
Interstate then there may be a benefit to Federal Highway to stop that from occurring.
Bittner commented that one question you will always, always be asked by the DOT is – “What
are you doing on your local system to alleviate problems - are your north/south arterials
operating efficiently to keep traffic off of I-29”, and they did run a detailed scenario to help
answer this. He referred to a slide showing capacity improvements on the three major
north/south arterials to try to get traffic to funnel out, and explained that what they found was
that the growth is so concentrated around I-29 that they were still choosing to use I-29, so that is
really going to be a valuable resource as they have this conversation, that even with
$100,000,000 worth of improvements, we are still seeing only a 5% reduction on I-29, so those
types of analysis go a really long way towards these discussions to help answer some of these
questions.
MATTER OF SAFETY PLANS AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Haugen reported that last March we were hearing about the finalization of some rules regarding
the Safety Program, and also now the schedule for performance measures and targets in other
areas.
Haugen stated that included in the packet are some of the presentations. He explained that North
Dakota was selected as one of the few state sites where Federal Highway – he asked if Mr.
Johnson could help explain what Federal Highway did when they came in to North Dakota as
one of those six sites.
Johnson reported that it was a kind of joint effort between Federal Highway and NHTSA and
they are working with a consultant to go around and do this type program with the collective
State. He stated that at the time the workshop was started knowing that the rule wasn’t out yet,
but they wanted to try to figure out a way to figure out how to implement the rule when it does
come out; what questions they have about the rule, or what the rule might be about, then it just so
happened that the rule came out right before their session, so they revamped the discussion a bit
and are now talking about if the rule is out, which rule are you talking about, how you see
implementing it into your planning process, and primarily it had to do with how does the DOT
and the MPO’s see their coordination effort going moving forward, so if we were to have
discussion on what actions are available to try to make that work.
Haugen commented that, just to highlight, there are two actual different rules that were finalized;
one deals with the Highway Safety Improvement Program, which is kind of a funding program
of safety dollars in what is now called FAST; and the second one deals with performance, and
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again under MAP-21 creation continued in FAST there are several performance measures and
targets that are required now throughout the statewide and MPO planning process, and safety is
one of them, and was the first one in which they finalized what the rules are going to be, so the
presentation first covers the HSIP program, and there are some slight changes to that but most of
it is on the performance side.
Haugen stated that these are separate, but are intricately related as well. He added that beside the
meeting in Bismarck a webinar was offered April 1st in which they went over these rules in more
detail.
Haugen reported that they are starting to get into the meat and potatoes of how we do
performance based planning and first was to come up with the measures that we are going to do,
then to identify what the targets are. He said that a lot of this will take some collaboration
among all the players that have to reach agreement in how the performance is going to be
measured and how the targets will be set.
Haugen commented that the big thing about the HSIP Program is that it is continued on, and has
a huge apportionment to it so prior to MAP-21 safety in North Dakota was generally rolled into
the other programs that created the Urban Program. He explained that with MAP-21 it was
separated out, and North Dakota revamped how it did its whole Safety Program, and it is now a
rather sizable chunk of money, and they also revamped how they are going to try to program
those dollars by going to their 50% hotspot and 50% systemic.
Haugen stated that the only other real change that came in is that there is now a cycle of updates
to the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and the first update is due August 1st of next year. He said
that the only other major change is that they have created this model inventory of roadway
elements so this is now sort of the data gathering portion, and these are the things they want the
agencies to start developing so that everyone is on an apples to apples comparison, as we are
trying to get data driven performance out of all of this.
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the schedule, and explained that they are submitting this
annually; and you heard Mr. Johnson already talk about HSIP earlier in the T.I.P. discussion, and
it is an August report timeline. He added that there are a lot of details that are in this MIRE data
elements, all public roads now need to now have data collected on them and submitted.
Haugen stated that the next slide gets into the segmentation. He explained that the stuff that is
currently on the Federal Aid, which is functionally classified, is where they want the most data.
He said that the next level down they are easing the data requirements of reporting, and then
when you get to the unpaved roadways they require even less data.
Kuharenko asked if Mr. Haugen had information as to what those elements are instead of just
saying 37 elements. Haugen responded that the 9 elements are part of the 37 elements; the 5
elements are part of the 9 elements which are part of the 37 elements. Kuharenko asked if we
know what those 37 elements are. Haugen responded that we do, however he did not include
them in a slide. Kuharenko asked if that information could be distributed. Haugen responded he
would get them that information. Haugen reported that the rest of HSIP Program didn’t have
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many major changes made to it, and it is a continuation of a program that was a major change in
MAP-21.
Haugen stated that we now get into performance; the draft performance rule that was out for
comment, they only talked about four performance measures, but the final rule introduced a fifth
one. He added that it also identifies a process between collaboration for state and MPOs, and
introduces this assessment of whether you’re making progress and what happens if your deemed
not to make progress so it is getting back, again, to performance based, as we have to identify
what our performance level targets are and we have to show that we are trying to achieve those
and we have to show progression one way or the other and they are making an assessment on
whether we are progressing or not. He added that there are some ramifications if they determine
that we aren’t progressing.
Haugen referred to a slide that listed the five performances. He pointed out that the first four
were the four that are synonymous to the draft, and the fifth one was added due to a lot of
feedback they received from congressmen, all the way down to the public about needing to
account for non-motorized accidents/crashes as well, so it was added. He commented that they
are all five year rolling averages, so each year there is another five year rolling average created.
Haugen commented that the targets are applicable to all public roads, and this goes back to the
HSIP safety rule where all public roads are part of the MIRE program, and the performance
measures apply to all public roads.
Haugen said that there are some targets; number of fatalities, rate of fatalities, and number of
serious injuries, that must be identical to the behavioral side of safety, which is the Highway
Safety Plan that each State has to produce. He added that if you weren’t aware there is a
Strategic Highway Safety Plan that really gets into the infrastructure side of things, and then
there is the Highway Safety Plan that gets into the behavior performance type of things.
Haugen reported that the Highway Safety Plans had these performance targets as a mandate for a
number of years already, but they also have additional targets and performance measures that are
required under the Highway Safety Plan.
Williams referred to the statement that this is applicable to all public roads and asked if it was
applicable to local roads as well, because they will be doing data collection in August and
statistical reporting on local roads but they aren’t receiving and funding for local roads, correct.
Haugen responded that, again, if your local roads are showing data that they are crash prone to a
level of priority, then you would receive funding.
Grasser asked who was going to gather data and report it, is it going to be the responsibility of
the local government to put together the data and submit the data as a package to the MPO, or
what. Haugen responded that the local government is submitting that to the NDDOT, who
reports it to the FHWA. He added that police, fire, sheriff, etc., departments report to a central
data base already, so all crash data is going to that same data base, and as we saw there is a new
common definition of what serious injury is and such so they are normalizing some of the
intricacies of different state practices and stuff.
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Grasser commented that he is just looking at this kind of from a staffing level, so what you’re
suggesting there is that you’re kind of getting fed this information automatically so we shouldn’t
have to anticipate a lot of labor and manpower on the local level to put this together. Haugen
responded that, from what he can recall on these 37 elements, you are already collecting a lot of
that data for your local GIS system already.
Grasser said that another question, when we get into performance and things on safety, is there
anything that is somehow correlating funding to goals. He explained that we create goals and get
things but if we don’t have enough money, even though they may be programming more than
they had in the past, is there any way it correlates so we don’t set goals that we don’t have the
financial ability of meeting. Haugen responded that that is part of setting up the performance
measure and the target, that is what is driving it. He explained that later on you will see how
they assess that. Williams asked, then, if they would be setting up their own performance goals
and targets. Haugen responded that they will have that ability, yes, as an option. Grasser said,
then, that eventually they will be trying to figure out a balance between goals and financial
capability. Haugen responded that that is correct, we still can’t get past the fiscal constraint
obstacle. Grasser stated that that is what he was thinking, and the last transportation plan was
maybe focused on maintenance and how many dollars are there to address safety issues. Haugen
agreed, adding that LRTP does not address how NDDOT changed Safety since they hadn’t
created this huge safety program.
Haugen reported that the State does have the option of creating an urbanized target for each of
those five measures, or a non-urbanized target. He stated that this urbanized and non-urbanized
is completely different than an MPO target setting, so don’t confuse these two as being the same
geography.
Haugen stated that he included a slide of the NHTSA Performance Measure Requirements. He
said that they have to be identical, so both plans now have to have identical targets and measures.
He commented that the NHTSA ones have been around for quite a while, and these are the other
ones that North Dakota and Minnesota have already been establishing for statewide safety
efforts. He said, then, that you can see that there is a whole list of other things that are different
than those that are identical. He added that this is kind of important in that, because they have to
be identical, both of those agencies have to get together and agree that the data is going to allow
them to come up with identical measures. He cited the example of, North Dakota, because of the
increasing population out west, the vehicle registrations, etc., the measures and target would
indicate that if they can maintain crashes, that would be a good target to set; but NHTSA, as an
agency doesn’t like to see maintenance, they want to see a reduction, yet when we get into the
performance side, if ultimately the HSIP dollars are being held because you aren’t showing a
reduction, then it creates a funding mess, so it is important that still the NHTSA side, the safety
plan side, and the strategic highway side have to reach an agreement as to what those measures
are, and there are two different federal agencies that have to reach an agreement, in our case
North Dakota is one of the anomalies where they had increasing deaths and fatalities as a result
of the increased population, increased driving, increased vehicle registration, while for the rest of
the nation the opposite is true.
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Williams said, so then with our performance targets in that area we should be looking at basing it
on either per capita or per million vehicle miles, or per exposure of an intersection. Haugen
responded that, again, the way that they are accounting for is these three measures; total number
of fatalities, rage of fatalities, and the number of serious injuries, those are the measures. He said
that we can create other measures, but these are the three that are the ones we have to perform to.
Haugen stated that, ultimately the point is that HSIP doesn’t act independent of the Safety Plan
side of these measures, and for now they have to be identical where in the past they could sort of
be in their separate orbits. Williams asked if the Long Range Transportation Plan has to tie in to
that as well. Haugen responded that it does, adding that we are delegated to the nuances of
statewide performance measures, urbanized and MPO areas.
Haugen commented that the next slide talks about urbanized and non-urbanized area targets. He
said that it really is not talking about the MPO study area, nor the Federal Aid Urban Boundary,
so it is a tighter geography. He said that the MPO can’t use the urbanized geography, if it wants
to set its own target. It has to use the MPO Study Area, so they are two different geographies.
Haugen said that another thing to note is that even if the State does split it urbanized/nonurbanized, it is not included in their assessment of achievement towards that target progress. He
added that the MPO has the option of either agreeing to support the State target or it can establish
its own numerical target. He explained that because we are a bi-state MPO we also have the
benefit of agreeing to a statewide target on one side of the river, and creating our own on the
other side of the river. He said that because there are five performance measures we have the
ability to adopt the statewide on one of the five, and create our own for the other four, or any
combination of those above, but the targets are applicable to all public roads in the MPO area
just like the statewide ones are applicable to all public roads statewide, but for MPOs, because of
our study boundaries, there really isn’t a set go-to place for you vehicle miles traveled data, so
there is guidance out as to how we have to come up with an estimate for vehicles miles traveled
in our study area.
Haugen explained that our targets must be reported to the DOT, they must be available to FHWA
but they are not used as part of the statewide performance effort.
Kuharenko asked, in terms of the option for the MPO to establish targets, those targets, he is
assuming, have to be as strict as the state. Haugen responded that they do not because they don’t
go against the overall statewide assessment of how they are achieving targets, they aren’t
included in that, the MPOs have the option of being above, below, or the same as. He added that
the only thing we must do is to have one for each side of the river, and we must have it done no
more than 180 days after the state has theirs done. Williams asked when the state thinks they
will have theirs completed. Haugen responded that Minnesota might have one before North
Dakota, as Minnesota has been doing this performance management for ten years now, so they
might be in a better position to do something. He added that there are some dates later on with
exact completion dates, and again he thinks Minnesota might be ahead on that schedule.
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Haugen commented that one of the things that is being stressed is that this is creating a need for
more collaboration and coordination between the MPOs and the States. He said that it also all
does tie back to the Long Range Transportation Plan and the Statewide Transportation Plan, so
one of the things that we already discussed is that it all ties back to the fiscal constraint issue as
well.
Haugen pointed out that the next couple of slides discusses how they are going to assess whether
you’re progressing towards target. He stated that, again, you have five measures; and this again
is only at the statewide level, so you have your five measures and if you are making progress
with four out of the five you’re good. He added that it isn’t only that you have to meet the target,
but you can also be better than the prior year, so it isn’t the fact that you have just yes or no did
you meet target, because even if you didn’t meet target it is still a yes that you are doing better
than previously.
Williams asked, for instance, if they decide that we are going to have zero fatalities, and we met
that last year, so we aren’t going to be any better at it this year, so is there clarification, because
there has to be a bottom line at some point that things are not going to get any better than what
they already are. Haugen responded that he thinks we are related to our external death
manipulators, and that is a long term end goal, by the year 2040 we will have zero deaths, and
these assessments are the rolling annual one so you’re not saying the target will go from
whatever number of fatalities to zero in one year, so you’re showing a ramping down of deaths,
so you aren’t going to go from, he thinks North Dakota has 140 deaths/fatalities, so you aren’t
going to go from 140 in a five year rolling period to zero, you aren’t trying to target yourself to
zero in the next annual performance. Williams said that that is what her question was, is it trying
to target anything to zero doesn’t seem realistic. Haugen stated, again, these are the five that you
have to set, but you can do additional ones just like on the Safety Plan side where you have other
measures.
Haugen commented that if you aren’t meeting the targets, you do have some obligational
authority limitations that limit you to making sure that your HSIP program is fully funded, but
you don’t have the flexibility if you want to play the obligation limit game of having one
program 100% obligated, another 50% obligated to make that statewide 90% obligation level.
Haugen referred to a slide that shows an example of the Target Assessment table and went over
it briefly.
Kuharenko asked if the baseline performance is from the prior period. Haugen responded it is
the prior five year period. Kuharenko stated he can see that being a potential concern especially
if we start growing, and continue to grow, with the number of fatalities and the number of
serious injuries because there might be situations where the number of fatalities may increase for
whatever reason, and the same for the number of serious injuries, and then all of a sudden if
those two go up we would have no in both categories, and you have to hit four out of the five, so
that is a potential concern. Haugen responded that their philosophy is if you are having more
injuries and more fatalities, they want you to spend more money to prevent or correct them, so
you aren’t losing money you just have less flexibility of where you can use it.
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Haugen stated that one of the differences between the NHTSA and the Strategic is NHTSA goes
with a three year rolling average, now they are required to go with a five year average, so all this
data is from the current North Dakota three year rates. He went over the information briefly.
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen knows if there has been any discussion anywhere at all about
HSIP funding, and some of these other funding programs, as far as changing how they are
funded from the standpoint of, we identify an issue, it is an urgent issue, and we apply for
funding but it’s four year away before we can receive it so in the meantime we have four more
years of incidents occurring at this area that we know drastically needs something done to it, has
anybody talked about allowing locals or states to upfront some funding and then be reimbursed
when that funding year actually occurs so that we can fill in that gap of four years when we
know of all sorts of problems. Haugen responded that, if he is hearing her question correctly, are
you discussing advanced construction options, because that is already an existing option.
Williams asked if it was available for the HSIP program. Haugen responded that it is available
for all federal highway and transit programs, it is allowable from the federal side, but you have to
have approval from the state side as well. He said that Minnesota might allow locals to advance
construct. Laesch responded that he thinks they do, adding that he knows they do on the STP
program and he doesn’t see why you couldn’t with the other programs. Haugen said, then, that it
is the other way around, North Dakota might not allow locals to advance construction, however
on a case by case situation they may. West stated that case by case you can borrow ahead on
federal aid if they have it. Johnson added that they have allowed it in the past if they have a
reasonable expectation that federal funds will be available, and there is a documented and known
need, but it is a management approved case by case basis.
Haugen stated that the remaining slides are just showing the North Dakota five year rolling
averages right now, where we sit on these five performance measures. He added that, again, we
had a meeting in late March, and since then the NDDOT and the MPOs have started a
conversation of how we can work together to come up with these measures. He said that we
obviously have to work together to figure out if we want to do separate MPO ones, or just
support the State levels.
Haugen said that one of the things that he didn’t state is if we decide to do this at an MPO level,
we can do one that is just MPO wide even though we are a bi-state MPO.
Haugen summarized that these are the rules as we know the, but there is still a lot of process that
has to be identified, there is still a lot of forms that need to be identified, a lot of decisions yet to
determine what the targets are.
Williams asked, when they talk about “rate” what is it, is it the number of fatalities based on per
million vehicle. Haugen responded it is. Kuharenko commented that that is why he asked this
earlier, because of the fact that we are trending up on a couple of them, and we are required to hit
four of the five measures, it could be a potential concern. Williams said that some of these are
thoroughly competing. She stated that by encouraging more walking, biking and such, our
vehicle miles will go down; however it increase the exposure of pedestrians and bicycle riders so
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then that has the potential for going back up again because now we have more people out there
so she isn’t sure about it.
Laesch asked for clarification that if you don’t meet the target, you just have less flexibility with
the HSIP funds. Haugen responded that that is correct. He added that your obligation authority,
so getting into the difference between appropriation and obligation authority, but you
appropriated $100,000,000, just to make these round numbers; but your obligation authority only
allows you to only spend 90% of that, that 90% is out of the total $100,000,000, and the
$100,000,000 is divided up by the five core programs, so you can choose out of one of the five to
fund it at a less than 90% level, and fund the other four at 100%, so your total program is at 90%,
this is saying that under the HSIP program you can’t do that, it has to be the full obligation
authority. Haugen stated that they aren’t taking away HSIP dollars from you, and they aren’t
physically taking dollars from other programs to force it into HSIP, but if you are used to playing
the game where you take other dollars as part of your obligation authority cap, then you do have
to move some obligation authority from another program to make sure you are spending all of it
on HSIP projects.
Haugen stated that the latest we can hold out is February 27, 2018 for completion of this
document. Williams said, however, that that can move up if Minnesota does theirs sooner.
Haugen responded that that would be correct. He added that we don’t have to wait the full 180
days either. Williams agreed, but said that it would be difficult, however, if North Dakota hasn’t
come out with their guidance yet, and then we have to proceed with Minnesota, we could end up
with only three days to have to do something. Haugen commented that we would always have
180 days after the State gets done.
Johnson referred to the staff statement, and asked about the statement that the targets will go to
the TAC and MPO no later than the fall of 2017, is that just a local decision, or should that be the
February 2018. Haugen responded that it should say February 2018.
Haugen stated that, if he remembers correctly, December of 2019 is when the data becomes
available to assess whether we are achieving any of our targets, which means that in March of
2020 is when we will get our first determination from Federal Highway, and all of us that are
familiar with FAST Act know that 2020 is the end of FAST so it could be subject to change.
Haugen said that we have until 2026 to get the elements in place for the MIRE FDE Program.
He added that the rules become officially effective tomorrow, and if you want to see more about
them you can check out the sites listed.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
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Williams pointed out that it shows that the Glasston Study is complete. Haugen responded that it
is still being edited by the consultant. Williams said, then, that it isn’t really complete. She
asked if there would be any way that an additional column could be added between the fiscal
year and the completion date that says what percentage of completion the project is at. Viafara
responded that he would add this information to the document.
Williams stated that since the Glasston Study completion date is no longer December 31st, 2016;
we need to establish a new completion date and make that change to the document. Kuharenko
suggested that if a completion date changes we could probably through a note to that effect in the
activities column.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 13TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 11th, 2016, 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: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Richard Audette,
Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities
Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji;
Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; and Mike Yavaro,
Grand Forks Engineering.
Guest(s) present were: Stephanie Hickman, FHWA-ND; Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT-St. Paul;
Darrell Washington, MnDOT-Office of Transit; and Diomo Motuba, ATAC.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 13TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 13TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it does state that staff was not aware of
any updates on either bridge, however it also states that there may be some oral updates
presented, so does anyone present wish to provide an oral update eon either of these two projects.
Kennedy Bridge
Laesch commented that he doesn’t have any updates on the Kennedy Bridge, but he will try to
get Paul Konickson or Roger Hille to come to the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting
to give us an update.
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen stated that maybe the only outstanding thing on the Sorlie Bridge is the lighting,
acceptance of the equipment. Yavarow responded that they just started the acceptance process
for the aesthetic lighting equipment two weeks ago. Haugen asked if Mr. Yavarow had heard
anything on the status of the agreement. Yavarow responded that he hasn’t heard anything, other
than the fact that it has been revised again.
Christianson reported present.
MATTER OF FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT
Haugen reported that a public hearing notice was published for this agenda item at this meeting.
Haugen opened the public hearing.
There was no one present for discussion.
Haugen closed the public hearing.
Haugen stated that the public notice also advertised that written comments would be accepted
until 11:00 a.m. today. He said that no comments were received.
Haugen commented that the amendment itself is a fairly straight-forward amendment. He
explained that back when we adopted the T.I.P. in October of last year, it was done prior to the
solicitation of this program fund, and at that time we did anticipate there would be one fixed
couch vehicle replaced, but in October there were actually four vehicles requested, and in
February the NDDOT notified the Cities Area Transit that they were awarded three replacement
vehicles. He said that we are not just catching up with the T.I.P. amendment that shows these
three replacement vehicles and the federal dollars awarded.
Haugen stated that this brings in new money so it does not result in a fiscal constraint issue, and
the projects are consistent with our plan so staff is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to
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forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this amendment to
the FY2016 T.I.P.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWRADING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS PRESENTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and
Audette.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FY2017-2020 T.I.P.
Haugen reported that today we are addressing the North Dakota Side FY2017-2020 T.I.P. He
stated that back in December this basic power point was presented to you, only addressing the
changes to our current T.I.P. document. He said that it is a rolling four-year annually adopted
T.I.P., and so he will only discuss those projects that are different from the current T.I.P.
document.
Haugen reminded everyone what our responsibilities are in our geographic area. He stated that
FAST is still fairly new, and there are some nuances that aren’t fully being implemented yet in
this document, so it is still subject to change.
Haugen commented that we have to do year of expenditure, and there is a new item here that is
new to the Technical Advisory Committee. He explained that, previously our revenue forecast
was 1.2% per year, but as a result of FAST we are now using a 2% growth in federal revenue per
year. West asked where they think they will get in increase in monies. Haugen responded that
FAST does a bump-up in its first year, and then it continues carrying on, so the authorization
levels are being reacted to here as a 2% growth. West asked if they were raising the gas tax,
adding that he doesn’t think they are. Haugen responded that they financed it with different
methods, one being the sale of billions of gallons of reserved oil. Johnson added that there is a
funding plan in the FAST bills to fund it fully at the levels they laid out, which showed a 2%
increase, but there is an $8 billion recession built into 2020 as well, so in case they are wrong,
they will just go back $8 billion. He stated that, no, they aren’t doing anything with the gas tax
right now, but it is the first bill we have had in a while that has a full funding plan, that doesn’t
just rely on the gas tax and general fund influx.
Haugen reported that this is new information that was given in February, and he doesn’t know if
it preliminarily reflects yet in any of the spreadsheets.
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Haugen stated that the projects being discussed today are: Transit – on the operating side –
5307; we are maintaining what is currently there and adding the 2020 year as normal growth, but
we do note that we are updating the TDP so it is subject to change as a result of that. He stated
that the action we just took took care of this capital, and we are assuming another request in this
draft of another fixed route vehicle replacement. He said that back in March we took action on
the 5310 program, so this draft T.I.P. is reflecting those projects, in priority order.
Haugen reported that on the old TAP Program; which we noted last December is no longer called
TAP, is a set-aside of the STP. He said that it is still combined of the old separate TE, SR2S,
Scenic; and Recreational Trail is still separate for North Dakota’s decision.
Haugen commented that the one thing that FAST allows, that still has not been implemented yet,
is that other entities can apply, where MAP-21 restricted it to only the City being able to apply.
He stated that there was one project submitted; it is a shared use trail on 55th Street, on the west
end of Grand Forks. He referred to a map illustrating the location of the trail, as well as where
another trail was supposed to have been constructed this year, but now it appears in the Draft
T.I.P. as being funded this year but constructed next year. He said that the blue line shown on
the map is a path that will tie into the existing network of trails.
Kuharenko said that, just to touch on this, he did see in the documentation that it shows that the
path is on the north side, but they are actually looking more and more like it is probably going to
be on the south side, so we should probably make that provision. Haugen responded that he
would ask that you look at the cost shown there as well and let him know if any changes are
required for that as well.
Haugen stated that the project that is being applied for is the one shown with a solid red line on
the map, and at some future date, where the 2017 project ends there will be a request or a project
too, of awarded funds, that will tie the two projects together. He added that they do not know the
award amounts at this time, so the draft is not reflecting an award on the TAP project.
Haugen said that for HSIP there were three projects submitted and are listed in priority order, but
are not included in the Draft T.I.P. as we have not been officially notified of an award.
Haugen reported that projects that are currently programmed, or have had changes made to them
are as follows:
Urban Road Side:
Haugen explained that previously we had a traffic signal going in on 42nd Street and Garden
View, but that location has been changed to South Washington and 44th Street. He stated that the
cost estimate did not change.
Regional Side:
Haugen stated that back in December we were seeking to add in 2017, two additional traffic
signals. He said that in this Draft the Gateway Drive and 55th Street is being funded in 2020, not
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in the requested 2017 year; and the DeMers Avenue and either the West Columbia Road Ramp
or 30th Street are showing up in 2019. Williams asked if there is any mention of a study needing
to be done on this project. Haugen responded that there isn’t, adding that the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. are
not identifying funds for a study of that location.
Haugen commented that there was also a request to add these ramp detections, but they are not
showing up in this draft document.
Haugen reported that another project in the draft is a potentially huge project down on the west
edge of U.S. Highway 2. He explained that it is currently listed as a reconstruction project,
trying to use 2018 funds, with the actual construction in 2019, however only 3 mils of it are
actually located in the MPO study area. He said, though, that they were looking at the actual
scope to see if it shouldn’t be a complete reconstruction, but more of a mill and overlay, but for
now the Draft T.I.P. is moving forward with what is currently there, with the same information
yet to be scoped to determine what the final project will be, but it is setting aside the
$22,000,000.
Haugen reiterated that those are the projects in the current document, and how they changed. He
added that any other project that is in the current document does not have a change to its current
cost, federal participation, or year of work.
Haugen stated that the new-year is 2020. He pointed out that on the Urban Side/Local Side there
is a mill and overlay project on University Avenue between State and 3rd Streets. He explained
that this was requested for 2019 last year, but was not funded, so it was resubmitted for 2020.
He added that you should note that the year of expenditure was adjusted because of the
additional year delay.
Haugen commented that on the Regional side they requested the complete reconstruction of the
underpass on Washington Street. He said that it is not included in this draft, however the
pavement work on North Washington is included in 2020, so of the two regional projects, the
second one was included in the draft, but this one was not. He added that North Dakota also
likes to know what the next year beyond the T.I.P. is for the Regional side, and this table shows
what was identified back in December, but he would suspect that with this project not being in
2020, that we could just as well add it to the 2021 project list and move the one shown out.
Haugen reported that the full draft document was included in the packet, and in Appendix A,
there is a progress report on the current year program. He said that you will notice that
highlighted are the progress reports on all projects programmed to occur, and he would like to
thank everyone for providing updates.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2017-2020 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE
DEMERS AVENUE MULTI-USE PATH CHANGES, AS DISCUSSED.
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Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and
Audette.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL IMPROVEMENT SCOPE OF WORK
Haugen reported that a representative from ATAC was scheduled to be here for a brief
presentation, however in their absence he will give a brief overview.
Williams stated that she has a question on the completion date. She pointed out that it shows the
effective date as June 15th, 2016 to June 16th , 2017, but in the Staff Report is says completion in
2016, so, because we have the bicycle and pedestrian update that will consume October,
November, and December, what should the actual date be. Haugen responded that the Staff
Report should be amended to show the June 16th, 2017 date.
Haugen commented that, in essence we are preparing for our work in 2017 and 2018 to update
our Street and Highway Plan, with ATAC working on the base model completion, our
expectation is that most of it will be done this year, so it is available and ready for us when we
start looking at future conditions the next two years.
Haugen stated that there are some additional activities that ATAC is suggesting, or
recommending we do in this model update. He said that one of them is to introduce a freight
component; with the emphasis in the FAST Freight program, and continued encouragement by
our State and Federal friends to improve our freight planning efforts. He added that ATAC has
figured out a way to incorporate freight forecasting into our travel demand model.
Haugen reported that a second component they are utilizing; and we are working with the other
two MPOs and the NDDOT, to incorporate having uniform social economic data that populates
our TAZ structures, so there is currently an RFP out, with North Dakota being the lead agency,
to have a statewide purchase of this data, and then each of the three MPOs would contribute their
programmed share towards that purchase. He added that we will all have, then, a similar source
for data, and this is a coordinated effort between the three MPOs.
Haugen commented that when we get into calibration of our model, validation of our model; if
you recall, last time we did a model update e in 2012, we physically intercepted a percentage of
vehicles out on the three bridges to get an idea of what the vehicles were doing as they crossed
the bridges. This go around we are likely to release an RFP to try to have one of the typical GPS
Vendors who are collecting this data already to supply us with a month’s work of “origins and
destination” trips within our MPO area. He said that this effort would be similar to the
household employment data concept that will be, again, a venture between the NDDOT and the
three MPOs, so it is one RFP going out, and we will all be given the same vendor.
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Haugen said that you might see the name of a certain vendor in some of these documentations,
such as Airsage, but the RFP will be written so that it is open for others that can fulfill our code
requirements. He added that this, again, will help us with having, we think, better data and we
could get an origin destination intercept.
Diomo Matuba, ATAC, arrived to give a brief presentation.
Williams asked if there was going to be a working group on this, or will they just present the data
as they go along for everyone to review. Haugen responded that the working group will be with
ATAC and staff. Williams asked, then, when they would get to review the information. Haugen
responded that right now you have the scope of work, and as you can see in the schedule, as
things are done staff will bring it back to this body for review and discussion. Williams said that
that means that at the end of every task we will review what has been done. Haugen responded
that that is correct.
Matuba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request).
Presentation ensued.
Matuba explained that travel demand models are used to predict travel behavior, demand for
transportation, and tools used by decision makers for optimal transportation decisions. He added
that models are updated every five years, which is shy they are doing this update now as the
previous model update was done in 2010.
Matuba reported that there are four steps to modeling: 1) Trip Generation (estimates number of
trips made); 2) Trip Distributions (where do trips generated go); 3) Mode Choice (what modes of
transportation do trips use to get to destination); and 4) Trip Assignment (what routes will trips
take).
Matuba went over the model update approach they are using for this update and explained that
they want to determine what worked and what didn’t so they can improve the model for future
use.
Williams asked if they were using the new Highway Capacity Manual for this update. Matuba
responded that they are using some of it. Williams asked if they had a summary of what they are
using as she doesn’t have the new manual and she is interested to see it as she knows there were
some changes in the level of service in terms of the cut-offs. She asked if they had a table that
has that information. Matuba responded that he has the manual so he does have the table.
Williams explained that she knows that because of the changes, it will affect the model form last
time to this time. She added that she went to a webinar on the changes, but she didn’t have the
manual, and hasn’t been able to get it.
Matuba explained how this all ties in with capacity and the way it is covered in the manual. He
cited the example of identical roadways; one in Los Angeles with a Level of Service F, and a
capacity of 4,000; and one in Grand Forks with a Level of Service D, and a capacity of 3,000 or
7

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, May 11th, 2016

3,500. Williams asked, then, if they were going to use saturation rates. Matuba responded that
they will be.
Matuba reported that they are working with the Highway Capacity Manual, and in 2000 they
really have a good descripting of what different arterial capacities would be, and in 2010 they
sort of looked at the highways and the interstates, and that is where they ended, they really didn’t
go into what the 2000 HCM did, different roadways so it was a little bit different, and he doesn’t
know why they shied away from that, but it was a little bit different than what they looked at in
2010.
Laesch asked, the Federal Highway has FAS data, how do they collect that, and how do we get
more of that data collected in the rural areas. Matuba responded that that is a very good
question. Williams asked if Mr. Laesch was talking about the NPMRDS. Laesch responded he
was talking about the freight analysis. Matuba stated that he isn’t really sure how they collect
that data, but he does think they have several different data sources that they are using to collect
it. He added that they could be buying some of the data, but he doesn’t know which company
they would be getting it from, but they are using several different sources. He said that he has
tried to get in contact with them, but he was told that it is an estimate and looks at several
different sources to develop this data set, it isn’t just one source.
Hickman said, just as a piece of information, since you are looking at introducing a freight
component she want you to be aware that FAST has introduced two freight funding programs;
one of them is an apportionment program so that each state gets a certain amount according to a
formula, and the second is called Fast Lane and is a discretionary program that will be put out
each year and will be directed at those routes that have been designated as part of the primary
freight highway system , and will involve an application process. She stated that the Fast Lane
Program is closed this year, it was opened and then closed, but it is something that you may want
to look at for next year for communities to apply for it.
Williams asked if, for the Primary Freight Highway System Program, automatically are all the
interstates in it, or are all the U.S. Highways in it. Hickman responded that most of the
interstates are in it, but not all of them are, believe it or not; but they can be added by the
individual States as part of their critical rural or their critical urban freight systems. She added
that it has a lot of different definitions in there, but there is a requirement that their primary
freight highway system be designated.
Haugen said that you will notice in the staff report that there was a request to make a
recommendation, and just to highlight that Dr. Diomo doesn’t come free, there is a cost
component to it, in the amount of $36,678.00. He added that this is included in our budget for
this year and will carry over into next year, so staff would respectfully request that this body
forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this.
Washington asked if there are any ties, or data, or swatches more or less for the upcoming
Transit Development Plan in this plan as well, in terms of generation. He said that he knows
there will be discussion about modes a little bit, but the Transit Development Plan is ongoing as
well. Matuba responded that so far they haven’t really tied transit into the model, but it is
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something that they have talked about. He said that the feedback was that it is an important
component, but it doesn’t make up a significant proportion of travel in the metro area, so the
amount of work you would have to put into getting the transit, and the benefits that you would
get do not really make sense so far. Washington stated that he was looking more at the data that
is going to be generated from each one to make certain they are consistent, and to make certain
that one doesn’t say something different than the other. Matuba responded that that is something
that they would definitely want to look at, and although they aren’t going to actually model it,
they are going to have to consider where people live and work. Washington stated that he was
mostly looking at the demographic data base and everything else, hoping that the same
information can be used on both, and there won’t be any issues. Haugen commented that they
will be the same, in-fact the socio-economic data they are purchasing is going to greater detail
and will assist us in understanding the propensity for transit use. He said that, again, but the
whole OD data will also give us an idea of all those destination desire lines in Grand Forks/East
Grand Forks and we will prepare those with the routes currently as they exist to see how
compatible they are or aren’t, so yes there will be cross-pollenization of the data for the different
plans that are going on.
Williams asked if a map of the current network, with baseline ADTs, could be sent out. Haugen
responded that he would do that.
Haugen commented that he didn’t update the recommended action for this agenda item. He said
that it should be for the Travel Demand Model Update, not Phase III of the Count.
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR THE 2015 TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING
SUPPORT UPDATE, AS PRESENTED.
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and
Audette.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF MnSHIP AND MnSWTP
Haugen reported that Mr. Laesch will give a brief presentation on the most recent information for
MnSHIP and the State Multi-Modal Plan. He stated that included in the packet were executive
summaries for both, and you were also given the general Minnesota GO website to look at as
well.
Laesch distributed handouts, and referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is
included in the file and available upon request), explaining that he would like to just highlight a
little bit of what they have done far. He explained that they are in the process of updating their
Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, and their State Highway Investment Plan for
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Minnesota. He stated that these plans can accept policy direction for transportation in
Minnesota, and they are directing billions of dollars onto the State Highway System, so they
have $21 billion dollars in revenue over the next twenty years, and these plans are defining
which one of those investments we prioritize, and how much of those dollars goes into each
investment.
Laesch stated that he will focus on the Multi-Modal Plan first, but the handout he just distributed
is more focused on the Highway Investment Plan.
Laesch explained that the Multi-Modal Plan is looking at trends, changes that they expect to see
in transportation over the next twenty years. He pointed out that they analyzed twenty one
changes, and this is kind of Phase 2 of their public engagement, but over Phase 1 they reached
out to over 10,000 Minnesotans, and the trends that rose to the top were:
1)
2)

3)

4)
5)

Ageing Infrastructure
Urban and Rural Population Trends – the rural populations are kind of staying
constant, but they are seeing the urban populations increase. By “urban” they
mean towns of 2,500 or more, so people are congregating to cities more
Climate Change – this looks at things like rain patterns as we are getting much
stronger storms than we got in the past, so the fifty year storm we designed our
culverts for is now a ten year storm and is washing out those culverts and bridges
and we need to start planning for those kinds of things
Environmental Quality – we want less pollution and improved health
Transportation Behavior – what modes are being prioritized more, what corridors
are being prioritized more, and analyzing that further.

Laesch stated that he doesn’t have a handout for the Multi-Modal Plan, but as Mr. Haugen
mentioned, they are looking for additional input and you can go to www.MinnesotaGo.org and
fill out a survey on this.
Laesch said that he will focus a little bit more on the Highway Investment Plan, which he has
been a little more involved with. He stated that what he handed out earlier is information on how
they are proposing to invest their highway dollars, their transportation dollars. He pointed out
that there are fourteen different investment categories listed, and what they are proposing is that
about half of the funding would go towards highway sand pavements; 11% will go towards
bridges; and 8% will go towards supporting infrastructure such as signals, culverts, guardrails,
etc.
Laesch said that just to kind of highlight what some of the other categories are, as some of them
aren’t quite as self-explanatory as bridges, highways and pavements, and infrastructure; highway
ownership would be looking at some jurisdictional transfers – what systems should some of these
roads be on; Twin Cities area mobility –o where should they be expanding, where should they be
looking at four-lane facilities, passing land facilities; regional/local priorities – these are the ones
that don’t really fall into a specific category – where they hear issues from the county or a city
that need to be taken care of, or they have their Transportation Economic Development Program
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where there might be a business going in that needs some highway improvements, that is a
program that a local agency can apply for funding from.
Laesch commented that the first exercise he would ask everyone to do would be to look at how
they are prioritizing their funding expenditures. He said that in their public outreach they had
three different pie charts that people could choose from and the middle one is the tone that
seemed to rise to the top. He stated that this is where they are at right now, that is what they are
proposing so they are asking you if you love it, like it, is it not what you were looking for, and
could you please explain why you love it, like it, or it isn’t what you were looking for.
Laesch stated that the second activity, which he feels is a little more interesting, is that they are
looking for a Long Range Transportation Bill, and they often get funding in kind of one-time
shots, and so if they get some new revenue, which one of these categories should they focus
more attention on, what should they prioritize, so he would ask that you go through the
categories listed, and then choose from 0, which would mean that you don’t think any additional
review should go towards that category, to 3 which would mean that you definitely feel that
additional revenue should to go towards that category.
Laesch referred to the page with the pie-chart, and pointed out that you can see what some of the
outcomes are based on these investment levels, so you can see that for highway surfaces and
pavements, how much of the system is going to be in poor condition based on this level of
investment, so he feels they are doing a pretty good job of hitting their targets, although he
would highlight that on the minor arterial routes you will be looking at about a fifth of them
being in poor condition, so they will be taking a pretty good hit.
Laesch stated that they will continue to keep their attention on high volume bridges, but again,
anything on those minor arterial systems will be allowed to degrade a little bit more.
Information only.
MATTER OF COMMUTE DATA FOR PERFORMANCE MATRIX
Viafara referred to a power point presentation ( a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over it briefly.
Viafara reported that this is one of the final installments to the full review of the Long Range
Transportation Plan. He pointed out that to date we have reviewed: 1) Functional Classification;
2) Pavement Condition; 3) Traffic Volumes; 4) Traffic Counts; and 5) Fatalities and Serious
Injuries.
Viafara stated that today we will be discussing Goal 3: Accessibility and Mobility. He
explained that this entailed reviewing the commuting share by mode, or Journey To Work.
Viafara said that to do this it was important for us to keep in mind three aspects:
1)

The number of vehicles has grown, or increased in the area.
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2)
3)

The number of people have increased in the area.
The registration of vehicles has increased.

Viafara commented that, keeping those three things in mind, we needed to make sense of what is
happening now throughout our area.
Presentation ensued.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE TO THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN
Haugen reported that included in the packet is a status of where we are at with the update. He
said that, just to highlight, the three main consultants we are working with are: WSB (the main
consultant); Community Design Group (a sub-consultant); and Nelson Nygard (a subconsultant).
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over it briefly.
Haugen explained that a survey was done over the last several months, primarily on-line, but also
at different engagement locations. He stated that there are three key themes they are hearing
from the survey: 1) Need more affordable housing; 2) Need improved and expanded multimodal infrastructure and facilities; and 3) Need more engagement and involvement of the public
in long-range planning.
Haugen stated that some of the more specific individual questions were generally questions on
priorities, and how this will shake out.
Haugen commented that the top industries or businesses the public would like to see in Grand
Forks are any that offer higher paying jobs, entertainment companies, technology, and childcare.
Haugen said that in terms of transportation people would like our community to become more
pedestrian friendly, improve safety at intersections, add more bike lanes, encourage more active
and healthy forms of transportation, and improve public transit.
Haugen reported that this information is just highlighting the results of the survey, so for more
detail you can to onto the MPO’s website at: www.grandforks2045.org.
Haugen stated that he would also like to report that we asked the consultant to help us sort of
pout these works into concept pictures that help us understand what the words, the goals and
objectives, and other things in the document are trying to portray, so they selected three different
sites around Grand Forks for them to help us, and help the community understand better.
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Haugen explained that the next few slides will give you an idea of the participation they got at
the different sites, what kind of engagement activities took place at each of them, as well as the
results from each of the locations.
Haugen referred to a slide of the Grand Cities Mall location, and stated that he would like to
point out that currently we have a business located here, and one up here, and a gas station over
here, so a lot of effort was made in identifying a way to push the presence of the mall and the
commercial services out to Washington Street right-of-way instead of having a sea of asphalt
before you get to a service, and repurposing a lot of the existing retail into other uses – such as
the current K-Mart facility being repurposed into housing, and also trying to lessen a lot of that
asphalt area by adding a storm-water feature that is used as a water amenity on the site, and to
build in some community facilities outside as well as inside the site. He added that there is also a
concept where a library should be located in Grand Forks, and a transit hub here to better serve
the needs of the transit community as well.
Haugen then referred to a slide of the Water Treatment Plan location, and reported that similar
concepts were discussed here, such as storm-water being used as an amenity to this side, with
multi-modal facilities surrounding it. He said there is a strong desire to open up the concrete
flood wall to be able to make use of the Greenway System, and to engage the community
programming activities as part of the site development as well.
Haugen said that the last one is a slide of the Discovery School area, which is the largest site of
the three. He pointed out where the new Discovery School is located, and explained that some
housing has been placed around it, so the discussion was on how to incorporate active living into
the neighborhood with additional trails being constructed around the storm-water retention pond
as an amenity to the site. He stated that there was discussion about possibly repurposing the
existing old farm yard in the area into al park type setting to try to preserve and maintain an
active use setting of a farmyard area.
Haugen reported that the next big thing you will see from staff is, they have received the zoning
ordinance changes and staff is reviewing the information and will schedule a Land Use
Subcommittee meeting. He said that they have purposely taken some public time off to allow for
the local election cycles to take place, then they will be back with documents early this fall.
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen could get the information from the consultants so they can work
on it; and then when you say become more pedestrian friendly and walkable, she can think of
this one item that would answer that or whatever, but what are the people specifically referring
to, because we already have sidewalks everywhere, we have trails everywhere, what are they
looking at. Haugen responded that he would direct her to the more detailed report, as in that
report they have many pages of actual comments from the public, that will give you some
inslight as to what their needs are. Williams asked if they can summarize that for staff. Haugen
responded that they attempted to with the initial documents, but there is more information in the
report. She said that her question is is a more land use question or more of an infrastructure
question is what she is wondering.
Information only.
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OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the mPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program. He pointed out that your request last month that the percent of
work completed per project, and the year the project was programmed, be added, has been
included in the update.
b.

Bike Map

Haugen reported that the 2016 Bike Map/Brochure has been completed and is available on the
website, or you can pick one up in the MPO office.
c.

TDP Meetings

Haugen commented that there will be a Transit Development Plan meeting following the
conclusion of this meeting right here in the Training Conference Room.
d.

Bike/Ped Meetings

Haugen reported that Mr. Viafara held a Bike/Ped meeting yesterday morning, and another one is
scheduled to be held tomorrow.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 11TH, 2016,
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:20 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 11th, 2016, 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: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Richard Audette,
Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities
Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji;
Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; and Mike Yavaro,
Grand Forks Engineering.
Guest(s) present were: Stephanie Hickman, FHWA-ND; Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT-St. Paul;
Darrell Washington, MnDOT-Office of Transit; and Diomo Motuba, ATAC.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 13TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 13TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it does state that staff was not aware of
any updates on either bridge, however it also states that there may be some oral updates
presented, so does anyone present wish to provide an oral update eon either of these two projects.
Kennedy Bridge
Laesch commented that he doesn’t have any updates on the Kennedy Bridge, but he will try to
get Paul Konickson or Roger Hille to come to the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting
to give us an update.
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen stated that maybe the only outstanding thing on the Sorlie Bridge is the lighting,
acceptance of the equipment. Yavarow responded that they just started the acceptance process
for the aesthetic lighting equipment two weeks ago. Haugen asked if Mr. Yavarow had heard
anything on the status of the agreement. Yavarow responded that he hasn’t heard anything, other
than the fact that it has been revised again.
Christianson reported present.
MATTER OF FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT
Haugen reported that a public hearing notice was published for this agenda item at this meeting.
Haugen opened the public hearing.
There was no one present for discussion.
Haugen closed the public hearing.
Haugen stated that the public notice also advertised that written comments would be accepted
until 11:00 a.m. today. He said that no comments were received.
Haugen commented that the amendment itself is a fairly straight-forward amendment. He
explained that back when we adopted the T.I.P. in October of last year, it was done prior to the
solicitation of this program fund, and at that time we did anticipate there would be one fixed
couch vehicle replaced, but in October there were actually four vehicles requested, and in
February the NDDOT notified the Cities Area Transit that they were awarded three replacement
vehicles. He said that we are not just catching up with the T.I.P. amendment that shows these
three replacement vehicles and the federal dollars awarded.
Haugen stated that this brings in new money so it does not result in a fiscal constraint issue, and
the projects are consistent with our plan so staff is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to
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forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this amendment to
the FY2016 T.I.P.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWRADING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS PRESENTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and
Audette.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FY2017-2020 T.I.P.
Haugen reported that today we are addressing the North Dakota Side FY2017-2020 T.I.P. He
stated that back in December this basic power point was presented to you, only addressing the
changes to our current T.I.P. document. He said that it is a rolling four-year annually adopted
T.I.P., and so he will only discuss those projects that are different from the current T.I.P.
document.
Haugen reminded everyone what our responsibilities are in our geographic area. He stated that
FAST is still fairly new, and there are some nuances that aren’t fully being implemented yet in
this document, so it is still subject to change.
Haugen commented that we have to do year of expenditure, and there is a new item here that is
new to the Technical Advisory Committee. He explained that, previously our revenue forecast
was 1.2% per year, but as a result of FAST we are now using a 2% growth in federal revenue per
year. West asked where they think they will get in increase in monies. Haugen responded that
FAST does a bump-up in its first year, and then it continues carrying on, so the authorization
levels are being reacted to here as a 2% growth. West asked if they were raising the gas tax,
adding that he doesn’t think they are. Haugen responded that they financed it with different
methods, one being the sale of billions of gallons of reserved oil. Johnson added that there is a
funding plan in the FAST bills to fund it fully at the levels they laid out, which showed a 2%
increase, but there is an $8 billion recession built into 2020 as well, so in case they are wrong,
they will just go back $8 billion. He stated that, no, they aren’t doing anything with the gas tax
right now, but it is the first bill we have had in a while that has a full funding plan, that doesn’t
just rely on the gas tax and general fund influx.
Haugen reported that this is new information that was given in February, and he doesn’t know if
it preliminarily reflects yet in any of the spreadsheets.

3

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, May 11th, 2016

Haugen stated that the projects being discussed today are: Transit – on the operating side –
5307; we are maintaining what is currently there and adding the 2020 year as normal growth, but
we do note that we are updating the TDP so it is subject to change as a result of that. He stated
that the action we just took took care of this capital, and we are assuming another request in this
draft of another fixed route vehicle replacement. He said that back in March we took action on
the 5310 program, so this draft T.I.P. is reflecting those projects, in priority order.
Haugen reported that on the old TAP Program; which we noted last December is no longer called
TAP, is a set-aside of the STP. He said that it is still combined of the old separate TE, SR2S,
Scenic; and Recreational Trail is still separate for North Dakota’s decision.
Haugen commented that the one thing that FAST allows, that still has not been implemented yet,
is that other entities can apply, where MAP-21 restricted it to only the City being able to apply.
He stated that there was one project submitted; it is a shared use trail on 55th Street, on the west
end of Grand Forks. He referred to a map illustrating the location of the trail, as well as where
another trail was supposed to have been constructed this year, but now it appears in the Draft
T.I.P. as being funded this year but constructed next year. He said that the blue line shown on
the map is a path that will tie into the existing network of trails.
Kuharenko said that, just to touch on this, he did see in the documentation that it shows that the
path is on the north side, but they are actually looking more and more like it is probably going to
be on the south side, so we should probably make that provision. Haugen responded that he
would ask that you look at the cost shown there as well and let him know if any changes are
required for that as well.
Haugen stated that the project that is being applied for is the one shown with a solid red line on
the map, and at some future date, where the 2017 project ends there will be a request or a project
too, of awarded funds, that will tie the two projects together. He added that they do not know the
award amounts at this time, so the draft is not reflecting an award on the TAP project.
Haugen said that for HSIP there were three projects submitted and are listed in priority order, but
are not included in the Draft T.I.P. as we have not been officially notified of an award.
Haugen reported that projects that are currently programmed, or have had changes made to them
are as follows:
Urban Road Side:
Haugen explained that previously we had a traffic signal going in on 42nd Street and Garden
View, but that location has been changed to South Washington and 44th Street. He stated that the
cost estimate did not change.
Regional Side:
Haugen stated that back in December we were seeking to add in 2017, two additional traffic
signals. He said that in this Draft the Gateway Drive and 55th Street is being funded in 2020, not
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in the requested 2017 year; and the DeMers Avenue and either the West Columbia Road Ramp
or 30th Street are showing up in 2019. Williams asked if there is any mention of a study needing
to be done on this project. Haugen responded that there isn’t, adding that the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. are
not identifying funds for a study of that location.
Haugen commented that there was also a request to add these ramp detections, but they are not
showing up in this draft document.
Haugen reported that another project in the draft is a potentially huge project down on the west
edge of U.S. Highway 2. He explained that it is currently listed as a reconstruction project,
trying to use 2018 funds, with the actual construction in 2019, however only 3 mils of it are
actually located in the MPO study area. He said, though, that they were looking at the actual
scope to see if it shouldn’t be a complete reconstruction, but more of a mill and overlay, but for
now the Draft T.I.P. is moving forward with what is currently there, with the same information
yet to be scoped to determine what the final project will be, but it is setting aside the
$22,000,000.
Haugen reiterated that those are the projects in the current document, and how they changed. He
added that any other project that is in the current document does not have a change to its current
cost, federal participation, or year of work.
Haugen stated that the new-year is 2020. He pointed out that on the Urban Side/Local Side there
is a mill and overlay project on University Avenue between State and 3rd Streets. He explained
that this was requested for 2019 last year, but was not funded, so it was resubmitted for 2020.
He added that you should note that the year of expenditure was adjusted because of the
additional year delay.
Haugen commented that on the Regional side they requested the complete reconstruction of the
underpass on Washington Street. He said that it is not included in this draft, however the
pavement work on North Washington is included in 2020, so of the two regional projects, the
second one was included in the draft, but this one was not. He added that North Dakota also
likes to know what the next year beyond the T.I.P. is for the Regional side, and this table shows
what was identified back in December, but he would suspect that with this project not being in
2020, that we could just as well add it to the 2021 project list and move the one shown out.
Haugen reported that the full draft document was included in the packet, and in Appendix A,
there is a progress report on the current year program. He said that you will notice that
highlighted are the progress reports on all projects programmed to occur, and he would like to
thank everyone for providing updates.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2017-2020 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE
DEMERS AVENUE MULTI-USE PATH CHANGES, AS DISCUSSED.
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Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and
Audette.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL IMPROVEMENT SCOPE OF WORK
Haugen reported that a representative from ATAC was scheduled to be here for a brief
presentation, however in their absence he will give a brief overview.
Williams stated that she has a question on the completion date. She pointed out that it shows the
effective date as June 15th, 2016 to June 16th , 2017, but in the Staff Report is says completion in
2016, so, because we have the bicycle and pedestrian update that will consume October,
November, and December, what should the actual date be. Haugen responded that the Staff
Report should be amended to show the June 16th, 2017 date.
Haugen commented that, in essence we are preparing for our work in 2017 and 2018 to update
our Street and Highway Plan, with ATAC working on the base model completion, our
expectation is that most of it will be done this year, so it is available and ready for us when we
start looking at future conditions the next two years.
Haugen stated that there are some additional activities that ATAC is suggesting, or
recommending we do in this model update. He said that one of them is to introduce a freight
component; with the emphasis in the FAST Freight program, and continued encouragement by
our State and Federal friends to improve our freight planning efforts. He added that ATAC has
figured out a way to incorporate freight forecasting into our travel demand model.
Haugen reported that a second component they are utilizing; and we are working with the other
two MPOs and the NDDOT, to incorporate having uniform social economic data that populates
our TAZ structures, so there is currently an RFP out, with North Dakota being the lead agency,
to have a statewide purchase of this data, and then each of the three MPOs would contribute their
programmed share towards that purchase. He added that we will all have, then, a similar source
for data, and this is a coordinated effort between the three MPOs.
Haugen commented that when we get into calibration of our model, validation of our model; if
you recall, last time we did a model update e in 2012, we physically intercepted a percentage of
vehicles out on the three bridges to get an idea of what the vehicles were doing as they crossed
the bridges. This go around we are likely to release an RFP to try to have one of the typical GPS
Vendors who are collecting this data already to supply us with a month’s work of “origins and
destination” trips within our MPO area. He said that this effort would be similar to the
household employment data concept that will be, again, a venture between the NDDOT and the
three MPOs, so it is one RFP going out, and we will all be given the same vendor.
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Haugen said that you might see the name of a certain vendor in some of these documentations,
such as Airsage, but the RFP will be written so that it is open for others that can fulfill our code
requirements. He added that this, again, will help us with having, we think, better data and we
could get an origin destination intercept.
Diomo Matuba, ATAC, arrived to give a brief presentation.
Williams asked if there was going to be a working group on this, or will they just present the data
as they go along for everyone to review. Haugen responded that the working group will be with
ATAC and staff. Williams asked, then, when they would get to review the information. Haugen
responded that right now you have the scope of work, and as you can see in the schedule, as
things are done staff will bring it back to this body for review and discussion. Williams said that
that means that at the end of every task we will review what has been done. Haugen responded
that that is correct.
Matuba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request).
Presentation ensued.
Matuba explained that travel demand models are used to predict travel behavior, demand for
transportation, and tools used by decision makers for optimal transportation decisions. He added
that models are updated every five years, which is shy they are doing this update now as the
previous model update was done in 2010.
Matuba reported that there are four steps to modeling: 1) Trip Generation (estimates number of
trips made); 2) Trip Distributions (where do trips generated go); 3) Mode Choice (what modes of
transportation do trips use to get to destination); and 4) Trip Assignment (what routes will trips
take).
Matuba went over the model update approach they are using for this update and explained that
they want to determine what worked and what didn’t so they can improve the model for future
use.
Williams asked if they were using the new Highway Capacity Manual for this update. Matuba
responded that they are using some of it. Williams asked if they had a summary of what they are
using as she doesn’t have the new manual and she is interested to see it as she knows there were
some changes in the level of service in terms of the cut-offs. She asked if they had a table that
has that information. Matuba responded that he has the manual so he does have the table.
Williams explained that she knows that because of the changes, it will affect the model form last
time to this time. She added that she went to a webinar on the changes, but she didn’t have the
manual, and hasn’t been able to get it.
Matuba explained how this all ties in with capacity and the way it is covered in the manual. He
cited the example of identical roadways; one in Los Angeles with a Level of Service F, and a
capacity of 4,000; and one in Grand Forks with a Level of Service D, and a capacity of 3,000 or
7
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3,500. Williams asked, then, if they were going to use saturation rates. Matuba responded that
they will be.
Matuba reported that they are working with the Highway Capacity Manual, and in 2000 they
really have a good descripting of what different arterial capacities would be, and in 2010 they
sort of looked at the highways and the interstates, and that is where they ended, they really didn’t
go into what the 2000 HCM did, different roadways so it was a little bit different, and he doesn’t
know why they shied away from that, but it was a little bit different than what they looked at in
2010.
Laesch asked, the Federal Highway has FAS data, how do they collect that, and how do we get
more of that data collected in the rural areas. Matuba responded that that is a very good
question. Williams asked if Mr. Laesch was talking about the NPMRDS. Laesch responded he
was talking about the freight analysis. Matuba stated that he isn’t really sure how they collect
that data, but he does think they have several different data sources that they are using to collect
it. He added that they could be buying some of the data, but he doesn’t know which company
they would be getting it from, but they are using several different sources. He said that he has
tried to get in contact with them, but he was told that it is an estimate and looks at several
different sources to develop this data set, it isn’t just one source.
Hickman said, just as a piece of information, since you are looking at introducing a freight
component she want you to be aware that FAST has introduced two freight funding programs;
one of them is an apportionment program so that each state gets a certain amount according to a
formula, and the second is called Fast Lane and is a discretionary program that will be put out
each year and will be directed at those routes that have been designated as part of the primary
freight highway system , and will involve an application process. She stated that the Fast Lane
Program is closed this year, it was opened and then closed, but it is something that you may want
to look at for next year for communities to apply for it.
Williams asked if, for the Primary Freight Highway System Program, automatically are all the
interstates in it, or are all the U.S. Highways in it. Hickman responded that most of the
interstates are in it, but not all of them are, believe it or not; but they can be added by the
individual States as part of their critical rural or their critical urban freight systems. She added
that it has a lot of different definitions in there, but there is a requirement that their primary
freight highway system be designated.
Haugen said that you will notice in the staff report that there was a request to make a
recommendation, and just to highlight that Dr. Diomo doesn’t come free, there is a cost
component to it, in the amount of $36,678.00. He added that this is included in our budget for
this year and will carry over into next year, so staff would respectfully request that this body
forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this.
Washington asked if there are any ties, or data, or swatches more or less for the upcoming
Transit Development Plan in this plan as well, in terms of generation. He said that he knows
there will be discussion about modes a little bit, but the Transit Development Plan is ongoing as
well. Matuba responded that so far they haven’t really tied transit into the model, but it is
8
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something that they have talked about. He said that the feedback was that it is an important
component, but it doesn’t make up a significant proportion of travel in the metro area, so the
amount of work you would have to put into getting the transit, and the benefits that you would
get do not really make sense so far. Washington stated that he was looking more at the data that
is going to be generated from each one to make certain they are consistent, and to make certain
that one doesn’t say something different than the other. Matuba responded that that is something
that they would definitely want to look at, and although they aren’t going to actually model it,
they are going to have to consider where people live and work. Washington stated that he was
mostly looking at the demographic data base and everything else, hoping that the same
information can be used on both, and there won’t be any issues. Haugen commented that they
will be the same, in-fact the socio-economic data they are purchasing is going to greater detail
and will assist us in understanding the propensity for transit use. He said that, again, but the
whole OD data will also give us an idea of all those destination desire lines in Grand Forks/East
Grand Forks and we will prepare those with the routes currently as they exist to see how
compatible they are or aren’t, so yes there will be cross-pollenization of the data for the different
plans that are going on.
Williams asked if a map of the current network, with baseline ADTs, could be sent out. Haugen
responded that he would do that.
Haugen commented that he didn’t update the recommended action for this agenda item. He said
that it should be for the Travel Demand Model Update, not Phase III of the Count.
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR THE 2015 TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING
SUPPORT UPDATE, AS PRESENTED.
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and
Audette.
None
None
Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF MnSHIP AND MnSWTP
Haugen reported that Mr. Laesch will give a brief presentation on the most recent information for
MnSHIP and the State Multi-Modal Plan. He stated that included in the packet were executive
summaries for both, and you were also given the general Minnesota GO website to look at as
well.
Laesch distributed handouts, and referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is
included in the file and available upon request), explaining that he would like to just highlight a
little bit of what they have done far. He explained that they are in the process of updating their
Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, and their State Highway Investment Plan for
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Minnesota. He stated that these plans can accept policy direction for transportation in
Minnesota, and they are directing billions of dollars onto the State Highway System, so they
have $21 billion dollars in revenue over the next twenty years, and these plans are defining
which one of those investments we prioritize, and how much of those dollars goes into each
investment.
Laesch stated that he will focus on the Multi-Modal Plan first, but the handout he just distributed
is more focused on the Highway Investment Plan.
Laesch explained that the Multi-Modal Plan is looking at trends, changes that they expect to see
in transportation over the next twenty years. He pointed out that they analyzed twenty one
changes, and this is kind of Phase 2 of their public engagement, but over Phase 1 they reached
out to over 10,000 Minnesotans, and the trends that rose to the top were:
1)
2)

3)

4)
5)

Ageing Infrastructure
Urban and Rural Population Trends – the rural populations are kind of staying
constant, but they are seeing the urban populations increase. By “urban” they
mean towns of 2,500 or more, so people are congregating to cities more
Climate Change – this looks at things like rain patterns as we are getting much
stronger storms than we got in the past, so the fifty year storm we designed our
culverts for is now a ten year storm and is washing out those culverts and bridges
and we need to start planning for those kinds of things
Environmental Quality – we want less pollution and improved health
Transportation Behavior – what modes are being prioritized more, what corridors
are being prioritized more, and analyzing that further.

Laesch stated that he doesn’t have a handout for the Multi-Modal Plan, but as Mr. Haugen
mentioned, they are looking for additional input and you can go to www.MinnesotaGo.org and
fill out a survey on this.
Laesch said that he will focus a little bit more on the Highway Investment Plan, which he has
been a little more involved with. He stated that what he handed out earlier is information on how
they are proposing to invest their highway dollars, their transportation dollars. He pointed out
that there are fourteen different investment categories listed, and what they are proposing is that
about half of the funding would go towards highway sand pavements; 11% will go towards
bridges; and 8% will go towards supporting infrastructure such as signals, culverts, guardrails,
etc.
Laesch said that just to kind of highlight what some of the other categories are, as some of them
aren’t quite as self-explanatory as bridges, highways and pavements, and infrastructure; highway
ownership would be looking at some jurisdictional transfers – what systems should some of these
roads be on; Twin Cities area mobility –o where should they be expanding, where should they be
looking at four-lane facilities, passing land facilities; regional/local priorities – these are the ones
that don’t really fall into a specific category – where they hear issues from the county or a city
that need to be taken care of, or they have their Transportation Economic Development Program
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where there might be a business going in that needs some highway improvements, that is a
program that a local agency can apply for funding from.
Laesch commented that the first exercise he would ask everyone to do would be to look at how
they are prioritizing their funding expenditures. He said that in their public outreach they had
three different pie charts that people could choose from and the middle one is the tone that
seemed to rise to the top. He stated that this is where they are at right now, that is what they are
proposing so they are asking you if you love it, like it, is it not what you were looking for, and
could you please explain why you love it, like it, or it isn’t what you were looking for.
Laesch stated that the second activity, which he feels is a little more interesting, is that they are
looking for a Long Range Transportation Bill, and they often get funding in kind of one-time
shots, and so if they get some new revenue, which one of these categories should they focus
more attention on, what should they prioritize, so he would ask that you go through the
categories listed, and then choose from 0, which would mean that you don’t think any additional
review should go towards that category, to 3 which would mean that you definitely feel that
additional revenue should to go towards that category.
Laesch referred to the page with the pie-chart, and pointed out that you can see what some of the
outcomes are based on these investment levels, so you can see that for highway surfaces and
pavements, how much of the system is going to be in poor condition based on this level of
investment, so he feels they are doing a pretty good job of hitting their targets, although he
would highlight that on the minor arterial routes you will be looking at about a fifth of them
being in poor condition, so they will be taking a pretty good hit.
Laesch stated that they will continue to keep their attention on high volume bridges, but again,
anything on those minor arterial systems will be allowed to degrade a little bit more.
Information only.
MATTER OF COMMUTE DATA FOR PERFORMANCE MATRIX
Viafara referred to a power point presentation ( a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over it briefly.
Viafara reported that this is one of the final installments to the full review of the Long Range
Transportation Plan. He pointed out that to date we have reviewed: 1) Functional Classification;
2) Pavement Condition; 3) Traffic Volumes; 4) Traffic Counts; and 5) Fatalities and Serious
Injuries.
Viafara stated that today we will be discussing Goal 3: Accessibility and Mobility. He
explained that this entailed reviewing the commuting share by mode, or Journey To Work.
Viafara said that to do this it was important for us to keep in mind three aspects:
1)

The number of vehicles has grown, or increased in the area.
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2)
3)

The number of people have increased in the area.
The registration of vehicles has increased.

Viafara commented that, keeping those three things in mind, we needed to make sense of what is
happening now throughout our area.
Presentation ensued.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE TO THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN
Haugen reported that included in the packet is a status of where we are at with the update. He
said that, just to highlight, the three main consultants we are working with are: WSB (the main
consultant); Community Design Group (a sub-consultant); and Nelson Nygard (a subconsultant).
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over it briefly.
Haugen explained that a survey was done over the last several months, primarily on-line, but also
at different engagement locations. He stated that there are three key themes they are hearing
from the survey: 1) Need more affordable housing; 2) Need improved and expanded multimodal infrastructure and facilities; and 3) Need more engagement and involvement of the public
in long-range planning.
Haugen stated that some of the more specific individual questions were generally questions on
priorities, and how this will shake out.
Haugen commented that the top industries or businesses the public would like to see in Grand
Forks are any that offer higher paying jobs, entertainment companies, technology, and childcare.
Haugen said that in terms of transportation people would like our community to become more
pedestrian friendly, improve safety at intersections, add more bike lanes, encourage more active
and healthy forms of transportation, and improve public transit.
Haugen reported that this information is just highlighting the results of the survey, so for more
detail you can to onto the MPO’s website at: www.grandforks2045.org.
Haugen stated that he would also like to report that we asked the consultant to help us sort of
pout these works into concept pictures that help us understand what the words, the goals and
objectives, and other things in the document are trying to portray, so they selected three different
sites around Grand Forks for them to help us, and help the community understand better.
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Haugen explained that the next few slides will give you an idea of the participation they got at
the different sites, what kind of engagement activities took place at each of them, as well as the
results from each of the locations.
Haugen referred to a slide of the Grand Cities Mall location, and stated that he would like to
point out that currently we have a business located here, and one up here, and a gas station over
here, so a lot of effort was made in identifying a way to push the presence of the mall and the
commercial services out to Washington Street right-of-way instead of having a sea of asphalt
before you get to a service, and repurposing a lot of the existing retail into other uses – such as
the current K-Mart facility being repurposed into housing, and also trying to lessen a lot of that
asphalt area by adding a storm-water feature that is used as a water amenity on the site, and to
build in some community facilities outside as well as inside the site. He added that there is also a
concept where a library should be located in Grand Forks, and a transit hub here to better serve
the needs of the transit community as well.
Haugen then referred to a slide of the Water Treatment Plan location, and reported that similar
concepts were discussed here, such as storm-water being used as an amenity to this side, with
multi-modal facilities surrounding it. He said there is a strong desire to open up the concrete
flood wall to be able to make use of the Greenway System, and to engage the community
programming activities as part of the site development as well.
Haugen said that the last one is a slide of the Discovery School area, which is the largest site of
the three. He pointed out where the new Discovery School is located, and explained that some
housing has been placed around it, so the discussion was on how to incorporate active living into
the neighborhood with additional trails being constructed around the storm-water retention pond
as an amenity to the site. He stated that there was discussion about possibly repurposing the
existing old farm yard in the area into al park type setting to try to preserve and maintain an
active use setting of a farmyard area.
Haugen reported that the next big thing you will see from staff is, they have received the zoning
ordinance changes and staff is reviewing the information and will schedule a Land Use
Subcommittee meeting. He said that they have purposely taken some public time off to allow for
the local election cycles to take place, then they will be back with documents early this fall.
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen could get the information from the consultants so they can work
on it; and then when you say become more pedestrian friendly and walkable, she can think of
this one item that would answer that or whatever, but what are the people specifically referring
to, because we already have sidewalks everywhere, we have trails everywhere, what are they
looking at. Haugen responded that he would direct her to the more detailed report, as in that
report they have many pages of actual comments from the public, that will give you some
inslight as to what their needs are. Williams asked if they can summarize that for staff. Haugen
responded that they attempted to with the initial documents, but there is more information in the
report. She said that her question is is a more land use question or more of an infrastructure
question is what she is wondering.
Information only.
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OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the mPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program. He pointed out that your request last month that the percent of
work completed per project, and the year the project was programmed, be added, has been
included in the update.
b.

Bike Map

Haugen reported that the 2016 Bike Map/Brochure has been completed and is available on the
website, or you can pick one up in the MPO office.
c.

TDP Meetings

Haugen commented that there will be a Transit Development Plan meeting following the
conclusion of this meeting right here in the Training Conference Room.
d.

Bike/Ped Meetings

Haugen reported that Mr. Viafara held a Bike/Ped meeting yesterday morning, and another one is
scheduled to be held tomorrow.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 11TH, 2016,
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:20 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 8th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference
call); Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood,
Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren Laesch,
MnDOT-Bemidji; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks
District; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks
Engineering.
Absent were: Les Noehre, Greg Boppre, Ryan Brooks, Richard Audette, Paul Konickson, Susan
Hanson, Dale Bergman, Lars Christianson, Lane Magnuson, and Rich Sanders.
Guest(s) present were: Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering and Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand
Forks.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are
representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 11TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE THE MAY 11TH, 2016,
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Haugen commented that last month Mr. Laesch mentioned that he may have an update on the
Kennedy Bridge this month.
Kennedy Bridge
Laesch stated that he does have some information to share. He reported that MnDOT has
completed about 60% of the plan review; and that MnSHIPO has concurred with the rehab plans
as well.
Laesch said that there has been some discussion regarding access to the construction site on the
north side of the bridge, whether they needed to do an environmental review to allow the
contractor to go down the levee wall there, but it was decided that they would not be doing that,
that they would be using the access that is typically used and if the contractor wants to do
something different they will have to go through the proper protocol to make that happen.
Laesch commented that they would like to get in touch with the City of East Grand Forks to
discuss the trail, and how it would connect on that side of the bridge where they are extending
the trail down to 4th Street, so they are looking for some guidance as to who they should contact
in regard to that trail so they can discuss how that connection will be made and if anything needs
to be incorporated into their design to make it work better. He asked if this was something that
could be brought up at the meeting scheduled for June 14th, or is that something for the DNR.
Haugen asked if Ms. Ellis or Mr. Bail had a response. Bail responded that he assumes they will
have to meet to talk about how that connection would take place, but he doesn’t think it needs to
be done at the DOT meeting. He suggested maybe meeting separately that day, or setting up a
meeting another day, but he knows that the City Council will want to see something first before
they approve anything.
Laesch stated that he would be here again on June 14th to talk about some projects they have out
five-ten years from now, but could it be added to the agenda, or would it be too late to add it.
Haugen responded that it isn’t too late to add it, but he is wondering what materials he would be
presenting. Laesch commented that he would have to talk to Mr. McKinnon to see if he has a
layout or something that could be presented. Haugen said that they would want to see
something. Laesch said that he may not have anything ready yet, but he will check. Ellis
suggested that if there isn’t anything ready yet, then just let them know and something can be set
up. Bail added that they could meet sometime in the afternoon and not have it part of the
technical meeting, but they can certainly meet and talk about it then have something ready for
the next meeting or something.
Laesch said, then, that he will have Mr. McKinnon talk to Mr. Bail. Bail commented that he will
talk to Mr. Murphy to see who else should be involved, adding that maybe Parks and Rec should
be included as well.
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Laesch commented that nothing has really been hammered out in terms of the detours, and how
many different deck boards they are going to need, they are still working on that. He added that
further details will be forthcoming on that.
Laesch said that they did anticipate that the lighting might slide from September back to October
or November, so that is a couple of months behind schedule.
Sorlie Bridge
Yavarow reported that it is still in its warranty period, and there are still spares that have been
missing for a couple of months now.
Information only.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF NORTH DAKOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL NONINFRASTRUCTURE CANDIDATE PROJECTS
Haugen reported that, as noted in the staff report, we were only informed of this in the last week;
but if you will recall, back in October we amended our T.I.P. to include the use of old
SAFETEA-LU monies. He explained that under SAFETEA-LU the Safe Routes to School
program was split into two, with a certain percentage of the funding being reserved for noninfrastructure projects. He stated that the NDDOT decided, during those years, that they would
bank those funds to allow them to obligate more money toward construction, and now that these
dollars are about to expire, they have decided to take the appropriation and use it on educating
the public on bike/ped safety items.
Haugen commented that originally this was going to be one contract distributed state-wide, but
recently North Dakota decided, as the staff report indicates, to pick out seventeen communities
and solicit them in a pilot program to see if there was interest in doing a more locally focused
Safe Routes to School Non-Infrastructure project. He said that, long story short, we were just
informed of this decision at the very end, and Safe Kids was also informed of it at the very end.
He stated that this is the third extension for application submittal, and they are now due from the
MPO to the State by June 27th, but to get it through the MPO process they are due by noon on
Friday, and so with that short timeline, Safe Kids got involved just a week ago.
Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand Forks, reported that they initially received an e-mail on May 16th
from the State of North Dakota asking them if they were applying for the grant, which was due
that day. She said that they were then told that they could apply by June 1st, so there have been a
couple of extensions, but they just found out on Friday that it needed to go through the MPO first
so she put together a preliminary budget, and a request, and that is what she has for this body to
review today.
Olsen commented that, just to give a little background, they were doing bike and pedestrian
safety in Grand Forks long before there was even Safe Routes to School. She said that she
joined Safe Kids in 2008, and then they applied for, and received Safe Routes to School funding
from the State of North Dakota in 2008, 2009 and stretched that out to 2010 and 2011, so this is
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the first time in five years that they have had the opportunity to apply for non-infrastructure
funds, but in the meantime they continued to do a lot of bike and pedestrian activities in the
school district, so they want to be really conscious when asking for this, that they aren’t asking
for them to pay for what they are already doing because it would be hard to win a grant for that,
and it isn’t the right way to go about it, so in her “non-engineer” opinion there isn’t much they
are asking for that would affect the MPO or City Planning because it is mostly education of
students, parents, teachers, schools, and the general public.
Olsen stated that she noted in the narrative that the biggest changes they have seen in Grand
Forks; and they aren’t ignoring East Grand Forks, they have Safe Routes to School funding for
East Grand Forks as well, but that is a whole different thing, so it isn’t like they are ignoring East
Grand Forks, they have a whole different plan for that; but just in the last five years since funds
have been available they have seen enrollment go up 7%; particularly at Century, although that
has gotten back to a more manageable number; Discovery opened and they have 300 kids right
now, but it was built to house 700 and that is where homes are being built in Grand Forks. She
added, though, that they also have a lot of growth on the northend of town. She stated that in
2009 Wilder had 80 kids and this year it had 180 kids, and they will be putting up relocatables
next year to house all their students.
Olsen commented that in addition the percentage of students that are English language learners,
and whose parents are non-english speakers has grown tremendously. She said that the
boundaries have changed, and shifted for both elementary through middle school, and that is a
big issue, so a lot of changes in terms of who’s going where to school, and initially when those
kinds of changes come up parents’ initial reaction is to get in the car. She stated that one other
change is that the start time will change for Grand Forks Public Schools next fall, so a lot of
changes, and they want their education to focus on those changes. She added that she thinks
their role in the school system has changed, where she used to go into the schools and do a
school-wide assembly that is customized to each school, they now want them to fill a more
consultant type of role.
Olsen reported that she sent out a simple survey to the principals to get input as to what they
want, and what they think is preventing parents from allowing their kids to walk and bike to
school; and some of it you just can’t do anything about, things like distance and weather. She
added that some other ideas that the Bike and Pedestrian Committee came up with, and she
thinks this was Ms. Ellis’ idea, was regarding public awareness for people that don’t have school
age children such as senior citizens, empty nesters, 20-somethings and university students that
don’t have children, those that go flying down Stanford Road past Lake Agassiz, was to put table
tents at restaurants that they frequent.
Olsen commented that they discussed asking for dollars for public service campaigns, public
service announcements, and such, as well as trying to work with the University to see how we
can get more information pushed out to students to let them know that safety is an issue around
Century, Ben Franklin, Lake Agassiz, etc. She said that it is kind of unique in how close we
have elementary schools to a university population, so a lot of what they want to ask for is to do
new things. She added that Mr. Viafara and herself were just talking about, in terms of the
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bicycle and pedestrian planning, using the tools that are already out there through the Safe
Routes to School National sites to do parent surveys and classroom tallies.
Olsen reported that they also now have safety patrol programs running at five schools, and they
would like to expand that to all twelve schools in the area. She commented that AAA pays for
the equipment, but they don’t pay for the time it takes to train the kids.
Olsen stated that little things come up, like where they want to possibly do signage and spray
painting on school property; for example at West, on North 25th Street, they are trying to get their
Safety Patrols to stop kids from crossing mid-block as it is illegal and unsafe, but their parents
yell at the Safety Patrols to let their kid cross, so they are considering whether or not they can
stencil on the sidewalk, on school property, telling students to go to the crosswalk.
Olsen commented that they also know there is a more economic need in our schools. She
explained that currently when they go into the school system and do helmet safety, they only
offer the free helmets to the 3rd Graders, and we wonder if we need to look at offering helmets to
kids in other grades because we know the economic need is growing. She said that they also
want to look at if schools need more supplies such as crossing guard vests, stop paddles, traffic
cones, and yellow pedestrian signs.
Olsen reiterated that most of what they want to do is on school property, very little will be on
City property, so she doesn’t feel this would impact either the City or the MPO.
Haugen referred to Ms. Olsen’s request, and commented that it is still a basic core funded type
request. Olsen added that she is planning on tweaking it a little bit based on some of the things
that Mr. Viafara and her talked about, but that is basically what they are asking for; and, again,
the salary dollars are to expand what they are already doing, they aren’t going to ask to pay for
stuff she has been doing all along without these dollars.
Haugen commented that, as acknowledged in the staff report, this is not a full application
because things were squeezed in and we had to process something now. He asked if Mr.
Johnson had anything to add from NDDOT’s perspective on this program. Johnson responded
that he doesn’t have anything more to offer beyond what has already been shared. He did add
that he thinks this is a great opportunity to get this program off and running, and although they
had the hiccup of getting it on the street the right way, they are now going through the channels
to try to make that process better and hopefully avoid the issue in the future, so he thinks that
overall it is a good program and a good utilization of monies.
Haugen reported that this is 100% Federal funding, there is no match required, as it is all
SAFETEA-LU monies, so the request we have of this committee is, if you’re comfortable
knowing that this is the basic framework that Ms. Olsen and Mr. Viafara are putting together for
the application, you would approve forwarding a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy
Board for their consideration.
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
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APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL NONINFRASTRUCTURE CANDIDATE PROJECTS, AS PRESENTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Ellis, Bail, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Rood, West, and
Riesinger.
None
None
Noehre, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Konickson, Hanson, Bergman, Christianson,
Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Haugen distributed copies of a flyer and explained that it shows that there are meetings that are
being held right now, and again tomorrow. He explained that we are doing some Focus Group
meetings today, and then tomorrow the consultants and staff will be at three locations at different
times to try to engage the public on transit issues.
Haugen also distributed copies of a document containing the basic fixed-route information. He
stated that if you are interested we also placed the boards that will be on display during the open
house, showing the individual fixed route system and their statistics, on our website as well.
Haugen commented that also included on the individual routes are indications of where bus stops
are most popular, where we have boardings and unboardings taking place.
Ellis reported that on the Minnesota side they are setting their performance measures and targets
for the State Transit; so as they move forward on that we will be incorporating it in our TDP.
Rood said that some of the questions she has gotten concerning these public meetings include
whether there are any changes being proposed at this point, and the answer is no, this is more of
an information gathering process, getting initial feedback and trying to identify issues, so it is
just the first step in the process.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN
Viafara reported that the information in the packet is meant to keep you abreast on the
development of the plan update. He added that today he would like to provide information on
the activities planned by the MPO, and the purpose of the plan.
Viafara said that the first task was to identify Stakeholders and establish a Bike and Pedestrian
Advisory Committee. He stated that this has now been accomplished, and we are now working
on Task 2, which is to build public support for the plan development.
Viafara stated that, again, just as a refresher, what are the goals and objectives of the plan:
1)
foster accessibility and mobility
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2)
3)
4)

improve quality of life for our residents
improve on safety
emphasis the need for us to preserve and expand on the things that are already
built.

Viafara said that one important thing for the committee to understand is the role of the Advisory
Committee. He explained that they have four functions; the first is to help us devise the
visioning approach to the overall update and help us draft both the goals and outreach activities
that we are now about to embark on; and to help us improve on the performance measures and
targets. He stated that according to MAP-21 we basically are bringing the same planning
functions and factors and are combining them with the local goals and objectives that
establishing the plan.
Viafara stated that the second function is to assess the existing conditions and trends; the third is
to help us do a kind of needs evaluation, which we are working on now; and the fourth is to help
identify strategies that will lead us to prioritizing all of the proposed solutions.
Viafara referred to a slide listing the Advisory Committee members, and said that he would like
to thank them for taking the time to be of service on the committee, and also for the input they
are providing.
Viafara stated that they have been working very hard on the second task, building public support
for plan development. He explained that a press release was issued, an invitation for an open
house was printed, and they have been knocking on the doors of some advocacy groups and
businesses that are related to bike and pedestrian issues, and providing them with some
information. He stated that the two libraries and the two City Halls have been working with
them on this.
Viafara reported that a meeting was held yesterday, for the public, but, unfortunately only one
stakeholder came. He added that they had expected a much bigger crowd, so as a result some of
the strategies weren’t discussed.
Viafara commented that the next meeting involving the public will be on July 13th, at 7:00 .m. at
East Grand Forks City Hall in the Training Conference Room. He added that the topic will be
Assessing Conditions and Trends.
Viafara distributed copies of a survey and asked that everyone please take a few moments to fill
it out and return it to him. He explained that this is a draft so if anyone has any changes or
improvements they would like to bring forward, please do so.
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen reported that we were asked to develop this communication plan, and we amended our
work program in March to set aside this activity.
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Haugen commented that, as the first paragraph of the plan indicates, the purpose of doing this
plan is to help identify how we resolve disputes, and to set us up so that when we do our next
Long Range Transportation Plan we don’t have a situation where we have our T.I.P. frozen
because we aren’t progressing in a timely manner.
Haugen stated that he did meet with many of you individually about the Communication Plan.
He said, however, that while we were tasked to do this we were not given any kind of template
or given examples of what to follow, so the first document he went over with many of you was
basically a power point thing highlighting some of the issues that were going to be discussed. He
added that he also, because performance based planning and the final rules were coming out and
we already knew the safety rule, try to focus on what he knew from the safety rule and how what
we’ve done in the past is going to have to change because of what we will have to do in the
future, and show that within the document.
Haugen said that, with the ergative process of working with many of you, this draft has
conformed to comprise the communication plan that we were tasked to do by the FHWA.
Haugen stated that he has the draft available. He explained that it was not the intention to try to
adopt it this month, but instead to discuss the document, and then hopefully we can take action
on it in July and finalize it.
Haugen referred to the draft plan and went over it briefly.
Haugen reported that with the Communications Plan, and our emphasis by our State and Federal
Partners, the public is something of the utmost importance. He pointed out that the first section
of the plan talks about the MPO and public communication, and the next section discusses the
MPO structure and how our local partners come to the table, both as the Executive Policy Board
and its membership, which is identified in a chart; and the second chart shows the makeup of our
Technical Advisory Committee. He explained that if you look at past charts showing the TAC
makeup you would only see one division, North Dakota Division as our lead agency, but they are
now requesting that we show both divisions.
Haugen pointed out that the bubble chart shows the relationship among the agencies. He
explained that the local level includes the cities and counties; then the MPO, then that States,
then our Federal Partners.
Haugen stated that this sums up the framework that we are organized under. He added that the
next section talks about our basic process for making decisions. He referred to a flow chart and
stated that, as we just heard with our TDP and Bike/Ped Plan, we have a Steering Committee that
is comprised of local people that are focused on that topic, and they meet and advise to the TAC,
then the TAC advises the MPO Executive Policy Board. He added that with our being a Bi-State
MPO, this is used to allow for an issue that is more focused on one side of the river to have more
participants assisting in that issue than having someone from the other side of the river providing
input, although that input is still part of the process and the TAC and Executive Policy Board
engage in the activities. He said that this is a technique we have been using, and this documents
how that is done.
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Haugen commented that one of the tasks that the feds asked us to do was, not to set us up so that
it would delay our Long Range Transportation Plan, but as projects get developed to ensure there
is a consistency with our planning documents, and to also introduce the performance based
requirement of, we’re not just doing plans, and now that we are in the plan, we are addressing
what outcomes we expect projects to achieve, and we will be programming through our T.I.P.
trying to achieve those outcomes, and so that connection from planning to program development
is getting more interconnected.
Haugen said that the description of this is three-fold; it has always been the intent that there is the
consistency between what gets planned, what is programmed, and what is developed. He stated
that with project development there have always been questions on, once the plan is adopted
whether the projects programmed are consistent with the plan and is the project, as it is
developing, still consistent with our plans.
Haugen commented that many times things come up, and it isn’t the smoothest process to have
to wait a minute and say, okay there are things that come up that might not make this as
consistent with the plan as we would like, and we wonder if we should amend the plan, so,
historically there has been some hiccups along the way in this process.
Haugen stated that another point is that Congress continues, each time they do an authorization,
to try to re-introduce this strengthening of what is being planned, what the outcomes are that we
are trying to achieve, and what we are planning to achieve. He added that the performance based
planning is one example of that and the other is each time Congress brings in and disconnects the
separation of the NEPA process and the planning process, and allows one to accept the work of
the other.
Haugen reported that the last few pages of the document get into dispute resolution. He referred
to Page 6 of the document, and pointed out that the dispute resolution process is represented by
the pyramid shown. He explained that it is basically, if there are disputes, most of them should
be resolved at the local level, but if for some reason they can’t be resolved there the next step
would be to take them to the State level, and then as a last resort to the Federal level.
Haugen stated that at the local level first staff would try to resolve any disputes, then the TAC
would become involved, then the Executive Policy Board. He said that at the State level, right
now North Dakota is the Lead State Agency, but we do know with the Safety Performance
Targets that we will have to adopt two separate targets because of our Bi-State items, and it is
unlikely for many of these things that we could rely solely on our Lead State Agency, so the
diagram on Page 7 of the document shows that we have other agreements that will have to be
amended to adjust the arrangement that we have had historically of North Dakota being our lead
state. He added that, regardless of which State we are in, all three “cogs” will have to be
working in unison in order for resolution to occur with any dispute.
Haugen commented that the last level is the Federal level. He said that we do get some direction
from them, and this flow chart shows that there is a reverse flow as well.
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Haugen concluded by explaining that this is the draft document that has been circulated around.
He said that staff appreciates the comments received; and the improvements have been
implemented into the document.
Ellis reported that she has been visiting with her City Administrator, David Murphy, as well as
with Mr. Kuharenko and Mr. Grasser about this. She said that she feels that the communication,
per say, isn’t necessarily the issue; there is plenty of communication, but she thinks that what the
problem really is is a lack of understanding of how the communication is processed. She stated
that, as the authorization bills come forward, and we are setting performance measures and
targets, and kind of doing more detailed planning; she knows from their City Council level that
there is a lot of confusion between deciding what they want in a project and knowing what to put
in a study because for them they still see a study as just “well, you know it’s in there and if we
want to apply for funds now it’s in this study but that doesn’t necessarily mean that this is the
project that we are going to do or this is exactly how we are going to do the project”. She added
that she thinks that they are still under the way the MPO has worked the last couple of years and
not understanding the authorization, or they assume that we are taking care of the details and
they are telling us what to do; and we are taking care of the details so when it comes to them at
an executive level it is all fine-tuned for what they might be approving.
Ellis commented that, having worked for the MPO, she sees a glossed over look sometimes when
they start talking about specifics, so Mr. Kuharenko and herself were visiting about this and they
kind of think that they are going to have to review this with their respective council members
that are on the MPO Executive Policy Board, and their Council Presidents, and maybe come up
with some sort of plan, to have more presence, or maybe have staff meetings with them before
the Technical Advisory Committee and Executive Policy Board meetings so that they are
understanding what they tell us like “oh, yeah we should do a bike lane, but then how is it going
to come, and if we put it in, well now we can’t do it or we can’t maintain it but it’s in the study
and so I guess we are doing it”. She said that she just thinks they are really confused as to how
the whole process works, not for lack of communication or anything because when they get here
it seems like they understand it, but then when you talk to them it is more “oh, so we got to do
that now that it is in the plan, I thought we had the option of doing something else that came up”,
so Mr. Kuharenko and herself are going to go back through the communication plan and figure
out how they, locally are better prepared so they can ensure their councils are more informed,
because it seems like even though they know, they don’t know, and she thinks they are
dependent on staff to be voicing what their opinions should be, and then they get confused when
it comes to the Executive Policy Board what those opinions are and what they are actually voting
on. She added that it isn’t just the MPO, it is a lot of different things, even just being in the
EDA. She stated that Mr. Murphy suggested that she sit down with Engineering, and maybe
with their council president just to verify, now with the performance measures, what we are
putting in these plans and studies are things that we can truly do for projects, that we know we
are setting ourselves into these types of performance measures that we are going to have meet,
and they aren’t coming back and saying “well, we’ve got the study but it doesn’t necessarily
mean we are going to have to do it, because that’s not what came up”, so she thinks it would
better communicate, as the Technical Staff, with the City Council, and even with the State, and
even with the MPO, so that they aren’t constantly amending the T.I.P.s and studies, and coming
up with these things, if that is okay with the MPO.
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Ellis reiterated that it just seems that as the authorization bills are moving more and more
towards planning and performance measures, they’re just not understanding it; like the
roundabout for example. She explained that they were gung-ho, then they weren’t gung-ho, and
then it was already put into a study and they put it in a term commitment, but now they don’t
know if they want to pay for it, and then we were told that we maybe don’t need it, so it is all a
bit confusing; they seem to understand the process, and then they don’t understand the process,
so we may want to do something different, as it seems like we are constantly trying to figure out
our T.I.P. just from things like this.
Ellis stated that she just wanted to express this before we move into July if things change,
because Grand Forks is going to have new council members, and they will all be confused as to
what the process actually involves. Williams asked if the MPO held a workshop for new City
Council members. Haugen responded that it does.
Grasser commented that he would like to thank Mr. Haugen. He said that they met two or three
times on the Communication Plan, and in his mind part of the crux of the plan; it talked about
conflict resolution, but he thinks the key is to try to avoid the conflict in the first place, before
you get into the conflict resolution component of it. He stated that part of what they have been
trying to embody in some of this is that he thinks we need to have more open communication on
the front end, especially as we are developing policies and goals.
Grasser stated that he is trying to understand what all of our alternatives are, because from an
implementing agency standpoint it is hard to ask a question and run it up the chain through four
different people and then have the answer come back the same way. He said that you can’t
really explore alternatives that way, and so part of what we maybe should be doing is to include
the option of maybe a couple times a year we go higher within the State, and we talk about and
kind of explore some of these things, like “what does it mean to set a Goal X, and can we do
something a little bit different”, because in their case the City of Grand Forks has a mechanism
where one choice would be pretty easy to implement, the next choice might be more difficult to
implement or to measure or whatever, and, again, it is important to be able to talk about those
kinds of options and to get on the front end as opposed to going down a path that they find is
difficult and then trying to back the train up again. He added that he thinks some of that goes on,
he thinks it is most important on the policy level, but it does touch on what Ms. Ellis is talking
about as well on some of the project levels, trying to define where we are at at the planning level
activity versus where is the implementation piece, because those are kind of difficult, but in any
event he thinks it is part of the Communication Plan, and as part of the direction they are going
on their end begins with trying maybe open that up to a more ?? as opposed to a hierarchy or
chain process.
Kuharenko stated that he would agree with Ms. Ellis on making sure that their councilmen are
fully involved, fully knowledgeable, especially on the MPO end of things when there might be a
misunderstanding as to if we do X now what are the ramifications of those decisions down the
line, and making sure that we still have those options and alternatives available so that we can be
flexible when the time comes to make the decision when it comes to programming. He said that
this is one of the things they have gotten into in the past where they, for instance the last Long
Range Transportation Plan was put together using 2010 data and now we are still using that same
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plan, projecting another four years into the future, so he just wants to make sure that we have all
of that knowledge and everyone is knowledgeable of the process in and of itself, and how the
decisions made today will impact things down the road.
Ellis reported that 5th Street is a prime example for East Grand Forks. She explained that they
did a detailed study on it, put it in an Access Plan, the Council at the time was very gung-ho for
it, and now the current Council is absolutely against it and say “just because it is in the study
doesn’t mean we’re for it, and why does it keep showing up in the Long Range Transportation
Plan”; well, because you wanted it, and if we are doing things for the “greater good”, the
previous Council saw that and it was something that we needed, and now the current Council
wants to spend it somewhere else. She said that she doesn’t think they are understanding the
process as a whole, and now with performance measures, and setting these things, she thinks the
outcomes and the planning that we are doing upfront should really be something that they are
getting; and they may not, and she sees this in instances like taking three months to process
signs, and it is the process, but they are still confused, and they can’t get them to agree or
disagree, or whatever, so that is why she thinks that maybe we need to be more involved with the
council so that they are aware when they come to the Executive Board meetings what they are
actually agreeing to, which will help the MPO out as well because you won’t be doing a lot of
T.I.P. amendments, and we aren’t going through our TDP financial every year because
everything changes all the time. She reiterated that the communication is there, she just thinks
the understanding behind the communication maybe is lacking, which is where all this is getting
to the point where you have to write a Communication Plan to begin with, to her it seems like if
they understood the process there would be no need for this.
Grasser said that he wonders if there would be an advantage if they had small group meetings,
and he would be interested in what kind of comments you may come up with on the plan as
opposed to waiting until the final document is done so we can work out whatever the concerns
are because they have the same issue with some of their leadership and he is trying to figure out
how to speed the process along as opposed to a whole series of one-on-one and independent
discussions, so maybe we have a greater group and invite all those that really want to be
involved. He said that one of the things he thinks we struggle with here at the Technical
Advisory Committee level is that not everybody is probably as engaged in any one specific item,
and he doesn’t know if this is a burning issue with the Airport or not, if it is you’re invited, if not
you won’t attend, he thinks it is an individual choice, but he thinks the City of Grand Forks and
the City of East Grand Forks would have some interest in discussing this in more detail.
Ellis commented that you did spell it out, it does say that we have to do it for the greater good;
and she doesn’t know how many times she has been to an Executive Policy Board meeting where
they are like “just tell me how you guys want me to vote cause it’s your side of the river, what do
you guys think”. She said that that isn’t a planning process because the decision being made
may or may not, especially from a planning standpoint, affect a bridge or a connection or an
overpass or rail-line or something that East Grand Forks maybe could have had but now we let
Grand Forks make the decision and now it has affected our side of the river, so maybe it takes
staff a little bit more of a process to say it is not just allowing one side to make the decision for
everyone, and this is how she felt the voting went a lot of the time, unless it was something
between the two sides, Grand Forks members made Grand Forks decisions and East Grand Forks
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members made decisions for East Grand Forks. She stated that this is why she thinks that maybe
we need to talk the Executive Policy Board Council representatives and get them to understand
more, even at a local level.
Viafara stated that it is very important, when discussing this with the decision makers, to clearly
explain to them that the MPO, as a body, is constrained by the regulations and responsibilities
assigned to it, and that basically, given those processes we may be certified or de-certified, so we
are looking after the complete interest, which is our survival as an agency. He added that under
any circumstances it is appropriate to compromise that particular level of responsibility that we
have with the community and with the Federal Government, who happens to be the one
responsible for the creation of the MPO.
Viafara commented that another point is that it is also important for us to look further. He said
that this MPO is comprised of two small towns, but there are MPOs that you can see with three
and four states, and with multi-jurisdictions, so they have to really think metropolitan, and it is
about time that both cities start to think with a metropolitan way of thinking. He stated that we
saw this on the Commute Study recently, the pressure of movement from East Grand Forks to
Grand Forks is quite high, and the pressure of commuting movement at the County level from
either of them is also high, so those are the things that we need to ask how entrenched the
relationship between the two counties, between the two towns is and we need to now start
enforcing that kind of thing rather than continuing with this isolated way of thinking.
Viafara said that, for the record, the MPO is sincere, we are doing sincere efforts to come to the
two City Halls. He added that tomorrow he will be giving a presentation to the Planning and
Zoning Commissions to inform them of the things we are doing. He said that a week ago he did
the same at the Grand Forks Planning Commission as well. He stated that that is part of the
MPOs charge and it is part of our mandate to really inform the decision makers, if they change
we are willing to bring another MPO 101 Training Program, or something like that, or one-toone talk to them, but we are sincere in supporting the activities of the two localities.
Ellis stated that she totally understands that, she worked for the MPO, but she just thinks the
council members just don’t understand. She added that she also knows that this isn’t something
that they will be able to change overnight, but they have zoning ordinances, planning, and
resolutions that they react to an instant or a moment rather than what has been planned, so that is
why she is thinking that maybe even we, as staff, herself, need to be better at getting them more
involved in understanding what they are voting for, and what their decisions are in these studies,
or lack of attending. She explained that she didn’t have even one City Council member at any of
her Land Use Plan meetings, and she thinks that that is what they aren’t understanding, as they
think it will be presented to them at a Council meeting so they don’t need to attend other
meetings, but that isn’t really the case.
Haugen said, then, that what he thinks he has heard is that this document can serve as the base
for a future meeting to be held sometime within the next two weeks, and that anyone here at the
Technical Advisory Committee that is interested can attend to go over this document. Grasser
commented that they haven’t really broached this subject with their leadership on the Grand
Forks side so while he would like to think a couple of weeks would be okay, but he doesn’t dare
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speak for anyone’s scheduled at this time. Haugen stated that he would put out a doodle poll to
see when people are available.
Kuharenko referred to Page 5 of the document, third paragraph and pointed out it states “the
project development process would negate the planning and programming…”, and asked if that
was more in reference to what is happening locally, or is it referring more to what is happening
at a national level because he ended up seeing that there is reference that Congress recognized
this misalignment of project delivery and adopted legislation addressing it Haugen responded
that it is a national comment, “the plan is put on a shelf”, is the five-second phrase that was in his
mind when it was written. He explained that we do plans, they sit on the shelf, we tell people
this is what we are going to achieve, and then things are built and there isn’t a relationship back
to the fact that it was in the plan, or wasn’t in it. He said he did respond back because he showed
where he added all the congressional changes that came through, but maybe he didn’t understand
the question. Kuharenko said that he was asking more if this was just in reference to what is
going on at a national level or is it happening more at a local level. Haugen responded it is at the
national level that is why there is performance based planning, they want it to be outcome based,
they want to show that their investment is trying to achieve what the plans are stating they are
trying to achieve, so they use the terms “transparency” and “outcome based”.
Grasser stated that, again, to that point he thinks it would still be beneficial if there was some
clarity in the document between what’s a local and a federal. He pointed out that we say,
“frequently there exists a barrier of different planning requirements in project development”, and
if that is frequently happening at the local level then we should look at how to fix it; or is it a
congressional thing that nationwide there this seems to be this disconnect. He said that what he
was trying to understand is, you use the word “frequently” and is that a concern at the local level,
or again, is that a reference to something federal congress thought, in their opinion, is happening
from a national perspective. Haugen responded that we are certainly microcosm of a national
level, so yes it does exist at the local level, but what this is addressing is what is happening at the
congressional level, that that is why they are doing performance based planning, and setting
targets.
Williams asked if Congress mentioned, there evidently was a discussion, and you’ll have to
excuse her because she has not read the Federal Register or anything, but she is going to use the
situation that they had where they were working on the last transportation plan and they knew
there was going to be an elementary school, but they didn’t know exactly where, and then the
plan was adopted and then we knew where the school was going to be located, and now that
school is open and we are still using the old plan that didn’t even have anything in it, it that what
they are talking about, addressing issues like that that they have to respond to changes that occur
between plan adoptions, is that what this mismatch of priorities is talking about. Haugen
responded that that is not what they are talking about. Williams asked if they addressed anything
like that, how would you address something like that. Haugen responded that the latest
reauthorization did not, however he isn’t sure he quite tracks what Ms. Williams is asking.
Williams clarified that what she is talking about is; they have to build roads in order to
accommodate the new school, and they weren’t included in the previous plan because we didn’t
know where the new school would be; and now we have a new plan that we are working on, but
the streets already there, so we will have a street that is showed as a priority in the long range,
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but it got moved up to short range because we had to respond to something that was occurring,
and how is that being addressed, in changing priorities in-between plans, is it just doing T.I.P.
amendments. Haugen responded that it would still be a plan amendment process, there is
nothing changed in that regard.
Williams asked how many plan amendments can be done in a year, can there be four. Haugen
responded that, from a Federal perspective there is not a limit, but from a logistical perspective
there is a limit as it takes a certain amount of time to vet it through the approval process, thus
there would logically be time to only do four amendments, depending on the complexity of the
amendment.
Haugen commented that he would send out a Doodle Poll to see the availability for a special
meeting to discuss this document further. He added that if anyone has any comments on the
draft document that is out there, please let him know.
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON FINAL PLANNING RULE
Haugen reported that on May 27th Federal Highway and FTA promulgated their final rules for
implementing performance based planning and also implementing some of the nuances that
MAP-21 created and FAST further refined.
Haugen stated that this is a fairly new rule, and even though we’ve been working under
performance based discussion for three or four years now, and there are guide books out, those
are all based on what they hoped the rules would be, so, long story short, there isn’t a lot of
information yet about how these new rules really are affecting us. He said that he did note that
there is a webinar scheduled for June 14th at noon, so if anyone is interested in participating
please let him know.
Haugen commented that this morning he created his own power point for what may be some of
the highlights of the rule by cutting and pasting information from the rule itself. He pointed out
that these are sentences that you will find in the rule itself, not in the regulation itself, but in the
discussion of how they made their determinations. He added that we have talked about these
things, and we link our T.I.P.s to our plans and targets, and it is a coordination process so the
point being stressed.
Haugen stated that something new that he hasn’t heard come from the feds before is that, we
have always known that after each performance target the rule has done there is a mirror for the
State DOT to figure out what their target is, and then 180 days after that the MPO has to adopt a
target, the feds are saying that their belief is that if we are doing this to the maximum extent
practicable coordination that the State and the MPO should be able to set their targets at the same
time. He added that this isn’t a requirement, they are still allowing us the full year and the 180
days, but from their perspective, if the collaboration or coordination is taking place, whenever
the State decides what their target is, that should be also the same time the MPO has its
information that it needs to know what its target will be, and then they will be set at the same
time within that first timeframe. He said, again, this is an expectation from the Feds that he has
never seen or heard before.
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Haugen reported that there are a couple of things that we now have to add into our MPO
processes. He said that when the FAST Act came out, that is where all these came from, so these
are not technically new to us information wise, but they are going to be new to us with our next
Long Range Plan. He explained that we have to address, in some fashion, these new additional
things that we typically didn’t have to concern ourselves with in the past.
Haugen pointed out that there are some things that we have never been involved with in the past,
such as storm-water and transportation facilities, but now we are going to be trying to improve
our environment by starting to address storm-water in our planning processes.
Haugen stated that there has always been the requirement for an agreement between the MPO,
the State, and Transit Operators; but there is more description of what that needs to entail now,
and we will have to adopt a new agreement, and will also have to put it in writing similar to this
communication plan, how we are going to develop all these processes as we get towards
achieving targets.
Haugen commented that there is a phase-in, which is a little confusing. He explained that our
Long Range Plans and our T.I.P.s have two years at a minimum, but it is also contingent on all of
these target final rules when they get done, so originally, way back after MAP-21, it was the
federal agencies intent to have one effective date for everything, but as they got into the
regulation making, complexities came up, delays occurred, so now they have acknowledged that
they aren’t ever going to have one target date, and in-fact their rationale now is that by having it
scheduled over different time periods it will be easier for us to implement it, so we have two
years to have everything performance based, unless the final rules for that specific performance
target didn’t come out within that two year period, we would have another period of time to get
into compliance.
Haugen referred to the timeline dates, and went over them briefly, explaining that what is
coming has different dates assigned to it and that will be a real challenge when talking about
communicating the information to people.
Haugen stated that for the planning rule, as we saw in the Safety Target, the Safety Target there
was a “financial penalty” the State would have if it couldn’t show progress towards Targets. He
said that on the planning side the only consequences are essentially the same things they have
now, and their big tool, of course, is to freeze the T.I.P. document, or going through our review
process and coming up with corrective actions that we have to address within a certain
timeframe.
Haugen said that currently there are eight planning factors, and the last two are the two new
factors that we have to address; the environmental impact of resiliency and reliability and
enhanced tourism and travel, have to be in within the two year timeframe because they aren’t
tied to a target. He added that the top factor also has to be in within the two year timeframe, and
we already have that one incorporated into our Transit Scope-of-Work.
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OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
Williams asked if there was a way to group the projects so that they know which items are
directly going to feed into the Long Range Transportation Plan. She said that this will help keep
everyone informed where we are at in the overall process of the Long Range Transportation Plan
update. Viafara responded that currently we have the Transit Development Plan Update and the
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Update, and we are also working with ATAC on updating data and
demographics to have the traffic models ready for forecasts, so he can do that so that you know
where we are and when the Long Range update will be started.
Williams asked if they were ever able to get a copy of the network with all the ADTs on it.
Haugen responded he did, but he didn’t forward it yet. He said that he will do that.
b.

Dump the Pumps

Rood reported that next Thursday, June 16th, rides on City Buses on both sides of the river will
be free. She explained that it is National Dump the Pump Day, meaning dump the gas pump and
get on the bus. She said that this is the second year that we have participated in this event.
Haugen asked if this will be an all-day event. Rood responded it would. Haugen asked if you
can ride as much as you want. Rood responded that you can.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 8TH, 2016,
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:55 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager

17

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Thursday, June 30th, 2016
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 30th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory
Committee to order at 11:10 a.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks
District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via
conference call); David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks
Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit
Absent were: Greg Boppre, Brad Gengler, Nick West, Dustin Lang, Brad Bail, Ryan Riesinger,
Darren Laesch, Mike Yavarow, Ryan Brooks, Richard Audette, Paul Konickson, Susan Hanson,
Dale Bergman, Lars Christianson, Lane Magnuson, and Rich Sanders.
Guest(s) present were: Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was not present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 8TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Because there was not a quorum present, the June 8th, 2016, Minutes of the Technical Advisory
Committee could not be approved.
MATTER OF CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen asked if those present would still like to hold discussion on the Draft Communication
Plan. Consensus was to adjourn the June 30th, 2016, Technical Advisory Committee to July 13th,
2016, but to hold discussion on the Draft Communication Plan.
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OTHER BUSINESS
None.
ADJOURNMENT
HAUGEN ADJOURNED THE JUNE 30TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 11:12 A.M.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen reported that the packet that was sent out included a version of the Draft Communication
Plan that has not been marked or based on any comments received. He added that he is using the
PDF version of the Draft Communication Plan for today’s discussion.
Noehre commented that his concern with the Draft Communication Plan is with some of the
language that is used. He referred to Page 1 – Communication between Local Government
Partners and the MPO, second line where it says: “…issues managed by its Local Partners.”; and
stated that, at least to his ears, “managed” sounds pretty weak when in fact they’re owned,
operated, prioritized, developed, funded, implemented, and a whole bunch of other adjectives, by
the local partners, so “managed” doesn’t seem to cover that very well, in his opinion, and this
flows through the rest of the document as well.
Noehre stated that another example is on the last page, the last paragraph, under MPO and
Project Development; where the MPO is making a recommendation not an absolute final
decision, because, again the facilities are owned, operated, funded, maintained by others than the
MPO, the MPO doesn’t own them the MPO facilitates all of that continuing comprehensive and
cooperative element of it, but they aren’t the owners of any of it.
Noehre said then, that the County Commission, the City Council, State executive management
all make those decisions and are the owners and the operators of those things, but he isn’t sure
how to wordsmith it though in order to capture that, but really he thinks the language has to be
changed somehow to capture the fact that the MPO is coordinating all of this effort, and that it is
a good thing they are to coordinate them so we aren’t all out doing our own thing, but in the end
the MPO isn’t saying to all its federal partners; “here is what you’re going to do, and here is how
you’re going to do it, that isn’t the MPO’s role either, and it isn’t found in any of the CFRs
either, so we need to determine how to blend those altogether, because he doesn’t think it is
captured in the document.
Grasser commented that the City of Grand Forks went back and did a lot of wordsmithing on
this document, but at some point they felt they should not continue doing it, but it does bring us
back to, the very philosophical piece of this document, when he reads it, it seems like it is doing
two things; it is supposed to be a communication plan with communication components in it, but
there is a lot of language in there that is either trying to reinforce or put into place the fact that
the MPO, in-fact, is a superceding body and process beyond what you are describing, and it
seems like both of those things are moving in the same document, and he has a little trouble with
just the communication plan incorporating those philosophical issues, but it is hard to comment
on that within the framework of the document that is really there, and so they kind of sidestepped
that, but he thinks that is one of the questions in there, and maybe Federal Highway, at some
point, will have to help give us some guidance in terms of how that does change. He added that
it seems to imply that the MPO takes it over and that’s the way it is going to be, for lack of a
better term, and he is really struggling with some of that concept because it does remove some of
the local decision making in the process, other than the fact that you do have council members on
the Executive Policy Board, you don’t have anyone from the DOT on the Executive Policy
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Board, for instance, so not all of our members are probably really represented on the Executive
Policy Board.
Grasser commented that, maybe if he is on a philosophical thing, as he is reading this, he is,
again trying to figure out really what the intent of Congress was. He referred to Page 5 and
pointed out it says that Congress has changed law to ALLOW project development to accept the
planning process results. He stated that “allow” to him is a word that says that we may have the
option to do so, but his concern might be is if the intent of that word to really say you “must” or
is just simply an allowance because an allowance is a very very loose word, and he is kind of
okay with the actual use of “allowance”, but if somebody’s expectation is that we are going to
include…if you go further down there it says “an example”, you know Congress has acted to
streamline project delivery by placing allowances for planning decisions to be incorporated into
the NEPA process under the Planning Environmental Linkage. He asked if those words mean
that we will be doing a NEPA process under the MPO planning process. Haugen responded that
it is an allowance, but yes. Grasser said, though, that is isn’t something we need to do. Haugen
responded that we do not have to do it.
Noehre stated, though that it is not a complete NEPA process, the NEPA’s not finished, right.
Haugen responded that the NEPA can be finished. Noehre said then that you have gone through
and identified all of the wetlands and identified whether or not each tree is going to be replaced
in kind, or what wetlands need to be replaced two to one, and if it is going to be the wetland bank
or replaced on site, and you’ve gone through all of that in minute detail through the planning
level process through the MPO, he doesn’t see that actually. Grasser said that that is what he is
struggling with too, where we talk about including that NEPA within the planning, because the
planning document is; in his mind you’re at a reconnaissance level and you’re trying to sort out
options and alternatives, but he thinks the suggestion in here, the idea that he gets when he is
done reading the document, is that somebody’s intended that when we do the Long Range
Transportation plan, for instance, or we do a study we come up with “A” alternative, and that’s
it, we’re done, and it is troubling to him when we add the editorialized piece on the very last
page that says “After all, the public genuinely expects desired outcomes of the transportation
system through their investments into the transportation system.” He stated that he agrees with
that, but the question is, is the public that is inputting on a reconnaissance level on the master
plan the public that we are trying to meet or is it the public that we are having when we are
meeting and doing the actual project development as we are putting the project together, those
are two different publics, most of the time. He said that it troubles him that the inference here is
that, “well, we’re not meeting the public demands if we aren’t doing the end product of the
MPO, based on the public input we got at the MPO level, and, again, that is two different publics
most of the time.
Grasser commented that some of the implications in here are a little troubling to him, and he isn’t
sure if we are trying to interpret what Congresses intent was, but if you go back to what Mr.
Noehre is saying, does Congress believe that on a planning level we can actually do the NEPA
and public input, and then as we are actually doing the project we don’t need public input
meetings anymore, we simply build whatever the MPO Executive Committee says we should
build; that doesn’t seem like it would have a logical flow of intent to him.
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Ellis stated that she isn’t at that point, but as far as; for example their Bygland Road Study, and
the idea of a roundabout at Rhinehart and Bygland was a great idea, it was good intersection
control, it seemed to meet the needs of accomplishing what they need to accomplish which was
getting left turns on, and so they put it into the study and the council wanted to move forward on
it, and they did the Intersection Control Evaluation (the ICE) and now they are saying it might
slow down traffic or cause more congestion because it is really probably not needed based on the
amount of traffic until closer to 2028 or 2030; so now the council is wondering why we are even
doing it and are backtracking, but we have it in a study which in-turn might put it in our Long
Range Transportation Plan when in-fact a more detailed study is now causing them to want to
back out of the project for a while and think that if they wait five or six years they might be able
to just put up a light, so now they are confused as to what they want to do so that is the planning
process where she is at. She stated that ultimately they have done a more detailed study and now
the council wants to back out of it whereas the plan itself and the public input made it seem that
this was the best option.
Williams said that, adding on to this, now we have the document, and now they are saying they
aren’t ready for it, but eight years from now they are ready for it, is FHWA and NDDOT going
to accept that study that was done eight years ago, or will we have to do the study again. She
asked how much minutia should we do here knowing that, and the Highway 2 Access Study is
another one, this is a long range planning just to get an idea and make sure we preserve right-ofway and everything, and if we do the NEPA on that, when we go to implement it ten years from
now, she doesn’t think that study will be acceptable. She said that her question is, how long are
these reports going to be acceptable without them having to go back and do them again, because
there isn’t any reason to do it twice if we don’t have to. She stated that she knows that we have
to do enough to get a direction. Haugen responded that it is a five year cycle. Williams said,
then, that in five years, if we had done as Mr. Noehre mentioned, identifying all the wetland and
the tree replacement and everything else, five years from now we are going to have to do it all
again, so it is kind of a catch twenty-two as we want to make sure we cover everything, but
putting all the time and energy that is required to do a NEPA ready document doesn’t seem cost
effective. Noehre commented that ADA might be good for six months. Williams added that we
always want to go back and take a look. She stated that we could have a developer that comes in
with something that we don’t know about that they have been looking at and it is going to impact
a portion of our system, and we have an adopted plan, but now we are going to go back and look
at it again and possibly change it, so it isn’t static.
Grasser stated that, if the NEPA Process is allowed, but not required, what he is hearing is that
this group would have a lot of hesitancy about bring the NEPA Process too far into the planning
level, just because of the things that we are talking about, that we would have to be cautious
about assuming that we are going to bring NEPA into those planning processes.
Williams commented that this also gives the public a false sense of what the reality of something
may be because we could back and say we have to do this, and then five years from now
regulations change and now we have to do something else, and then we get the comments from
the public that that isn’t what we told them was going to happen, it isn’t what you said you were
going to do. Grasser added that traffic patterns change, development change, many things
change.
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Kuharenko stated that, as mentioned before, once you get into the specific project itself you are
going to have a different group of people at the public input meetings, you are going to have a
different perspective. Williams commented that just the definition of “project” itself; you’ve got
a couple of different definitions as far as what is a project, is it the long range thing, it is an
interim thing, is it a short-range thing, are we trying to do a project right now that answers a
specific concern, right now, it’s very vague, very wide open as to what exactly are we discussing.
Johnson said that he will try to throw some answers back. He stated that he heard a lot, and there
has been some good discussion, so now he will throw a couple of things back out there, in terms
of how this linking of planning with the NEPA comes into play here, in terms of what they are
doing on some other studies that they have done in other areas.
Johnson stated that the way he would look at this is; each study that crosses the NEPA/Planning
line will probably have to be looked at individually, if it is more of an eminent type of project, if
it is a corridor study with eminent projects there is the benefit to doing that NEPA stage as far as
it is willing to do, but if it is something that we don’t feel is eminent to the study, it is good to
know future planning so you can maybe back off a little bit and not go down that path so far that
you are overdoing more than NEPA would do, and that would need to be determined on the
study level.
Johnson commented that, as far how far you want to into the NEPA process, as far as a planning
study, you are still, over all, even though the feds are pushing this streamlining and combining,
you are still limited by the items that can be funded under an MPO planning study using federal
and planning grant dollars; so project development level activities, such as actually doing things
like that are not eligible unless their funded by the local entities, but we have that opportunity if
want to streamline, to pick up some of those earlier activities in NEPA with local funds as part of
a planning study, but if you don’t than those things will still be hashed out when you enter
NEPA. He added that what the streamlining process does allow is the narrowing of alternatives
based on information that is able to be done, and you can do all your existing conditions,
anything with cultural or even wetlands is currently documented and publicly available if
something of the MPO jurisdiction can do within their study and you can use that as a general
filter at the very beginning of the study or when doing your alternatives. He said you can then
work all the way through the existing conditions, and then your proposed alternatives can carry
forward. He stated that an important thing to remember is that you are just filtering them down
to the technical and feasible alternative, you’re not going down to a preferred alternative, so what
that allows you to do is, when you do enter into NEPA, you know that these alternatives will
work based on these things, so when you get into NEPA you won’t have to hash all that out, you
have these alternatives, then you can weigh them against the environmental impact, the cultural
impact, and the other impacts that might be applied, and then filter them even more and that is
what you take to the public as part of that process.
Williams stated, though, that does not preclude that there may be other technically feasible
projects that are out there, that may not have been thought about, or uncovered, or because of
technology has now become available, so just because there are only three or four technically
feasible listed in an MPO study, that does not necessarily mean that when we actually meet the
6

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Thursday, June 30th, 2016

NEPA that we wouldn’t be looking at other alternatives, is that correct. Johnson responded that
that is correct, adding that you don’t have to be limited by that, but if you do the process the way
it needs to be done, correctly the first time around, rehashing it doesn’t seem appropriate as long
as the first thing he said is still, you’re still in that window of, you know no one has the magic
number, if its five years, eight years, or ten years, you will probably determine it more along the
lines of things like the traffic has remained stagnant, the development hasn’t increased as quickly
as we thought it would, if it has then maybe it benefits you to go back to the traffic side of it and
really rehash those traffic impacts which could affect those alternatives, but you’re right that it
doesn’t preclude you from basically throwing the study away and starting over, but it isn’t an
efficient use of resources that are available to the jurisdictions of the MPO that take care of some
of those steps under a different funding source, not having to pay for those things again.
Grasser stated that he thinks Mr. Johnson did an excellent job, really outlining, he thinks and
categorizing where these different items should be because he thinks doing a study and having a
group of alternatives with pros and cons and things really fits, in his mind, almost exactly what
the difference between a planning process and then moving on to the actual project development
is, and he thinks that that is how you differentiate that as opposed to coming up with one single
alternative; and in the case of East Grand Forks, the one that gets carried forward might be very
specific to Grand Forks.
Grasser commented that, going back to his original question, he can take this either way, but his
philosophical question is, though, does that discussion that we’re having in here belong in the
communication plan, or should those types of things be kind of stripped out because it still feels
to him that this document is doing at least two different things, and while he can live with it, but
he questions it.
Haugen reported that the request was to develop a communication plan that identified how to
resolve conflicts, and how to prevent delay in Long Range Transportation Plan adoption, so that
was the direction they were going for so it addresses the conflict resolution and also how to go
from planning to project development and location. Ellis commented that that is where she feels
that Mr. Johnson just kind of spelled out the problem we have with studies and the Long Range
Transportation Plan and the MPO is that in order for you to do a Long Range Transportation
Plan you have to be fiscally constrained and put projects within timeframes, whereas Mr.
Johnson just stated that studies should maybe list feasible alternatives instead of a preferred
alternative, so being able to implement the Long Range Transportation Plan, we are looking
more at putting preferred alternatives in there as projects; when in fact that seems to be more of
the detailed planning process then just looking at a couple of feasible alternatives because then
when you put it in the Long Range Transportation Plan you can’t necessarily be fiscally
constrained then, and that is where we kind of get into that muddled area, is that we are
constantly going back and amending the T.I.P., or amending the Long Range Transportation
Plan, or are concerned about putting in a preferred alternative because when we go through the
NEPA process, or even the actual process, the Council comes back and says that they don’t know
if this is where they want to go, and we should look at something different, and so that is kind of
the issue that you run into, and that is the rub in this whole situation.
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Grasser asked if it would be possible to, instead of using the term preferred alternative, which
makes it look like you are selecting one option; really what you are trying to do is, you’re having
to pick something so that you can run a cost analysis, so can it be a cost analyzed alternative as
opposed to calling it a preferred alternative so you understand that you are picking that one to
evaluate cost as opposed to all functionality and detailed, is that an option. Johnson responded
that other MPOs has used the term – these are all of our technically feasible alternatives, but
through the planning and evaluation process the Steering Committee and the jurisdiction have a
recommended alternative of this, so it doesn’t say that this is the one it has to be, but based on
the analysis that we’ve done to this point, this is the one we feel is recommended, but these other
ones are also technically feasible and should be carried forward. Noehre stated that that is often
misunderstood, he would suggest by not many, but most if not all. Johnson said that he doesn’t
disagree with that statement, but all you’re trying to do is to identify technically feasible
alternatives that can be carried forward. He added that some jurisdictions have made the choice
to pick a recommended alternative to narrow that hoping for that long range planning issue.
Grasser commented that, again, maybe using a term like - recommended cost projection
alternative or something like that. He said that he understands you have to pick something to run
a cost estimate, and he doesn’t know how you would ever avoid that, but…
Johnson stated that we have the opportunity, and it’s not easy and it isn’t straight-forward
probably, but we do have the opportunity as we develop the Long Range Transportation Plan to
even generalize it even more by just stating – corridor improvements on this street from here to
here, and then you can generalize cost estimates for things like a mile of widening is $2 million a
mile or something like that; so they are generalized instead of something like reconstruction of a
four lane, reconstruction of six lanes, etc., with all that detail, you just generalize it a little bit so
that you leave all the technically feasible alternatives on the table. Noehre added that the District
does that all the time, and he is sure the City does it as well, by making a conscious choice of
taking the most expensive option and budgeting for that, but then you try to split the difference
and get an average, or you use the least because it seems like ti is the most reasonable at this
point, but not every step up to the plate is a home run.
Kuharenko commented that adding to this, if memory serves, looking at these new performance
regulations that they are coming out with; aren’t they looking for more accurate cost estimates,
and is that coming from planning modeling, or is it coming from after the NEPA document is
done, what is actually bid, that is another concern too that we have to look at. Williams stated
that on the cost estimates, as they know, are greatly affected by the economy. She explained that
some of the cost estimates they came up with eight or nine years ago, looking at them now we
just laugh at them because we had no idea that concrete was going to double in cost, so there is a
lot you can do, but sometimes the cost estimates don’t mean anything anyway, so it is nice to
reach that target, but if you are going to try to stay within that budget you’d end up deleting half
of your anticipated items.
Grasser said that his question still boils down to, that the item today is the communication
document, and should there or is there a way to reflect this in the document somehow. He added
that he doesn’t know what words to put into the document, or even if they should be put in it
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because to him it is just an understanding of how we move forward, so he doesn’t know if we
should change it, and he doesn’t have specific words that need to be changed.
Noehre referred to Page 3 and Page 7 of the document and pointed out that the graphics on Page
3, concentric circles, and commented that he doesn’t really see that as being representative of
how the process works, or should work, in the sense that, using an example of the District, and
some portions of this process the District works in the smaller circle, and in other portions the
District works in the state circle, so maybe rather than having different sizes they should all be
the same size and interlocking and working together instead of being a hierarchy, because in
reality a hierarchy works in some elements and not so much in other elements. Grasser stated
that they had similar thoughts early on, and felt it should be more of an overlapping series of
circles as opposed to all the concentric ones.
Noehre referred to Page 7, the cogs graphic, and stated that he thinks it is another good example
except that all the cogs need to be touching the same wheel, if you will, as there isn’t a hierarchy
there either, there are for certain elements of it and there aren’t for certain elements of it.
Noehre commented that, ultimately he feels that the graphics are painting a different picture than
really what the function is, how it functions and how it should function, at least in his mind.
Grasser stated that one of the things the City of Grand Forks tries to do is to do more with words
than with graphics, and try to have words that cover more of that flexibility, and if he were to
summarize the series of their comments, that is kind of what they were getting at at this point, to
get everybody together and not the hierarchy piece, especially on policy development where
you’re trying to understand, really, what are the options, how do we implement some of this. He
added that it is hard to ask a question and run it through the chain of five people, and then come
back down the chain and then say – “oh, what about this?”. He stated that this is what they are
trying to capture, especially, he thinks there is a different process maybe when you’re doing the
study versus when we are setting some of these policy developments. He added that they are
getting a lot of policy development stuff that has been coming through in the transportation bill.
Noehre asked Mr. Haugen if, with his interpretation of what Federal Highway is looking for,
does this need to include these NEPA project development items, because that is what he thinks
Mr. Grasser is concerned about. Kuharenko responded that it is probably that basic flow chart of
transportation projects, that where the bulk of this kind of falls into. Williams asked if Mr.
Kuharenko is saying that this should probably just be a separate document that we work on.
Kuharenko responded that he would almost think so because this is more of a communication
document, and we are looking at how we communicate and how we go through conflict
resolution, so is this necessarily needed, and if it is one of the main sticking points that we are
finding ourselves dealing with, as far as how do we go through these planning documents, how
do we go through going from the planning role to the project development, should it really be in
here. Noehre agreed, adding that we are doing a corridor study on I-29 right now, so using this
model we would set priorities from that, then we would fund those priorities, and then we would
remain consistent with those priorities; but what that doesn’t do is take, it is still a corridor but it
is taking a taking a snapshot, it’s not taking 100 miles of interstate system that they are
responsible for and incorporating that study into that system, so that model isn’t going to work
for his 100 miles of interstate system. Noehre commented that he thinks this feeds and it informs
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and facilitates and cooperates with all of those, but the set might be the sticking point; set
priorities, he doesn’t think so, it might set some priorities within that study, that might be
accurate, but it isn’t going to set priorities for his entire system, as an example. Haugen
responded that it wasn’t intended to do the entire 100-mile system, it is for the MPO area, not for
a 100-mile corridor, so it isn’t trying to reflect a 100-mile corridor as an example process.
Noehre stated, though, that it is setting priorities so that is the issue he has with it because you
talk about fiscally constrained, and about all the other impacts that have on them, that comes into
play as well, so just because it is set that way in this corridor study doesn’t mean it is going to fit
financially with his other priorities, so they might get switched around due to fiscal constraint
which we are all under whether Federal Highway says we have to be or not, it doesn’t matter we
can only spend the money we have, so that can adjust those.
Grasser commented that, similarly, at a local level they are reacting to similar types of things;
they have a larger transportation system, with greater needs than what can always be captured
and identified within a specific project. He stated that he doesn’t know the answer to this, but he
is suggesting loosening up some language in here someplace.
Noehre stated that it’s not even just the interstate system, you have to roll in the rest of the State
Highways that the District is responsible for in the Urban Area, as well. Kuharenko cited 32nd
and Washington as examples. Noehre agreed, adding that all of those have to get rolled into a
deck of cards and get shuffled together, then they have to submit them as a group, and they go to
somebody else who shuffles them together on a Statewide process to get all the cards fiscally
constrained. He said that, again, this is rolling into to his earlier statements that he thinks this
speaks too specifically about how things are prioritized, the NEPAs done, when all they have to
roll into is get out the sharp pencils and design it, and that we aren’t anywhere near there, we
can’t be anywhere near there, we shouldn’t be anywhere near there, and he doesn’t think that any
law requires us to be anywhere near there, at least when he asked Federal Highway that, they
indicated that to him.
Grasser said that, again, if you really look at it, it sets priorities, fund priorities remain consistent
to priorities, but you have several different priorities; you have public input priority and financial
priority, you have the original planning priority and sometimes those conflict with each other so
you can’t always remain consistent with all of your priorities.
Haugen reported that he felt that the flow chart on Page 5 was something important that Federal
Highway wanted included in this document because it does talk about flowing from planning to
project development conflict resolution. He said that Federal Highway is comfortable with the
language that is in the document, as it was presented to you.
Ellis said, then, that the question is, on Page 8, where you have the flow of resolution, as a local
person then, her flow through resolution or conflict is to go to the MPO, because that is the way
it shows. Noehre stated, then, that it sounds like they need some conflict resolution with the
Communication Plan that deals with conflict resolution. Ellis said that that would be her biggest
question because those were the two questions brought up by those from her local groups.
Haugen explained that this shows how things get to a Federal level. He said that this is the
process that is followed, and the diagram is just showing that once we have gone from local,
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through the MPO, through the State, we still have to go, it describes what a federal is, so he isn’t
quite understanding the question. Ellis responded that if she has a conflict, the MPO would just
facilitate, or would it decide whether or not the local people have conflict or not, because to her it
just seems like they have to check with the MPO first. Haugen asked if she means if they have a
conflict with the State or the Feds. Ellis responded that that is what she is referring to, if they
have a conflict with either the State or the Feds would it have to go through the MPO first.
Haugen responded that that would be the purpose of the MPO, to be that forum; if you have a
conflict, the conflict is part of the MPO processes. Ellis stated that if the conflict is about the
MPO process, obviously they would go directly to the MPO. Haugen agreed, adding that this is
what this whole document is about. He said that they aren’t trying to identify the City of East
Grand Forks has a conflict with the State of Minnesota, how those conflicts that are outside the
MPO process would get resolved.
Grasser said that he wants to be able to understand what the definition of conflict, so one
interpretation we’re having today is we have a conflict, we talked about Page 5, a number of us
talked about maybe we would like to see some graphics changed, but you represented that
Federal Highway says they like this language and it infers that that’s what they want to see, is
there a conflict there, he kind of would like to hear from Federal Highway, or do we officially
say we disagree with some of this language and we start rolling it up the chain of command, it
seems awfully awkward because there are different levels of conflict, but maybe he is the only
one that sees it that way, and if he is tell him that, because that is a basic representation that is
occurring just today, and that is why he thinks it is good to have a more integrated, again this is
kind of a policy document, and it would be good to be able to have some of that if it is changed
with Federal Highway if we do find some of things. Haugen responded that his comment was do
we take this out or not, and their comment was to state that keeping it in is fine. Williams asked
if they are fine with leaving it out also. Haugen responded that he doesn’t know that answer,
adding that they were specific on taking from planning, programming, project development.
Noehre commented that, putting on his local hat, it is really for us, so it is for the stakeholders
and the MPO, that who this is all for, so he would suggest that its either how we want it, or there
is a conflict, that’s how he would view it.
Grasser said, again, a good example, he didn’t have a problem with this graphic because he
didn’t think through it, so if you would have asked him two days ago he would have said he was
okay with it, but good points came up today, and now he does have a concern with the graphics,
so again, on a real time basis when we are talking about integrating between the locals and the
Cities and the State, again there is an example just within today where he has a concern with
some of this now that he maybe didn’t before because some good points were brought up. He
added that this is just an example to him of how it is hard to reference someone else’s opinion on
a document.
Haugen commented that from his perspective you have suggested modifications we haven’t seen,
more modifications to this, how more detailed modifications do you want to make, how much
more do you want to add to it, is it tweaking or is it revamping graphics, changing graphics.
Grasser responded that he thinks he would suggest, and again this goes back to the input from
Federal Highways, so to him he would rather have a communication document that is more
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concentrated on communication itself and a little less on some of the other process that we’re
talking about, but, again if Federal Highway says this is what it needs to be, then that’s okay, but
to him he thinks it would help separate out some of the concerns that they’ve got. Haugen asked,
then, if he was willing to say that it will be just communication, he thinks the first four pages or
just the last three pages. Grasser responded that he doesn’t think he is ready to do that exactly
right now. He added that he struggles with a lot of stuff on Page 5, almost in its entirety.
Kuharenko stated that getting into that, that last paragraph of that section on Page 6 that is
bolded, that would seem like it’s a separate entity from that section, he doesn’t see any relations
with that one, but the remainder of the section on Page 5.
Grasser suggested that we could spend some time maybe trying to weed through here a little bit
more, but they are kind of time constrained here themselves, but he is just suggesting that
because it is a lot of work for everybody to go back in and try to week through it, and the time
management part is a problem, and he isn’t sure it is worth it, but maybe long-term if we are
going to be living under this document for a long time it will be.
Grasser asked if we separate those types of things would that go against what Federal Highway is
trying to accomplish with this document, he thinks that is one of the first questions of Federal
Highway is, if we try to separate those thoughts out more explicitly would that then not meet
with the goal that they are trying to get to. Haugen responded that there would be two separate
documents that accomplish the same thing so he doesn’t think they would object to that.
Grasser asked if Mr. Haugen thinks Federal Highway is looking for a document that talks about,
unfortunately sometimes a project development process will engage a planning and
programming priorities projects would be constructed which do not fully reflect the priorities
congressional, are they trying to send us that message, would that be a reason why they think
they need that to be in here; because he isn’t even sure it needs to be two documents, to him the
part that talks about the all the processes is not necessarily a document that we need to, it is more
of a power point educational tool than it is a document that should be signed or adopted or
approved, at least in his mind. Haugen commented that it is outcome based or performance
based so what ends up being done is the thing that the planning process is trying to set priorities
for.
Grasser stated that he thinks we ultimately still want to have the best projects, but he thinks the
struggle is if somebody; nationally, locally, or whatever on the planning side, again the product
doesn’t always match what we originally envisioned, and he can’t think of a project that he’s
almost ever done that ended up exactly the same at the end as what he originally envisioned that
it might be, whether it was a remodel on his house or anything else, it is just the nature of the
beast that as you get into more and more detail things, and you learn more, things change, it is a
matter of accepting those changes even if people find that it goes against maybe some of the
original goals, but again, you get to traffic control with a round-a-bout, you can do it with a
traffic signal, you can do it with things like that, but he thinks the goal and priority would be to
provide safety and efficient flow of traffic, not necessarily as opposed to one specific, this is
exactly how it has to be.
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Williams cited when they did the Washington Corridor Study, the north part of Washington,
where we were looking at trying to limit access points and such, and everybody agrees that this is
an issue, but every one of those driveways needs to be researched to see if there wasn’t already
an agreement that was put in place that that access would remain, that the local government and
the State has assured them that they would be allowed to have that access, so that is the type of
things that changes the project, it wasn’t what we wanted to do, but we have to make allowances
for that now.
Haugen said, then, that if he is hearing this correctly taking things out rather than trying to
wordsmith things better is how you want to deal with this. Kuharenko agreed that that might be
the way to go. Ellis suggested taking things out to start, and then if Federal Highway says we
really need it back in, then work on the wording concerns, but the basics of the MPO, obviously
is that we need to meet federal standards, and they have very specific things, so she doesn’t think
that anyone is going to tell you that if the feds say leave it in then we don’t have any other
option, that is what this is for.
Grasser stated that he is afraid of providing too many comments. He added that he doesn’t
necessarily re-author the document, so he kind of bring it maybe back to Mr. Haugen, based on
the fact that we have the philosophy, can you re-doctor it that you think meets what some of
those intents are and then we can comment on that, that might be the way to go as he isn’t ready
to rewrite it himself. Haugen responded that he would take a shot at doing this.
Noehre said, though, that we will suggest, based on your comment from Ms. Ellis, that many of
these things aren’t a totally real path, they are a wider path, and so he would highly suspect that
Federal Highway would never go in this direction if they heard from the City, County, and
District that we uncomfortable with some of these things, that they wouldn’t pay attention to
that. Grasser agreed, adding that he thinks that that is our job, to have a document that we have a
certain level of comfort, or a higher level of comfort than what is there, so let’s ask the questions.
Ellis commented that she feels everyone’s pain here. She stated that their City Council has gone
more towards – “Please don’t make a recommendation or a suggestion, that’s not your job, don’t
be too vested in any sort of project or recommendation”, so she has completely steered away
from that and has gone more towards the feasible alternatives because, obviously they don’t like
it when recommendations are made anymore, they want them to give them a menu of items and
they pick from that, at least this council, and it changes everytime. Grasser agreed, adding that
that process ebbs and flows during your career. Ellis stated that ultimately, it is hard to come to
a preferred alternative, so to speak, because the preferred alternative changes every time; or
setting a priority because every councils priority is different too. Grasser said that that is why he
likes Mr. Johnson’s suggestion of putting in some options and pros and cons of each and then
sort of establish what your range might be.
Viafara stated that what is happening now is that the revisions should be on transportation has
become super intensive, and one of the agencies, the MPO, fends for the public interests. He
said that sometimes we respect decisions that people can make, or departments can make, but in
the end the MPO strives to fend for the public interest and that, sometimes is part of an
engagement event.
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Viafara commented that we understand that the MPO has a role to play, fending for the public
interest, trying to align the relationship between land use and the transportation plan, and trying
to maximize the best use of federal funds; and if those particular regulations, he believes there is
not any problem on letting things slightly loosen for the benefit of the locals, but on the other
hand the MPO cannot play a role that is completely detached, just convening meetings and
bringing people to the table, but not have any kind of input, so sometimes this whole situation
becomes a little confused. He said that we really need to determine what the role of the MPO is,
we certainly, as an MPO, can leave local interests to the City staff, because after all it is your
city, it is your region, it is your department to run, so we understand that, but also we are begging
you to please understand that we also have a responsibility to play, and that is basically the
stakeholders responsibility, but we don’t build anything, we don’t own anything, but we oversee
two things; projects and expenditures.
Grasser stated that he thinks where some of the disconnect comes from is, again, it’s a matter of
we both feel like we are serving the public’s interest, and based on public input, but again we are
getting two different groups of public, and you get a different set, so a lot of times when we set
up these User Groups, we ask them what they would like to see, and that is fine, but there is no
cost constrained to that, and there are very little impacts associated with it, so in asking them
what they would like to have, they will ask for everything, but when we do the project
development and tell them we are going to assess them to cover the costs of these wants, they
change their minds, so he thinks that we need to accept that both those things go on and don’t get
too excited when things change.
Ellis said that there is just such a disconnect between what the MPO is doing, the planning
process of it and the actual in-the-ground. She added that there is even a disconnect between the
City Councils, or even the people – everybody wants a bike-lane until it is there, and then
everybody complains about it and the council comes to you. She said that that is the problem,
it’s not even the communication, it’s the understanding of the communication. She explained
that that is the disconnect, her working for the MPO even, it’s not that the MPO isn’t doing what
their supposed to be doing, where they are not recommending or not even communicating, it is
the understanding of the communication from the planning process to the implementation where
it’s a disconnect; and somehow you’re kind of caught between the two, and that is something
that she doesn’t think we can solve with a communication plan.
Viafara asked what everyone would like, what would they suggest be done. Grasser responded
that he thinks trying not to be so specific that we are identifying all the details of a project, and
going back to identifying here are some options, here are some challenges with the options that
need to be investigated and be aware of when we get into project development. He said that the
broader goal is maybe to provide a level of service C or D on a corridor, or at an intersection, or
you have to safely move pedestrians and bikes, as opposed to necessarily; to him that, he doesn’t
know how else to get around it, and he knows there are problems with that too, but he thinks
there is a balance between this kind of being specific versus, because then there is less likely a
chance, you may find a different technique to accommodate those same priorities, but it may not
end up being the exact same thing that came out in the planning document that was made five
years previously. Various examples were cited.
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Grasser asked if everyone was comfortable with Mr. Haugen making some changes to the
document for further review. Consensus was that everyone was okay with it.
Williams said that she has one more questions. She asked if this plan is going to address the
flow of information where we get an agenda the Friday before a Wednesday meeting of the
Technical Advisory Committee, and most of the time we haven’t seen any of those items on the
agenda, and then we come to the meeting and there are questions but the MPO Executive Policy
Board meeting is the following Wednesday, and as far as communication goes there may not be
time in there to communicate back and forth, it just seems as though it is just all shoved in to a
very short, we have a whole month, but yet we are packing it all in to a very short time period
where we don’t really have time to get a response together, so this is where some of the
communication breaks down. Grasser stated that this may be more of a procedural thing maybe
more so than maybe what the intent would be for this particular document. Williams said that
she didn’t know if that would be in here. Grasser commented that this document is probably not
going to be one that is going to get modified real often, but the processes of delivering something
we probably would like more flexibility for administration to work through as opposed to trying
to…you can put times and dates and the consultant delivers it two days late, now what do you
do, now you have a document that you can’t change. He said that he agrees with Ms. Williams
that it is best to get as much lead time as we can on some of these things, but he will leave that
up to Mr. Haugen if he wants to add that into the document.
Information only.
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Jairo Viafara, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the July 13th, 2016, meeting of the MPO
Technical Advisory Committee to order at 1:34 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad
Gengler), Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Airport
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area
Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Bemidji; Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams,
Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Les Noehre, NDDOTGrand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks
Cities Area Transit.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Viafara declared a quorum was present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
SUSPEND AGENDA
Viafara commented that Mr. Haugen will be a little late today and has requested that we go
ahead and discuss Agenda Items 6 and 7 until he arrives.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Viafara asked if Mr. Konickson had anything to update on the Kennedy Bridge.
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Kennedy Bridge
Konickson reported that they are still looking at letting it this fall sometime, but he doesn’t
believe it will happen in September as originally planned, but most likely in October or
November. He added that they have completed 60% of the design plan, and they are proceeding
with its completion.
Konickson commented that there are some ongoing issues and questions concerning the detour
plans, as there will be some short-term detours, probably about half a dozen or so, for two to four
days during concrete work. He added that there also was an issue mentioned before concerning
the trail on the East Grand Forks side, and they still need to determine how the plans are going to
show how it will connect to the City’s trails.
Viafara stated that the trail issue is a very important issue because the MPO is advancing the
update for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and access to the bridge is one of the considerations that
we would like to review. Konickson responded that he hasn’t had an update on this so it could
be further along than he realizes.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN
Viafara referred to a power point presentation and reported that, overall, this is the complete
presentation that will be given tonight at the open house at 7:00 p.m. here in this conference
room. He stated that part of this presentation has already been seen by some of you, and the
remaining portions will be discussed tonight.
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued.
Viafara said that tonight we are discussing Meeting #3 - Assessing Existing Conditions and
Trends. He added that we will also discuss the goals and objectives of the plan, the activities that
will be undertaken in order to advance the update, and what the role of the Advisory Committee
is and who the members are.
Viafara commented that, just to update you, two things have been done; one was the design of
the questionnaire that has been uploaded to the City of Grand Forks’ website. He said that he did
distribute to some of you the preliminary results from the questionnaire. He added that in reality
this is just the beginning, and it is proof of what has been done, and for you, as Technical
Committee members to see exactly, to have an idea of what the community is thinking about.
Viafara stated that on the other hand we have made some arrangements with various
organizations, including Choice Health Fitness for them to advance at least fifty surveys, with
the YMCA to advance at least twenty-five, with the University of North Dakota Student Union
to do at least twenty-five. He added that Lutheran Social Services is in charge of dealing with
New Americans, and they indicated that they are willing to do at least twenty-five, and Global
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Friends, who also deals with New Americans, also indicted that they were willing to do twentyfive.
Viafara commented that part of Task #2 is building community support for the plan
development; and a press release was sent to the Exponent, and he has also been in touch with IHeart Radio to do public announcements on their networks as well, so once in a while you will
hear invitations to the activities. He stated that this is what has been done so far to help build
support for the plan.
Viafara said that now we are embarking on advancing Task #3, which is the assessment of the
existing conditions and trends. He stated that what they are trying to do is an inventory and
analysis of the things that we can see, then we will establish an evaluation of the conditions of
those systems, and elements of the systems. He said that they will then identify the gaps of
deficiencies that may be preventing opportunities for people walk or bike safely to their different
destinations. He added that they will do an evaluation of those conditions, and then continue
with our plan update.
Viafara went over the existing facilities that will be looked at, which include sidewalks, curb
lanes, shared use paths signals, bridges, etc. He pointed out that, as you can see, interchanges
and access to them has become kind of an issue of interest for some of the respondents of the
questionnaire, and he was recently at the Bike For A Purpose event, and he as he talked to those
in attendance this matter was also brought to his attention. He said that another issue is transit
access to the different stops our system has, which we will discuss further.
Viafara referred to maps of the existing and planned facilities, and explained that they have been
displayed for the public, and this is what people are focusing their attention on when making the
comments you can see in the analysis.
Viafara stated that when we proceed to do the analysis they will be using ranking criteria, which
has been established by the Federal Highway Administration, to analyze traffic volume, roadway
width, the number of driveways, functional classification, truck traffic, terrain, and pavement
surface.
Viafara commented that the main focus of the plan is to improve non-vehicular safety and to see
to what extent we can enhance mobility of those using the system; how can we provide creation
of benefits as well.
Viafara said that we will then begin working on Task #4 which entails the preparation of the
vision statement. He added that it will be done with cooperation with the members of the
advisory committee, but overall, the attention will focus on safety, and on creating friendlier
bike/ped environments by making sure that we go further than just providing education and
activities to develop a transportation system, and also to enhance the safety and health of users.
Viafara stated that to do everything we hope to do we have established three elements; goals,
performance measures, and targets. He explained that the goals that you saw before can be
reduced to something that we call “Community Goals”; then we have planning factors that will
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help guide us in our plan updates; and then we have performance measures that are the ones in
response to fixing American surface transportation and the transportation measures that we will
use in our analysis.
Viafara commented that all the goals that we have can be reduced to the seven Community Goals
listed in this table, and this is what they will basically be working towards because they are
connected to the first eight planning factors; but now with the new FAST Act we are adding two
more, one is to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and the other to
enhance travel and tourism.
Viafara stated that the transportation measures that we will be using are: Accessibility,
Compliance, Demand, Reliability, Mobility, and Infrastructure.
Viafara referred to a table, and said that the community goals listed are what we want to relay to
the transportation measures listed; and we will see when we relate one to the other how high that
particular relationship is, so this is what is guiding, so far, the plan update, and this is the
presentation that will be given to the public at tonight’s public meeting, as well as to the
members of the Advisory Committee.
Grasser stated that his comment on community goals are that they are all related to things that
somebody might like to see or might want to have; but part of our community goals are also
affordability, low taxes, efficiency, expenditures, and those things are not exhibited in here,
although he isn’t sure how to capture all of that. He added that he would be curious to know if
they would rank all these things the same if, say they only had five dollars to put in to a program,
and they were made aware of how really expensive it is, and they don’t want to put all of their
five dollars into that one thing, would they still rank it as high. He said that he isn’t sure how
you give a push on how much something might cost, but he thinks somehow that there needs to
be a financial wing, because that is one of the things that trips us up between the planning and
the conceptual area and the implementation.
Viafara said that next time we will discuss that, certainly there are different components,
everybody or every kind of public sector has particular needs and wants; and there is, particularly
for the Engineering Departments and Cities, sometimes very difficult for them to accommodate
those wants and needs, so it is really up to you guys and your budgets to, as much as we can, to
remain fiscally constrained. He stated that this means we are also obliged to make the best use
of those resources in order to accommodate those kinds of needs, so under that particular critera
of fiscally constrained opportunities, that is where, at the end we can more or less suggest plans,
suggest projects or initiatives, and that is why it could be taken into consideration, but those are
just suggestions until we can see where the funds are because it is an obligation, also, not to put
anything in the plan when there is no certainty of funding.
Williams asked if it would be possible, if we do another survey, that we could start out by
saying: here are the areas where the City spends money, rank it in priority as far as safety issues,
like police and fire, and then we have social stuff and we have arts and we have this, and roads
and everything else; and then it would give us a basis of the context of this if it didn’t receive a
real high rating, or it received a very high rating, and then this is where we went from here,
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because if you ask somebody if they would like us to build this, of course they will say yes; but
then when it gets down to where there is a project development, and it goes out for assessment,
then they don’t want to spend their money on it, so it kind of conflicts with what reality is,
because everybody would like to have everything they want as long as it is free, but it’s not.
Viafara agreed that that is a valid point, and the situation here is as follows; from an MPO point
of view we are restricted in the kind of activities that we can engage in, and one of them, that’s
why we have a Master Long Range Transportation Plan; so that means that utilities and other
kinds of transportation facilities and other elements from the City, we don’t touch them, so our
mandate is, in that sense, transportation related.
Viafara commented that, as you know, bringing people to a meeting has become very difficult,
so then we have to go out and attend little fairs, open markets, and such to gather information.
He added that we wanted to do this survey, and we hoped to be able to get around 300 responses,
but we have only received back about 50, and are expecting around 200 more; and it will tell us
where to go when it comes to spending transportation related funding. He said that we can’t
forget that the City also has policies that naturally connect with the objectives that we are trying
to pursue here so we can actually establish parity with them and join together as much as
possible.
Noehre said though, that prioritizing transportation doesn’t take in fire, sewer, or whatever, but it
does take in signals, crosswalks, striping, etc., this though says you want these things done but it
doesn’t say what don’t want done to do this, and he thinks that is the issue because, as Mr.
Viafara described, it’s finite, the dollars available are finite so if you do one thing it means that
you don’t do something else, always, not just sometimes, but always, so it would be helpful to
have something in this that asks, if you want this what are you willing to give up for it; not
within all of the big broad functions of government, but, as you said, even within transportation.
Viafara responded that the only issue is that we are reminded that this is a five year plan,
technically speaking; so while the horizon is out 35 to 40 years, the plan activities are for five
years, so it behooves us to be selective and extremely careful when choosing which one of the
elements will be given priority for execution.
Grasser said that this tells him that we are going to continue to have that, part of that disconnect,
and some of this is going to roll back into the communication plan and wonder why, in
frustration, that the stuff done at the higher level of planning isn’t built to what somebody says it
should be built because there is that disconnect a lot of the times between the financial piece and
the wish list. He said that a good example of that, should we want to come to a meeting in the
next couple of weeks, they are going to take another swing at getting sidewalks on Chestnut
Street, which was a very controversial issue a few years ago, so he bets there will be more people
attending that meeting than we will at any of the other planning level meetings, and so, again it is
an example of how your audience changes. He explained that this project will affect these
property owners’ pocketbooks directly, so they are going to have a very strong opinion.
Grasser stated that he thinks we have to recognize those divergents to make sure that we portray
them properly when we are putting together documents and things, noting that these are not
unhealthy issues, they are healthy issues, and he thinks that is part of the answer is to try to make
5

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016

sure that we portray that so when you talk to people about other transportation plans and they
say: gee, we talked about having a pedestrian underpass here, how come nobody built it – well,
through the vetting process that went away - but they didn’t follow it all the way through the
vetting process so in their mind – I suggested it, everybody thought it was a great idea, how
come nobody built it, what went wrong; so again, on a participant level there needs to be some
clarity as to where their input goes. Viafara commented that that is exactly what has been our
policy, not to create false expectations, or expectations that cannot be met, because everybody
wants something beautiful. He cited an example where the City recently somebody to speak
about downtowns and some neat things that other Cities have done, and everyone said they
would like to have those things here, but unfortunately there isn’t any money, and even if the
money were available, there is not a big enough population base, so our meetings will provide
education on this to the audiences. He added that, as a matter of fact, whenever we produce a
report from the MPO, if for any reason the Department of Engineering believes they can have an
input on the way things are phrased, organized, or such; we are willing to accept your
participation, and will gladly appreciate it. Grasser said that he thinks there might be some input
they can provide, he knows there has been some discussion about how the questions are asked
about bikepaths, and he is trying not to be critical, but a lot of times when he reads it it is
portrayed such that, it’s given in the context that you need to decide to make an improvement, so
which of these improvements would be the ones, and it is hard, then, to take that into context
without asking; you think that’s really a problem or is it just on the list of solutions I’m picking
from, because he thinks there are two different questions there – this really needs to happen
versus here is a list, and he thinks on these he would really like to see this one and this one; and
he thinks it creates some keeping of questions in the future to try to capture that.
Viafara commented that the MPO is more than willing to work with the City. Grasser said that
Mr. Viafara has been great to work with, but they hate to nit-pick everything here. Kuharenko
stated that, going off of Mr. Grasser’s comment; one of the things he would like to see in this is
just a question about the general level of satisfaction for the system that we have. He
commented that the training that we had a couple of months back, one of the big things about
that training was in doing a process like this we need to identify what we are doing well and use
that as positive momentum moving forward, and not necessarily focusing on negative aspects
and focusing on all the things you can’t provide, but also pay attention to what we have done
well and what we are doing for the community.
Kuharenko referred back to a previous slide, and said that one of the things he noticed is that if
this is a bike and pedestrian plan, one of the things he doesn’t really see is sidewalks, what do we
have for sidewalks on either side, what do we have to bikepaths, what do we have for shared use
paths. He said that this, to him, kinds of screams everything on the roadway itself, and this
focuses it only to on-road bicycle facilities, which per that training, we have a very small amount
of population, nationwide, a very small percentage of the population that is very comfortable
riding with the road and riding with the traffic, the vast majority of them are the novice riders
and younger riders, so one of the things we should be paying attention to more is what off road
facilities do we have, and we do have a fair amount of them in town and in East Grand Forks as
well.
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Viafara said that what Mr. Kuharenko brought to his attention just now is very important, and he
thanks him for doing it. He added, however, that once we are in good shape because now we
have access to the City’s Monkey Survey system that allows, basically, the thing is deceiving
because it is for free if you have less than ten questions, but once we cross that threshold, the
thing becomes impossible, but now the City has an account and we were fortunate enough to be
allowed to use it
Viafara stated that, on one hand you have satisfaction survey, that is survey he needs to verify,
do you want it to be on the system. Kuharenko responded that they would like it to be on the
existing system. He said that that will allow you to determine what is the general populaces
feeling for what we have for a system; is it meeting their expectations, is it exceeding their
expectations, that might be beneficial. Viafara asked if Mr. Kuharenko could provide a brief
synopsis as part of this, and he will certainly commit himself to do this. He added that the idea,
then, is to incorporate that within the context of the update, correct. Kuharenko responded that
that is correct. Viafara said that they will do that.
Viafara asked what it is Mr. Kuharenko would like concerning the sidewalks. Kuharenko
responded that he sees that we are looking at our existing facilities, and he is referring more to
what is on the slide shown not necessarily the survey; so when he looks at the slide he sees that it
is more specifically, with the exception of probably the driveways, is that you are looking
entirely at the roadway service and not necessarily at the off-road facilities that we have.
Erickson commented that pavement surfaces talks about sidewalks, and not the street.
Kuharenko said that that is kind of ambiguous though. Williams added that it could be either
one, pavement surface usually refers to street. Viafara stated that he will commit himself to
provide, basically, to update the presentation with the corresponding element for the pedestrian
facilities. Kuharenko said that that is what they are asking be done.
Information only.
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Viafara reported that this is a summary that corresponds to the overall complete report. He
added that the report, so far, including tables, maps and everything is over 100 pages, very
difficult for many of you to read; so instead he has produced a summary for your information.
Viafara said that this report indicates what the problems with the report might be, what are the
bases, what at the planning factors advancing this particular report.
Viafara referred to the document, and explained that there are eight goals, and for each one they
have tried to at least provide two supporting elements. He added that something important for
you to remember is that these are basically meant for vehicles, the ones we just discussed are
meant to be for pedestrians and walking; so even though they are the same planning factors, the
measures are slightly different.
Viafara referred to the summary and went over the goals and elements briefly.
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Kuharenko asked is this just straight number of accidents or does it also take the severity of the
accident into account as well. Viafara responded that it does include the severity of the accident
as well. He stated that he has the complete table in the event anyone would like to see it.
Williams asked if any of this is relative to the ADTs in terms of; you may see an increase in
crashes, but there is also an increase in the number of ADTs as well so in reality the percentage
could have gone down in relation to it, so it is kind of misleading the way it is stated in the
document. Viafara responded that this is one of his concerns as well, but the emphasis here is
zero deaths, Towards Zero, so because of that volume capacity is left, some movements are left,
and then the only one to count what really happens, the number of deaths, the number of injured
people, the number of vehicles lost, and so forth, so you are right on that, those measures that are
very important to actually make sense are left to some extent, behind. He added that it may be
incorporated somewhere, but apparently they are not evident when we do this. Williams said
that they are incorporated in the high crash rate, that is part of it. Viafara responded that they
are, but they aren’t evident.
Haugen arrived.
Grasser asked so do we, in the future, see this as part of our employed matrix, for performance
measure goals, and is this, his concern is if we are going to do this each year, is each year is
distinct onto itself, or are we going to have some kind of rolling average kind of thing that will,
because it’s pretty easy to see these thinks spike up and down from one year to the next, so it is
kind of dangerous to draw conclusions out of one particular year at one particular intersection, so
how do we deal with that going forward. Viafara responded that this is hard to explain, but he
can tell it from a point of view, from a point of view here, that what we are doing is reporting to
the community, but when you report to the government that will be done using rolling averages.
Johnson reported that he still isn’t sure exactly how this is going to work. He explained that they
just had a target setting workshop, that the MPOs participated in, and it looked at trend lines as a
baseline, but it also looked at every year, and then how it affected it, and then reported based on
that year and what happened that year, so there are some trends built into it but it is also looking
at what is happening.
Grasser stated that you see so much bounce when you take even just a measurable element on the
transportation system, and you just kind of know there are anomalies that happen, just even
traffic volume will change so much from one year to the next, and yet we see them bouncing
around, and they have talked about it.
Johnson commented that even beyond vehicles, he knows their Planning staff was concerned if
you have a random pedestrian death, that you don’t normally have, and it spikes and skews your
numbers, it can hurt some of the funding formulas that are now tied to those targets, so there is a
lot of concern just with that.
Williams stated that another one was like Washington, the whole summer was spent working on
that one so all the crash statistics that occurred during that construction are inconsequential, so
we don’t have that information based on what it would have normally been because of the
construction or whatever, so that is another problem with doing a year at a time is that there are
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places where there are going to be gaps that you can’t point at and say: look you reduced it by
95%, let’s do this all the time – because we can’t close the road all the time, so that is the
problem with some of those with just having it year to year.
Presentation continued.
Grasser said that, using 32nd as an example; we made improvements because of traffic signal
optimization, but the Long Range Transportation Plan shows that whole corridor just going to
crap here in the next ten to fifteen years, going to a service level E or even F, so those
performance levels, and you know you can only keep so much on the signal side, so on one hand
we are going to be having performance measures that are probably going to show a deteriorating
trend, and you have a core mandate but we have no funding, how is that being addressed through
the State or Federal process, because our study says, by definition, that these trends are going on
now. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know how much of that discussion has taken place on
the North Dakota side. He said that their Planning Division is in charge of some of that stuff,
and there has been a lot of discussion at a higher level, and he doesn’t know if Mr. Noehre gets
involved with any of it at a District level or not, but he thinks they are reading the rules and
keeping things pretty close to the vest until they figure out what they are going to do, but it will
definitely be a problem. Grasser said that he is glad that they are thinking about this though.
Johnson added that another problem is that 32nd is also on the NHS system so that adds another
degree of layering that needs to be taken into account.
Kuharenko referred to a slide on the pavement management portion, and stated that he knows
that as a group we have looked at this, and can remember that we have to add the local roads and
state roads together in order to get 100%, but that is still not really clearly defined for a first time
reader of this document. He explained that if you were to look at the table shown for the first
time, you could be very easily confused as to, okay, why does this column not have 200%, or
why does that column not have 200%, and in going through this process a couple of times we
end up knowing that for us here in this room that it is the State column plus the local column and
that will add up to 100%, however for somebody reading this for the first time it can be very
confusing so you might want to through some language in there to better define and give a new
reader a better understanding of what this table is trying to portray, otherwise it is going to look
like you either have a huge increase from one year to the next on all of the local roads, and if you
look at the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, and you look at local roads, if you add up that
entire column and then go to the column for 2015 you see a huge change and there is no real
understanding as to why or where it is coming from, so probably just better explain this table a
little bit more would be beneficial.
Viafara said, though, that you don’t want any modifications to the summations on the contents of
the columns of the table, just an explanation. Kuharenko reiterated that a better explanation so
that the reader can understand what they are looking at is needed.
Grasser commented that he thinks he brought this up before, but we have a Metropolitan
Planning Organization that encompasses the Cities and the Counties, and yet it seems like almost
all of this data is very Cities centric as opposed to Counties. He stated that, if we chose not to
report on that it is okay, but he isn’t sure that we made it clear to the reader that when some of
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these bridges that are out, maybe some of them get outside of the ET area, but we’re certainly not
capturing them, but the County Bridge System and the County Highway System is rating those
measures, and obviously the measure would have been totally different this year, as well as the
service level, like East Grand Forks; well that is a hop and a skip in relationship to the County if
you’re living in Manvel, and he doesn’t know if that needs to be addressed or not but it should at
least maybe be clearer to the reader that you might have a larger jurisdictional area as the MPO
than you’re really counting this stuff within City Limits or City ET area, or something like that.
Viafara said that this comment is important, and thank you for bringing it, but what happens is
that on the main report explanations are given on the locations of the bridges; and so then we
have the ones that are in the County area, and the same happens for the number of crashes as
well. Grasser said, then, that this information is in the main report, it just isn’t in this summary.
Viafara responded that that is correct.
Information only.
RESUME AGENDA
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen reported that we did hold a special meeting on the Communication Plan the end of June.
He stated that we did not have a quorum present, but still held discussion on the plan.
Haugen said that the draft that was presented to you last week attempted to address the
discussion that took place at the special meeting. He added that it was also forwarded to our
Federal Highway representative in Bismarck, and he addressed the comments he received from
her Monday morning, and distributed them late that afternoon and early Tuesday morning, so the
draft that he is showing on the screen is the one that was distributed Monday evening/Tuesday
morning.
Haugen commented that the changes that were done with the Federal Highway review are shown
highlighted in green, otherwise the draft did not change from the original Technical Advisory
packet.
Haugen stated that he also notified a few people that have been commenting on this draft that we
have been stating that we are the only ones that are doing this conflict resolution document,
however there are proposed rules now that are being promulgated out for comment, that says that
this will be a requirement of all MPOs and State DOTS to develop so it is just a proposal, and it
may not become a final rule, but just be aware that we are no longer the one and only that we are
aware of, and others may be addressing this as well.
Haugen reported that a lot of the discussion was centered on the NEPA environmental stuff, so
you will see a lot of that removed. He said that the additional thing was to sort of reorganize and
highlight some things, and there seemed to have been some discussion that we are outside of the
MPO process, so, does this address some things outside the MPO process or the MPO area,
trying to highlight that better on the dispute resolution end that we are only talking about things,
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this is an MPO document, this is only discussing MPO processes, we aren’t trying to go outside
of that, or outside of your area.
Haugen stated that the graphics were discussed, as to their appropriateness, and new graphics
were identified and inserted to address what those comments were.
Haugen said that the last thing was to highlight what Federal Highway wanted to be seen in the
document. He referred to a section in green, and explained that even though Federal Highway
represents Transit, as a leading Federal Agency, they also wanted to see Federal Transit
identified as Ex-Officio Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, for both Minnesota and
North Dakota, so you will see it twice.
Haugen stated that the other two comments are:
The premise of the dispute being a pyramid with most decisions being done at the local level was
premised off of the fact that the MPO plan is locally adopted, not adopted by the State or the
Feds, but they wanted to make sure that everybody understood that everything in the T.I.P. and
S.T.I.P. are based off of the local Long Range Transportation Plan, and that the S.T.I.P. is
adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so even though our plan isn’t, the projects that
are programmed into our T.I.P. are ultimately adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so
that is what this language was inserted for.
Getting back away from kind of, there are changes from the plan to the project development, and
there is a need to have those changes made, yet we always need to be following the flow chart
that changes are occurring through that process of planning programming project development,
we still have consistency with the priorities of the plan in mind as we make those changes in the
project.
Haugen said that those are the things that were addressed based off of the June 30th discussion,
and also the three changes Federal Highway asked be made.
Grasser stated that he would like to thank and congratulate Mr. Haugen on doing modifications
that were heard requested here at the special meeting. He added that there were a lot of requests
with very little direction. He said that that document now has gotten close enough to where they
have some editorial text comments, and his is wondering how he wants to proceed with that. He
commented that a lot of them are essentially, actually he is going to characterize most of them as
kind of reinforcing some of the issues that caused some of the disconnect between the
recognizance level and the project development, a lot of them kept that in there, but he is
wondering how we want to proceed with that, do we want to try to work through it today, or
wait. He said that he wants to apologize that they weren’t able to get them to him earlier.
Haugen responded that he will leave this up to the Technical Advisory Committee, adding that
we do have a few more agenda items and he doesn’t know how much time this will require.
Grasser suggested that we might want to address this at the next meeting so that they can get the
information to the MPO staff so that everyone can see what the text changes are, and have time
to process it rather than try to push it through today. Haugen asked if the information has been
coordinated or shared with any other agencies, and are they just from the City, or others as well.
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Grasser responded that the information had not been shared, and it is just from City employees.
Haugen said, then, that there might be changes from others as well, he would ask that any
comments/changes be submitted to the MPO by Friday so that staff can assemble it all and
redistribute to the committee.
Williams asked when this needs to be approved. Haugen responded that we are already past the
due date, so our Federal Highway representative is anxious to get it out of her hair, and out of
our hair as well, but he is sure she will appreciate that we are doing a good job, and are close to a
resolution, so, while she may not be pleased to hear we are delaying a month, she will also,
hopefully understand the rational. Johnson commented that the word she used with him is that as
long as progress is made she is okay with any required delay(s).
Haugen stated that he would set Friday as the deadline for getting comments in to staff, but
realize that as you see other people’s comments there will be opportunity after Friday to submit
comments, but hopefully we aren’t going backwards but are still moving forward so, again,
please get them in by noon on Friday.
Information only.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY
Haugen reported that this is something that was done mainly last year, and the consultant had
some staff struggles to finish cleaning up the document for final approval. He said that they
finally got it done late May and distributed it to the Steering Committee for review and
comment. He stated that nothing was received on it during the month of June, so he put it on the
agenda for final approval.
Haugen referred to the packet and stated that it appears that the Executive Summary was not
downloaded so we will have to table this item until the next MPO Executive Policy Board
meeting next month as well.
Grasser said that he has a question that will probably be still relevant next month; when you look
at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of who; anyway he just doesn’t want to bring
those two together as it seems they are two different things; but on the Glasston Study itself, in
his mind to characterize that is it is just identifying conflict points and options and different
things that might be considered, but if we adopt that study, is that the right word, is that the right
term, because if we adopt it’s not like we are identifying, he disagrees because in his mind he
doesn’t think we said that priority one is to do an underpass on Highway 2 and priority two is to
do something else, it was more generic. He stated that he isn’t criticizing the study, he is just not
sure how you adopt the one that is more generic, in his mind, and he is wondering if that is the
right word to use for this study.
Haugen responded that approval is probably appropriate as the study itself is premised on some
things that, when it started were more likely to occur than they are appearing to occur now, so it
is doubtful that a lot of the work in that study will see the results because the premise it was
based on was the construction of the fertilizer plant, which is still a long ways from being started;
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and the State Mill relocating how they receive grain, which also appears to be shifting back as
well.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Kouba reported that we’ve had our first rounds of public meetings on the Transit Development
Plan, just getting information, getting existing conditions of the service itself. She said that they
had an actual public engagement at Hugos in East Grand Forks, and the Metro Transit Center
and Grand Cities Mall in Grand Forks. She added that they also met with focus groups and
invited various groups that have interest in transit itself to come and give their input on what they
see exists and what they see as being needed or wanted.
Kouba commented that just bringing all this information in will allow us to get a better
understanding of what is out there and what people are looking at, as well as what their
expectations are of the service too.
Kouba stated that they had a survey out, a rider survey as well as a community survey, and it
asked people why they aren’t taking transit if they can, or want to take transit, just those kinds of
simple questions.
Kouba reported that some of the main things they got out of the survey, and out of meeting with
people, is kind of the indirectness of everything; everything is funneled in and out of the
downtown, and even if you aren’t going downtown you have to go downtown just to get across
town, so that general idea. She stated that they have been hearing a lot of complaints about this,
so they were kind of expecting those types of comments.
Kouba stated that this will start leading into some of the questions on how can we improve the
system with the funding that we have, because in the next round of meetings we will be
including things like; we have this much funding, we have these projects that can be funded, this
is what we can do to improve efficiency, in providing the service. She said that this is our next
step along with our goals and performance measures so that they are matching up with all
improvements that we might have an opportunity to make.
Kouba said that a summary of this information is available and is included in the packet. She
added that KLJ is also working on an official memorandum of all the existing conditions as she
speaks.
Johnson commented that, in reviewing this and looking it over, all of these focus groups and
public meeting, were there any positive comments; everything in here, every bullet is something
that isn’t working or they want more of, is there a reason the summary is that way or is that
really all you got. Kouba responded that it is a lot of what they got. She explained that we
currently don’t have all the details of what exactly was written in the surveys, but she thinks
people are getting a little frustrated with the way the system is structured right now, so that is
coming out a lot.
13

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016

Rood stated that she also thinks that this is a lot of comments coming from a small number of
people. Williams added that this gets back to what we were talking about earlier with the other
project; the comments that you are going to get the majority of the time on any project are the
negative ones because if everybody thinks it is going fine they aren’t going to come to the
meeting anyway, and there is no way you can combat that.
Johnson said that he understands that happening at the public meetings, but these focus groups of
agencies surprised him, that there weren’t any positives from them.
Bergman added that you also have to remember that they almost had to twist arms to get people
to do the survey. He said that they had to hand carry them, and they had to buy them donuts, so
it was pathetic. He explained that they stood on the bus and handed them to riders and told them
they had to take the survey, but by the time they walked off the bus they found a lot of them
lying on the floor, nobody seemed to care.
Kouba said that the main disappointment with the agencies was that they had a lot, but there
weren’t a lot of agencies in attendance either.
Information only.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
Viafara reported that we are working on the Discovery School report. He said that the school is
now on holiday, therefore we will convene the Steering Committee meeting the first week of
August, and by that time we really appreciate having received the final final comments in order
to make sure that the document is brought to Executive Board.
b.

NDDOT Participation On The MPO Executive Policy Board

Johnson reported that this concerns the NDDOTs participation on the MPO Executive Policy
Board. He explained that the DOT has been an Ex-Officio member of the Bismarck/Mandan
MPO for quite some time, and he believes it is labeled as “Director” or his designee.
Johnson commented that recently, through some discussion at the Fargo/Moorhead MPO, they
agreed to extend this same type of participation to them as well, so we are also now a part of that
policy committee as an Ex Officio, as well as someone from MnDOT; and because of this he was
asked to extend the offering to this MPO as well to see if it was something they wanted to
entertain, to have a non-voting DOT’s presence as part of the committee. He said that it, by no
means, at this point a guarantee of participation at every meeting, but we have that ability as a
non-voting member to provide that participation.
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Johnson stated that at this point, for the Technical Advisory Committee, he doesn’t know how
you want to move forward with this to your policy board, but it is something thrown out for
consideration. He added that if there is acceptance, and it seems to be in agreement, at least from
the North Dakota side they would also ask that you would make this same invitation to the
Minnesota DOT as well so that both sides of the river are represented.
Kuharenko commented that he would think that if the NDDOT can provide a little more insight
for the MPO Board it would be beneficial. He added that he would also think that if it is
approved that we also make the appropriate changes to the communication plan to reflect those
changes as well.
Grasser stated that it sounds like a good idea to him. Erickson agreed.
Noehre reported that he hasn’t read a CFR for a number of years, and he hates to admit that, but
does it still say that for a TMA it is actually required, it used to. Johnson responded that it does,
adding that he thinks they are voting members as well, if he remembers right, on a TMA.
Noehre stated that if it is required for a TMA, and it is good for a TMA, a TMA is an MPO that
has over 200,000 population, why wouldn’t it be good for this MPO as well.
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would be attending the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next
week. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know who the representative will be, but he can call in
to the meeting to present this to the board.
c.

Earlier Long Range Transportation Plan Component Discussion

Grasser commented that with the understanding that we kind of got into a bind with the last Long
Range Transportation Plan update, he is just wondering if there should be some components of
the transportation side of the rule that will start showing up in 2016, such as the traffic modeling
and such. He added that we also have a couple of items that are always in the traffic model that
we probably should be talking about rather than have it fall back towards the back end of things
again like we did before.
Grasser stated that they started initiating some of those early discussion, again just to keep us
from getting in trouble, as a group we included it, and we are thoughtful, and so when we begin
that process we don’t necessarily respond to the pressure because we want to make sure we have
a great quality product.
Haugen agreed, adding that you have identified some comments or concerns about the current
model that you can share with us at any time; and we are under contract with ATAC to update
the model, and they presented a couple of months ago, and right now we are re-geographing the
TAZ boundaries because of growth, and it is cutting up some TAZs. He said that we are also
updating the street network, which is based off of 2010 and what was completed in 2015, so we
are in that process right now.
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Haugen stated that we also purchased the 2015 socio-economic data, so if you have comments,
the sooner the better; and we should have Dr. Diomo back up here soon to show us the new TAZ
structure and socio-economic data distribution.
Haugen asked Ms. Kouba how we are progressing on the 2015 Street Network Update. Kouba
responded that we are progressing slowly.
Grasser commented that, being more specific, Ms. Williams, the City of Grand Forks’ Traffic
Engineer; brought something up this morning regarding when looking at the traffic volumes on
some streets, some of them seem look kind of odd and there are some places where they are
already at the 2040 threshold, and he thinks we need to work through some of those types of
issues, and make sure the traffic volume component of it at least makes sense because that is
going to be important when they have to identify their priorities. Haugen responded that some
pressure points are relieve between now and 2040 by additional streets that don’t currently exist,
and then they build back up so the curve for some of those anyway.
Williams asked when they were going to be up here to look at the zones, to discuss that. Haugen
responded that they have done that already, and they are coming back with the changes that we
identified, and that they have identified. Williams asked if they can see those before you
progress any further with it. Haugen responded that they will push them to get us the results in
July and they will distribute it. Williams commented that it just makes it easier if they have an
opportunity to look at stuff as you do it instead of waiting until the end and then going through it
all.
d.
Planning and Asset Management Team
Johnson said that he has one more item that kind of came up towards the end of the week, so he
apologizes for the late notice, but he was having some discussions recently with their Planning
and Asset Management Division, and one of the things that they wanted to do was to extend an
invitation out to all the MPOs, this is just the first meeting he has attended to share that.
Johnson explained that they would like to come in every once in a while, most likely via
conference call, but there may be the occasional in-person trip to just give an update on things
they are working on; for example they are currently working on their Rail Plan, and there will be
other planning efforts that will have to be undertaken soon, and there are Performance Measures,
final rules review, and they have offered to extend an invitation out for them to come in and
participate in the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and just give a brief update and
answer any questions the group might have.
Johnson stated that as of right now they are open to suggestions on frequency; twice a year or
quarterly, so he would ask the Technical Advisory Committee which option you would prefer as
he assumes this would be a well-received notion and that you will accept the invitation.
Consensus was that quarterly visits would be the preferred option.
Grasser asked if there was video conferencing capacity here in East Grand Forks City Hall.
Haugen responded that it can be set up. Grasser stated that you just get something out of video
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conferencing that you don’t necessarily get out of just a conference phone. Johnson stated that
they can definitely try that as well.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Jairo Viafara, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the July 13th, 2016, meeting of the MPO
Technical Advisory Committee to order at 1:34 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad
Gengler), Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Airport
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area
Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Bemidji; Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams,
Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Les Noehre, NDDOTGrand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks
Cities Area Transit.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Viafara declared a quorum was present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
SUSPEND AGENDA
Viafara commented that Mr. Haugen will be a little late today and has requested that we go
ahead and discuss Agenda Items 6 and 7 until he arrives.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Viafara asked if Mr. Konickson had anything to update on the Kennedy Bridge.
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Kennedy Bridge
Konickson reported that they are still looking at letting it this fall sometime, but he doesn’t
believe it will happen in September as originally planned, but most likely in October or
November. He added that they have completed 60% of the design plan, and they are proceeding
with its completion.
Konickson commented that there are some ongoing issues and questions concerning the detour
plans, as there will be some short-term detours, probably about half a dozen or so, for two to four
days during concrete work. He added that there also was an issue mentioned before concerning
the trail on the East Grand Forks side, and they still need to determine how the plans are going to
show how it will connect to the City’s trails.
Viafara stated that the trail issue is a very important issue because the MPO is advancing the
update for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and access to the bridge is one of the considerations that
we would like to review. Konickson responded that he hasn’t had an update on this so it could
be further along than he realizes.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN
Viafara referred to a power point presentation and reported that, overall, this is the complete
presentation that will be given tonight at the open house at 7:00 p.m. here in this conference
room. He stated that part of this presentation has already been seen by some of you, and the
remaining portions will be discussed tonight.
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued.
Viafara said that tonight we are discussing Meeting #3 - Assessing Existing Conditions and
Trends. He added that we will also discuss the goals and objectives of the plan, the activities that
will be undertaken in order to advance the update, and what the role of the Advisory Committee
is and who the members are.
Viafara commented that, just to update you, two things have been done; one was the design of
the questionnaire that has been uploaded to the City of Grand Forks’ website. He said that he did
distribute to some of you the preliminary results from the questionnaire. He added that in reality
this is just the beginning, and it is proof of what has been done, and for you, as Technical
Committee members to see exactly, to have an idea of what the community is thinking about.
Viafara stated that on the other hand we have made some arrangements with various
organizations, including Choice Health Fitness for them to advance at least fifty surveys, with
the YMCA to advance at least twenty-five, with the University of North Dakota Student Union
to do at least twenty-five. He added that Lutheran Social Services is in charge of dealing with
New Americans, and they indicated that they are willing to do at least twenty-five, and Global
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Friends, who also deals with New Americans, also indicted that they were willing to do twentyfive.
Viafara commented that part of Task #2 is building community support for the plan
development; and a press release was sent to the Exponent, and he has also been in touch with IHeart Radio to do public announcements on their networks as well, so once in a while you will
hear invitations to the activities. He stated that this is what has been done so far to help build
support for the plan.
Viafara said that now we are embarking on advancing Task #3, which is the assessment of the
existing conditions and trends. He stated that what they are trying to do is an inventory and
analysis of the things that we can see, then we will establish an evaluation of the conditions of
those systems, and elements of the systems. He said that they will then identify the gaps of
deficiencies that may be preventing opportunities for people walk or bike safely to their different
destinations. He added that they will do an evaluation of those conditions, and then continue
with our plan update.
Viafara went over the existing facilities that will be looked at, which include sidewalks, curb
lanes, shared use paths signals, bridges, etc. He pointed out that, as you can see, interchanges
and access to them has become kind of an issue of interest for some of the respondents of the
questionnaire, and he was recently at the Bike For A Purpose event, and he as he talked to those
in attendance this matter was also brought to his attention. He said that another issue is transit
access to the different stops our system has, which we will discuss further.
Viafara referred to maps of the existing and planned facilities, and explained that they have been
displayed for the public, and this is what people are focusing their attention on when making the
comments you can see in the analysis.
Viafara stated that when we proceed to do the analysis they will be using ranking criteria, which
has been established by the Federal Highway Administration, to analyze traffic volume, roadway
width, the number of driveways, functional classification, truck traffic, terrain, and pavement
surface.
Viafara commented that the main focus of the plan is to improve non-vehicular safety and to see
to what extent we can enhance mobility of those using the system; how can we provide creation
of benefits as well.
Viafara said that we will then begin working on Task #4 which entails the preparation of the
vision statement. He added that it will be done with cooperation with the members of the
advisory committee, but overall, the attention will focus on safety, and on creating friendlier
bike/ped environments by making sure that we go further than just providing education and
activities to develop a transportation system, and also to enhance the safety and health of users.
Viafara stated that to do everything we hope to do we have established three elements; goals,
performance measures, and targets. He explained that the goals that you saw before can be
reduced to something that we call “Community Goals”; then we have planning factors that will
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help guide us in our plan updates; and then we have performance measures that are the ones in
response to fixing American surface transportation and the transportation measures that we will
use in our analysis.
Viafara commented that all the goals that we have can be reduced to the seven Community Goals
listed in this table, and this is what they will basically be working towards because they are
connected to the first eight planning factors; but now with the new FAST Act we are adding two
more, one is to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and the other to
enhance travel and tourism.
Viafara stated that the transportation measures that we will be using are: Accessibility,
Compliance, Demand, Reliability, Mobility, and Infrastructure.
Viafara referred to a table, and said that the community goals listed are what we want to relay to
the transportation measures listed; and we will see when we relate one to the other how high that
particular relationship is, so this is what is guiding, so far, the plan update, and this is the
presentation that will be given to the public at tonight’s public meeting, as well as to the
members of the Advisory Committee.
Grasser stated that his comment on community goals are that they are all related to things that
somebody might like to see or might want to have; but part of our community goals are also
affordability, low taxes, efficiency, expenditures, and those things are not exhibited in here,
although he isn’t sure how to capture all of that. He added that he would be curious to know if
they would rank all these things the same if, say they only had five dollars to put in to a program,
and they were made aware of how really expensive it is, and they don’t want to put all of their
five dollars into that one thing, would they still rank it as high. He said that he isn’t sure how
you give a push on how much something might cost, but he thinks somehow that there needs to
be a financial wing, because that is one of the things that trips us up between the planning and
the conceptual area and the implementation.
Viafara said that next time we will discuss that, certainly there are different components,
everybody or every kind of public sector has particular needs and wants; and there is, particularly
for the Engineering Departments and Cities, sometimes very difficult for them to accommodate
those wants and needs, so it is really up to you guys and your budgets to, as much as we can, to
remain fiscally constrained. He stated that this means we are also obliged to make the best use
of those resources in order to accommodate those kinds of needs, so under that particular critera
of fiscally constrained opportunities, that is where, at the end we can more or less suggest plans,
suggest projects or initiatives, and that is why it could be taken into consideration, but those are
just suggestions until we can see where the funds are because it is an obligation, also, not to put
anything in the plan when there is no certainty of funding.
Williams asked if it would be possible, if we do another survey, that we could start out by
saying: here are the areas where the City spends money, rank it in priority as far as safety issues,
like police and fire, and then we have social stuff and we have arts and we have this, and roads
and everything else; and then it would give us a basis of the context of this if it didn’t receive a
real high rating, or it received a very high rating, and then this is where we went from here,
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because if you ask somebody if they would like us to build this, of course they will say yes; but
then when it gets down to where there is a project development, and it goes out for assessment,
then they don’t want to spend their money on it, so it kind of conflicts with what reality is,
because everybody would like to have everything they want as long as it is free, but it’s not.
Viafara agreed that that is a valid point, and the situation here is as follows; from an MPO point
of view we are restricted in the kind of activities that we can engage in, and one of them, that’s
why we have a Master Long Range Transportation Plan; so that means that utilities and other
kinds of transportation facilities and other elements from the City, we don’t touch them, so our
mandate is, in that sense, transportation related.
Viafara commented that, as you know, bringing people to a meeting has become very difficult,
so then we have to go out and attend little fairs, open markets, and such to gather information.
He added that we wanted to do this survey, and we hoped to be able to get around 300 responses,
but we have only received back about 50, and are expecting around 200 more; and it will tell us
where to go when it comes to spending transportation related funding. He said that we can’t
forget that the City also has policies that naturally connect with the objectives that we are trying
to pursue here so we can actually establish parity with them and join together as much as
possible.
Noehre said though, that prioritizing transportation doesn’t take in fire, sewer, or whatever, but it
does take in signals, crosswalks, striping, etc., this though says you want these things done but it
doesn’t say what don’t want done to do this, and he thinks that is the issue because, as Mr.
Viafara described, it’s finite, the dollars available are finite so if you do one thing it means that
you don’t do something else, always, not just sometimes, but always, so it would be helpful to
have something in this that asks, if you want this what are you willing to give up for it; not
within all of the big broad functions of government, but, as you said, even within transportation.
Viafara responded that the only issue is that we are reminded that this is a five year plan,
technically speaking; so while the horizon is out 35 to 40 years, the plan activities are for five
years, so it behooves us to be selective and extremely careful when choosing which one of the
elements will be given priority for execution.
Grasser said that this tells him that we are going to continue to have that, part of that disconnect,
and some of this is going to roll back into the communication plan and wonder why, in
frustration, that the stuff done at the higher level of planning isn’t built to what somebody says it
should be built because there is that disconnect a lot of the times between the financial piece and
the wish list. He said that a good example of that, should we want to come to a meeting in the
next couple of weeks, they are going to take another swing at getting sidewalks on Chestnut
Street, which was a very controversial issue a few years ago, so he bets there will be more people
attending that meeting than we will at any of the other planning level meetings, and so, again it is
an example of how your audience changes. He explained that this project will affect these
property owners’ pocketbooks directly, so they are going to have a very strong opinion.
Grasser stated that he thinks we have to recognize those divergents to make sure that we portray
them properly when we are putting together documents and things, noting that these are not
unhealthy issues, they are healthy issues, and he thinks that is part of the answer is to try to make
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sure that we portray that so when you talk to people about other transportation plans and they
say: gee, we talked about having a pedestrian underpass here, how come nobody built it – well,
through the vetting process that went away - but they didn’t follow it all the way through the
vetting process so in their mind – I suggested it, everybody thought it was a great idea, how
come nobody built it, what went wrong; so again, on a participant level there needs to be some
clarity as to where their input goes. Viafara commented that that is exactly what has been our
policy, not to create false expectations, or expectations that cannot be met, because everybody
wants something beautiful. He cited an example where the City recently somebody to speak
about downtowns and some neat things that other Cities have done, and everyone said they
would like to have those things here, but unfortunately there isn’t any money, and even if the
money were available, there is not a big enough population base, so our meetings will provide
education on this to the audiences. He added that, as a matter of fact, whenever we produce a
report from the MPO, if for any reason the Department of Engineering believes they can have an
input on the way things are phrased, organized, or such; we are willing to accept your
participation, and will gladly appreciate it. Grasser said that he thinks there might be some input
they can provide, he knows there has been some discussion about how the questions are asked
about bikepaths, and he is trying not to be critical, but a lot of times when he reads it it is
portrayed such that, it’s given in the context that you need to decide to make an improvement, so
which of these improvements would be the ones, and it is hard, then, to take that into context
without asking; you think that’s really a problem or is it just on the list of solutions I’m picking
from, because he thinks there are two different questions there – this really needs to happen
versus here is a list, and he thinks on these he would really like to see this one and this one; and
he thinks it creates some keeping of questions in the future to try to capture that.
Viafara commented that the MPO is more than willing to work with the City. Grasser said that
Mr. Viafara has been great to work with, but they hate to nit-pick everything here. Kuharenko
stated that, going off of Mr. Grasser’s comment; one of the things he would like to see in this is
just a question about the general level of satisfaction for the system that we have. He
commented that the training that we had a couple of months back, one of the big things about
that training was in doing a process like this we need to identify what we are doing well and use
that as positive momentum moving forward, and not necessarily focusing on negative aspects
and focusing on all the things you can’t provide, but also pay attention to what we have done
well and what we are doing for the community.
Kuharenko referred back to a previous slide, and said that one of the things he noticed is that if
this is a bike and pedestrian plan, one of the things he doesn’t really see is sidewalks, what do we
have for sidewalks on either side, what do we have to bikepaths, what do we have for shared use
paths. He said that this, to him, kinds of screams everything on the roadway itself, and this
focuses it only to on-road bicycle facilities, which per that training, we have a very small amount
of population, nationwide, a very small percentage of the population that is very comfortable
riding with the road and riding with the traffic, the vast majority of them are the novice riders
and younger riders, so one of the things we should be paying attention to more is what off road
facilities do we have, and we do have a fair amount of them in town and in East Grand Forks as
well.
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Viafara said that what Mr. Kuharenko brought to his attention just now is very important, and he
thanks him for doing it. He added, however, that once we are in good shape because now we
have access to the City’s Monkey Survey system that allows, basically, the thing is deceiving
because it is for free if you have less than ten questions, but once we cross that threshold, the
thing becomes impossible, but now the City has an account and we were fortunate enough to be
allowed to use it
Viafara stated that, on one hand you have satisfaction survey, that is survey he needs to verify,
do you want it to be on the system. Kuharenko responded that they would like it to be on the
existing system. He said that that will allow you to determine what is the general populaces
feeling for what we have for a system; is it meeting their expectations, is it exceeding their
expectations, that might be beneficial. Viafara asked if Mr. Kuharenko could provide a brief
synopsis as part of this, and he will certainly commit himself to do this. He added that the idea,
then, is to incorporate that within the context of the update, correct. Kuharenko responded that
that is correct. Viafara said that they will do that.
Viafara asked what it is Mr. Kuharenko would like concerning the sidewalks. Kuharenko
responded that he sees that we are looking at our existing facilities, and he is referring more to
what is on the slide shown not necessarily the survey; so when he looks at the slide he sees that it
is more specifically, with the exception of probably the driveways, is that you are looking
entirely at the roadway service and not necessarily at the off-road facilities that we have.
Erickson commented that pavement surfaces talks about sidewalks, and not the street.
Kuharenko said that that is kind of ambiguous though. Williams added that it could be either
one, pavement surface usually refers to street. Viafara stated that he will commit himself to
provide, basically, to update the presentation with the corresponding element for the pedestrian
facilities. Kuharenko said that that is what they are asking be done.
Information only.
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Viafara reported that this is a summary that corresponds to the overall complete report. He
added that the report, so far, including tables, maps and everything is over 100 pages, very
difficult for many of you to read; so instead he has produced a summary for your information.
Viafara said that this report indicates what the problems with the report might be, what are the
bases, what at the planning factors advancing this particular report.
Viafara referred to the document, and explained that there are eight goals, and for each one they
have tried to at least provide two supporting elements. He added that something important for
you to remember is that these are basically meant for vehicles, the ones we just discussed are
meant to be for pedestrians and walking; so even though they are the same planning factors, the
measures are slightly different.
Viafara referred to the summary and went over the goals and elements briefly.
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Kuharenko asked is this just straight number of accidents or does it also take the severity of the
accident into account as well. Viafara responded that it does include the severity of the accident
as well. He stated that he has the complete table in the event anyone would like to see it.
Williams asked if any of this is relative to the ADTs in terms of; you may see an increase in
crashes, but there is also an increase in the number of ADTs as well so in reality the percentage
could have gone down in relation to it, so it is kind of misleading the way it is stated in the
document. Viafara responded that this is one of his concerns as well, but the emphasis here is
zero deaths, Towards Zero, so because of that volume capacity is left, some movements are left,
and then the only one to count what really happens, the number of deaths, the number of injured
people, the number of vehicles lost, and so forth, so you are right on that, those measures that are
very important to actually make sense are left to some extent, behind. He added that it may be
incorporated somewhere, but apparently they are not evident when we do this. Williams said
that they are incorporated in the high crash rate, that is part of it. Viafara responded that they
are, but they aren’t evident.
Haugen arrived.
Grasser asked so do we, in the future, see this as part of our employed matrix, for performance
measure goals, and is this, his concern is if we are going to do this each year, is each year is
distinct onto itself, or are we going to have some kind of rolling average kind of thing that will,
because it’s pretty easy to see these thinks spike up and down from one year to the next, so it is
kind of dangerous to draw conclusions out of one particular year at one particular intersection, so
how do we deal with that going forward. Viafara responded that this is hard to explain, but he
can tell it from a point of view, from a point of view here, that what we are doing is reporting to
the community, but when you report to the government that will be done using rolling averages.
Johnson reported that he still isn’t sure exactly how this is going to work. He explained that they
just had a target setting workshop, that the MPOs participated in, and it looked at trend lines as a
baseline, but it also looked at every year, and then how it affected it, and then reported based on
that year and what happened that year, so there are some trends built into it but it is also looking
at what is happening.
Grasser stated that you see so much bounce when you take even just a measurable element on the
transportation system, and you just kind of know there are anomalies that happen, just even
traffic volume will change so much from one year to the next, and yet we see them bouncing
around, and they have talked about it.
Johnson commented that even beyond vehicles, he knows their Planning staff was concerned if
you have a random pedestrian death, that you don’t normally have, and it spikes and skews your
numbers, it can hurt some of the funding formulas that are now tied to those targets, so there is a
lot of concern just with that.
Williams stated that another one was like Washington, the whole summer was spent working on
that one so all the crash statistics that occurred during that construction are inconsequential, so
we don’t have that information based on what it would have normally been because of the
construction or whatever, so that is another problem with doing a year at a time is that there are
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places where there are going to be gaps that you can’t point at and say: look you reduced it by
95%, let’s do this all the time – because we can’t close the road all the time, so that is the
problem with some of those with just having it year to year.
Presentation continued.
Grasser said that, using 32nd as an example; we made improvements because of traffic signal
optimization, but the Long Range Transportation Plan shows that whole corridor just going to
crap here in the next ten to fifteen years, going to a service level E or even F, so those
performance levels, and you know you can only keep so much on the signal side, so on one hand
we are going to be having performance measures that are probably going to show a deteriorating
trend, and you have a core mandate but we have no funding, how is that being addressed through
the State or Federal process, because our study says, by definition, that these trends are going on
now. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know how much of that discussion has taken place on
the North Dakota side. He said that their Planning Division is in charge of some of that stuff,
and there has been a lot of discussion at a higher level, and he doesn’t know if Mr. Noehre gets
involved with any of it at a District level or not, but he thinks they are reading the rules and
keeping things pretty close to the vest until they figure out what they are going to do, but it will
definitely be a problem. Grasser said that he is glad that they are thinking about this though.
Johnson added that another problem is that 32nd is also on the NHS system so that adds another
degree of layering that needs to be taken into account.
Kuharenko referred to a slide on the pavement management portion, and stated that he knows
that as a group we have looked at this, and can remember that we have to add the local roads and
state roads together in order to get 100%, but that is still not really clearly defined for a first time
reader of this document. He explained that if you were to look at the table shown for the first
time, you could be very easily confused as to, okay, why does this column not have 200%, or
why does that column not have 200%, and in going through this process a couple of times we
end up knowing that for us here in this room that it is the State column plus the local column and
that will add up to 100%, however for somebody reading this for the first time it can be very
confusing so you might want to through some language in there to better define and give a new
reader a better understanding of what this table is trying to portray, otherwise it is going to look
like you either have a huge increase from one year to the next on all of the local roads, and if you
look at the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, and you look at local roads, if you add up that
entire column and then go to the column for 2015 you see a huge change and there is no real
understanding as to why or where it is coming from, so probably just better explain this table a
little bit more would be beneficial.
Viafara said, though, that you don’t want any modifications to the summations on the contents of
the columns of the table, just an explanation. Kuharenko reiterated that a better explanation so
that the reader can understand what they are looking at is needed.
Grasser commented that he thinks he brought this up before, but we have a Metropolitan
Planning Organization that encompasses the Cities and the Counties, and yet it seems like almost
all of this data is very Cities centric as opposed to Counties. He stated that, if we chose not to
report on that it is okay, but he isn’t sure that we made it clear to the reader that when some of
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these bridges that are out, maybe some of them get outside of the ET area, but we’re certainly not
capturing them, but the County Bridge System and the County Highway System is rating those
measures, and obviously the measure would have been totally different this year, as well as the
service level, like East Grand Forks; well that is a hop and a skip in relationship to the County if
you’re living in Manvel, and he doesn’t know if that needs to be addressed or not but it should at
least maybe be clearer to the reader that you might have a larger jurisdictional area as the MPO
than you’re really counting this stuff within City Limits or City ET area, or something like that.
Viafara said that this comment is important, and thank you for bringing it, but what happens is
that on the main report explanations are given on the locations of the bridges; and so then we
have the ones that are in the County area, and the same happens for the number of crashes as
well. Grasser said, then, that this information is in the main report, it just isn’t in this summary.
Viafara responded that that is correct.
Information only.
RESUME AGENDA
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen reported that we did hold a special meeting on the Communication Plan the end of June.
He stated that we did not have a quorum present, but still held discussion on the plan.
Haugen said that the draft that was presented to you last week attempted to address the
discussion that took place at the special meeting. He added that it was also forwarded to our
Federal Highway representative in Bismarck, and he addressed the comments he received from
her Monday morning, and distributed them late that afternoon and early Tuesday morning, so the
draft that he is showing on the screen is the one that was distributed Monday evening/Tuesday
morning.
Haugen commented that the changes that were done with the Federal Highway review are shown
highlighted in green, otherwise the draft did not change from the original Technical Advisory
packet.
Haugen stated that he also notified a few people that have been commenting on this draft that we
have been stating that we are the only ones that are doing this conflict resolution document,
however there are proposed rules now that are being promulgated out for comment, that says that
this will be a requirement of all MPOs and State DOTS to develop so it is just a proposal, and it
may not become a final rule, but just be aware that we are no longer the one and only that we are
aware of, and others may be addressing this as well.
Haugen reported that a lot of the discussion was centered on the NEPA environmental stuff, so
you will see a lot of that removed. He said that the additional thing was to sort of reorganize and
highlight some things, and there seemed to have been some discussion that we are outside of the
MPO process, so, does this address some things outside the MPO process or the MPO area,
trying to highlight that better on the dispute resolution end that we are only talking about things,
10

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016

this is an MPO document, this is only discussing MPO processes, we aren’t trying to go outside
of that, or outside of your area.
Haugen stated that the graphics were discussed, as to their appropriateness, and new graphics
were identified and inserted to address what those comments were.
Haugen said that the last thing was to highlight what Federal Highway wanted to be seen in the
document. He referred to a section in green, and explained that even though Federal Highway
represents Transit, as a leading Federal Agency, they also wanted to see Federal Transit
identified as Ex-Officio Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, for both Minnesota and
North Dakota, so you will see it twice.
Haugen stated that the other two comments are:
The premise of the dispute being a pyramid with most decisions being done at the local level was
premised off of the fact that the MPO plan is locally adopted, not adopted by the State or the
Feds, but they wanted to make sure that everybody understood that everything in the T.I.P. and
S.T.I.P. are based off of the local Long Range Transportation Plan, and that the S.T.I.P. is
adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so even though our plan isn’t, the projects that
are programmed into our T.I.P. are ultimately adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so
that is what this language was inserted for.
Getting back away from kind of, there are changes from the plan to the project development, and
there is a need to have those changes made, yet we always need to be following the flow chart
that changes are occurring through that process of planning programming project development,
we still have consistency with the priorities of the plan in mind as we make those changes in the
project.
Haugen said that those are the things that were addressed based off of the June 30th discussion,
and also the three changes Federal Highway asked be made.
Grasser stated that he would like to thank and congratulate Mr. Haugen on doing modifications
that were heard requested here at the special meeting. He added that there were a lot of requests
with very little direction. He said that that document now has gotten close enough to where they
have some editorial text comments, and his is wondering how he wants to proceed with that. He
commented that a lot of them are essentially, actually he is going to characterize most of them as
kind of reinforcing some of the issues that caused some of the disconnect between the
recognizance level and the project development, a lot of them kept that in there, but he is
wondering how we want to proceed with that, do we want to try to work through it today, or
wait. He said that he wants to apologize that they weren’t able to get them to him earlier.
Haugen responded that he will leave this up to the Technical Advisory Committee, adding that
we do have a few more agenda items and he doesn’t know how much time this will require.
Grasser suggested that we might want to address this at the next meeting so that they can get the
information to the MPO staff so that everyone can see what the text changes are, and have time
to process it rather than try to push it through today. Haugen asked if the information has been
coordinated or shared with any other agencies, and are they just from the City, or others as well.
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Grasser responded that the information had not been shared, and it is just from City employees.
Haugen said, then, that there might be changes from others as well, he would ask that any
comments/changes be submitted to the MPO by Friday so that staff can assemble it all and
redistribute to the committee.
Williams asked when this needs to be approved. Haugen responded that we are already past the
due date, so our Federal Highway representative is anxious to get it out of her hair, and out of
our hair as well, but he is sure she will appreciate that we are doing a good job, and are close to a
resolution, so, while she may not be pleased to hear we are delaying a month, she will also,
hopefully understand the rational. Johnson commented that the word she used with him is that as
long as progress is made she is okay with any required delay(s).
Haugen stated that he would set Friday as the deadline for getting comments in to staff, but
realize that as you see other people’s comments there will be opportunity after Friday to submit
comments, but hopefully we aren’t going backwards but are still moving forward so, again,
please get them in by noon on Friday.
Information only.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY
Haugen reported that this is something that was done mainly last year, and the consultant had
some staff struggles to finish cleaning up the document for final approval. He said that they
finally got it done late May and distributed it to the Steering Committee for review and
comment. He stated that nothing was received on it during the month of June, so he put it on the
agenda for final approval.
Haugen referred to the packet and stated that it appears that the Executive Summary was not
downloaded so we will have to table this item until the next MPO Executive Policy Board
meeting next month as well.
Grasser said that he has a question that will probably be still relevant next month; when you look
at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of who; anyway he just doesn’t want to bring
those two together as it seems they are two different things; but on the Glasston Study itself, in
his mind to characterize that is it is just identifying conflict points and options and different
things that might be considered, but if we adopt that study, is that the right word, is that the right
term, because if we adopt it’s not like we are identifying, he disagrees because in his mind he
doesn’t think we said that priority one is to do an underpass on Highway 2 and priority two is to
do something else, it was more generic. He stated that he isn’t criticizing the study, he is just not
sure how you adopt the one that is more generic, in his mind, and he is wondering if that is the
right word to use for this study.
Haugen responded that approval is probably appropriate as the study itself is premised on some
things that, when it started were more likely to occur than they are appearing to occur now, so it
is doubtful that a lot of the work in that study will see the results because the premise it was
based on was the construction of the fertilizer plant, which is still a long ways from being started;
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and the State Mill relocating how they receive grain, which also appears to be shifting back as
well.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Kouba reported that we’ve had our first rounds of public meetings on the Transit Development
Plan, just getting information, getting existing conditions of the service itself. She said that they
had an actual public engagement at Hugos in East Grand Forks, and the Metro Transit Center
and Grand Cities Mall in Grand Forks. She added that they also met with focus groups and
invited various groups that have interest in transit itself to come and give their input on what they
see exists and what they see as being needed or wanted.
Kouba commented that just bringing all this information in will allow us to get a better
understanding of what is out there and what people are looking at, as well as what their
expectations are of the service too.
Kouba stated that they had a survey out, a rider survey as well as a community survey, and it
asked people why they aren’t taking transit if they can, or want to take transit, just those kinds of
simple questions.
Kouba reported that some of the main things they got out of the survey, and out of meeting with
people, is kind of the indirectness of everything; everything is funneled in and out of the
downtown, and even if you aren’t going downtown you have to go downtown just to get across
town, so that general idea. She stated that they have been hearing a lot of complaints about this,
so they were kind of expecting those types of comments.
Kouba stated that this will start leading into some of the questions on how can we improve the
system with the funding that we have, because in the next round of meetings we will be
including things like; we have this much funding, we have these projects that can be funded, this
is what we can do to improve efficiency, in providing the service. She said that this is our next
step along with our goals and performance measures so that they are matching up with all
improvements that we might have an opportunity to make.
Kouba said that a summary of this information is available and is included in the packet. She
added that KLJ is also working on an official memorandum of all the existing conditions as she
speaks.
Johnson commented that, in reviewing this and looking it over, all of these focus groups and
public meeting, were there any positive comments; everything in here, every bullet is something
that isn’t working or they want more of, is there a reason the summary is that way or is that
really all you got. Kouba responded that it is a lot of what they got. She explained that we
currently don’t have all the details of what exactly was written in the surveys, but she thinks
people are getting a little frustrated with the way the system is structured right now, so that is
coming out a lot.
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Rood stated that she also thinks that this is a lot of comments coming from a small number of
people. Williams added that this gets back to what we were talking about earlier with the other
project; the comments that you are going to get the majority of the time on any project are the
negative ones because if everybody thinks it is going fine they aren’t going to come to the
meeting anyway, and there is no way you can combat that.
Johnson said that he understands that happening at the public meetings, but these focus groups of
agencies surprised him, that there weren’t any positives from them.
Bergman added that you also have to remember that they almost had to twist arms to get people
to do the survey. He said that they had to hand carry them, and they had to buy them donuts, so
it was pathetic. He explained that they stood on the bus and handed them to riders and told them
they had to take the survey, but by the time they walked off the bus they found a lot of them
lying on the floor, nobody seemed to care.
Kouba said that the main disappointment with the agencies was that they had a lot, but there
weren’t a lot of agencies in attendance either.
Information only.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
Viafara reported that we are working on the Discovery School report. He said that the school is
now on holiday, therefore we will convene the Steering Committee meeting the first week of
August, and by that time we really appreciate having received the final final comments in order
to make sure that the document is brought to Executive Board.
b.

NDDOT Participation On The MPO Executive Policy Board

Johnson reported that this concerns the NDDOTs participation on the MPO Executive Policy
Board. He explained that the DOT has been an Ex-Officio member of the Bismarck/Mandan
MPO for quite some time, and he believes it is labeled as “Director” or his designee.
Johnson commented that recently, through some discussion at the Fargo/Moorhead MPO, they
agreed to extend this same type of participation to them as well, so we are also now a part of that
policy committee as an Ex Officio, as well as someone from MnDOT; and because of this he was
asked to extend the offering to this MPO as well to see if it was something they wanted to
entertain, to have a non-voting DOT’s presence as part of the committee. He said that it, by no
means, at this point a guarantee of participation at every meeting, but we have that ability as a
non-voting member to provide that participation.
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Johnson stated that at this point, for the Technical Advisory Committee, he doesn’t know how
you want to move forward with this to your policy board, but it is something thrown out for
consideration. He added that if there is acceptance, and it seems to be in agreement, at least from
the North Dakota side they would also ask that you would make this same invitation to the
Minnesota DOT as well so that both sides of the river are represented.
Kuharenko commented that he would think that if the NDDOT can provide a little more insight
for the MPO Board it would be beneficial. He added that he would also think that if it is
approved that we also make the appropriate changes to the communication plan to reflect those
changes as well.
Grasser stated that it sounds like a good idea to him. Erickson agreed.
Noehre reported that he hasn’t read a CFR for a number of years, and he hates to admit that, but
does it still say that for a TMA it is actually required, it used to. Johnson responded that it does,
adding that he thinks they are voting members as well, if he remembers right, on a TMA.
Noehre stated that if it is required for a TMA, and it is good for a TMA, a TMA is an MPO that
has over 200,000 population, why wouldn’t it be good for this MPO as well.
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would be attending the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next
week. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know who the representative will be, but he can call in
to the meeting to present this to the board.
c.

Earlier Long Range Transportation Plan Component Discussion

Grasser commented that with the understanding that we kind of got into a bind with the last Long
Range Transportation Plan update, he is just wondering if there should be some components of
the transportation side of the rule that will start showing up in 2016, such as the traffic modeling
and such. He added that we also have a couple of items that are always in the traffic model that
we probably should be talking about rather than have it fall back towards the back end of things
again like we did before.
Grasser stated that they started initiating some of those early discussion, again just to keep us
from getting in trouble, as a group we included it, and we are thoughtful, and so when we begin
that process we don’t necessarily respond to the pressure because we want to make sure we have
a great quality product.
Haugen agreed, adding that you have identified some comments or concerns about the current
model that you can share with us at any time; and we are under contract with ATAC to update
the model, and they presented a couple of months ago, and right now we are re-geographing the
TAZ boundaries because of growth, and it is cutting up some TAZs. He said that we are also
updating the street network, which is based off of 2010 and what was completed in 2015, so we
are in that process right now.
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Haugen stated that we also purchased the 2015 socio-economic data, so if you have comments,
the sooner the better; and we should have Dr. Diomo back up here soon to show us the new TAZ
structure and socio-economic data distribution.
Haugen asked Ms. Kouba how we are progressing on the 2015 Street Network Update. Kouba
responded that we are progressing slowly.
Grasser commented that, being more specific, Ms. Williams, the City of Grand Forks’ Traffic
Engineer; brought something up this morning regarding when looking at the traffic volumes on
some streets, some of them seem look kind of odd and there are some places where they are
already at the 2040 threshold, and he thinks we need to work through some of those types of
issues, and make sure the traffic volume component of it at least makes sense because that is
going to be important when they have to identify their priorities. Haugen responded that some
pressure points are relieve between now and 2040 by additional streets that don’t currently exist,
and then they build back up so the curve for some of those anyway.
Williams asked when they were going to be up here to look at the zones, to discuss that. Haugen
responded that they have done that already, and they are coming back with the changes that we
identified, and that they have identified. Williams asked if they can see those before you
progress any further with it. Haugen responded that they will push them to get us the results in
July and they will distribute it. Williams commented that it just makes it easier if they have an
opportunity to look at stuff as you do it instead of waiting until the end and then going through it
all.
d.
Planning and Asset Management Team
Johnson said that he has one more item that kind of came up towards the end of the week, so he
apologizes for the late notice, but he was having some discussions recently with their Planning
and Asset Management Division, and one of the things that they wanted to do was to extend an
invitation out to all the MPOs, this is just the first meeting he has attended to share that.
Johnson explained that they would like to come in every once in a while, most likely via
conference call, but there may be the occasional in-person trip to just give an update on things
they are working on; for example they are currently working on their Rail Plan, and there will be
other planning efforts that will have to be undertaken soon, and there are Performance Measures,
final rules review, and they have offered to extend an invitation out for them to come in and
participate in the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and just give a brief update and
answer any questions the group might have.
Johnson stated that as of right now they are open to suggestions on frequency; twice a year or
quarterly, so he would ask the Technical Advisory Committee which option you would prefer as
he assumes this would be a well-received notion and that you will accept the invitation.
Consensus was that quarterly visits would be the preferred option.
Grasser asked if there was video conferencing capacity here in East Grand Forks City Hall.
Haugen responded that it can be set up. Grasser stated that you just get something out of video
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conferencing that you don’t necessarily get out of just a conference phone. Johnson stated that
they can definitely try that as well.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Jairo Viafara, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the July 13th, 2016, meeting of the MPO
Technical Advisory Committee to order at 1:34 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad
Gengler), Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Airport
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area
Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Bemidji; Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams,
Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Les Noehre, NDDOTGrand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks
Cities Area Transit.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Viafara declared a quorum was present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
SUSPEND AGENDA
Viafara commented that Mr. Haugen will be a little late today and has requested that we go
ahead and discuss Agenda Items 6 and 7 until he arrives.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Viafara asked if Mr. Konickson had anything to update on the Kennedy Bridge.
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Kennedy Bridge
Konickson reported that they are still looking at letting it this fall sometime, but he doesn’t
believe it will happen in September as originally planned, but most likely in October or
November. He added that they have completed 60% of the design plan, and they are proceeding
with its completion.
Konickson commented that there are some ongoing issues and questions concerning the detour
plans, as there will be some short-term detours, probably about half a dozen or so, for two to four
days during concrete work. He added that there also was an issue mentioned before concerning
the trail on the East Grand Forks side, and they still need to determine how the plans are going to
show how it will connect to the City’s trails.
Viafara stated that the trail issue is a very important issue because the MPO is advancing the
update for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and access to the bridge is one of the considerations that
we would like to review. Konickson responded that he hasn’t had an update on this so it could
be further along than he realizes.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN
Viafara referred to a power point presentation and reported that, overall, this is the complete
presentation that will be given tonight at the open house at 7:00 p.m. here in this conference
room. He stated that part of this presentation has already been seen by some of you, and the
remaining portions will be discussed tonight.
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued.
Viafara said that tonight we are discussing Meeting #3 - Assessing Existing Conditions and
Trends. He added that we will also discuss the goals and objectives of the plan, the activities that
will be undertaken in order to advance the update, and what the role of the Advisory Committee
is and who the members are.
Viafara commented that, just to update you, two things have been done; one was the design of
the questionnaire that has been uploaded to the City of Grand Forks’ website. He said that he did
distribute to some of you the preliminary results from the questionnaire. He added that in reality
this is just the beginning, and it is proof of what has been done, and for you, as Technical
Committee members to see exactly, to have an idea of what the community is thinking about.
Viafara stated that on the other hand we have made some arrangements with various
organizations, including Choice Health Fitness for them to advance at least fifty surveys, with
the YMCA to advance at least twenty-five, with the University of North Dakota Student Union
to do at least twenty-five. He added that Lutheran Social Services is in charge of dealing with
New Americans, and they indicated that they are willing to do at least twenty-five, and Global
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Friends, who also deals with New Americans, also indicted that they were willing to do twentyfive.
Viafara commented that part of Task #2 is building community support for the plan
development; and a press release was sent to the Exponent, and he has also been in touch with IHeart Radio to do public announcements on their networks as well, so once in a while you will
hear invitations to the activities. He stated that this is what has been done so far to help build
support for the plan.
Viafara said that now we are embarking on advancing Task #3, which is the assessment of the
existing conditions and trends. He stated that what they are trying to do is an inventory and
analysis of the things that we can see, then we will establish an evaluation of the conditions of
those systems, and elements of the systems. He said that they will then identify the gaps of
deficiencies that may be preventing opportunities for people walk or bike safely to their different
destinations. He added that they will do an evaluation of those conditions, and then continue
with our plan update.
Viafara went over the existing facilities that will be looked at, which include sidewalks, curb
lanes, shared use paths signals, bridges, etc. He pointed out that, as you can see, interchanges
and access to them has become kind of an issue of interest for some of the respondents of the
questionnaire, and he was recently at the Bike For A Purpose event, and he as he talked to those
in attendance this matter was also brought to his attention. He said that another issue is transit
access to the different stops our system has, which we will discuss further.
Viafara referred to maps of the existing and planned facilities, and explained that they have been
displayed for the public, and this is what people are focusing their attention on when making the
comments you can see in the analysis.
Viafara stated that when we proceed to do the analysis they will be using ranking criteria, which
has been established by the Federal Highway Administration, to analyze traffic volume, roadway
width, the number of driveways, functional classification, truck traffic, terrain, and pavement
surface.
Viafara commented that the main focus of the plan is to improve non-vehicular safety and to see
to what extent we can enhance mobility of those using the system; how can we provide creation
of benefits as well.
Viafara said that we will then begin working on Task #4 which entails the preparation of the
vision statement. He added that it will be done with cooperation with the members of the
advisory committee, but overall, the attention will focus on safety, and on creating friendlier
bike/ped environments by making sure that we go further than just providing education and
activities to develop a transportation system, and also to enhance the safety and health of users.
Viafara stated that to do everything we hope to do we have established three elements; goals,
performance measures, and targets. He explained that the goals that you saw before can be
reduced to something that we call “Community Goals”; then we have planning factors that will
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help guide us in our plan updates; and then we have performance measures that are the ones in
response to fixing American surface transportation and the transportation measures that we will
use in our analysis.
Viafara commented that all the goals that we have can be reduced to the seven Community Goals
listed in this table, and this is what they will basically be working towards because they are
connected to the first eight planning factors; but now with the new FAST Act we are adding two
more, one is to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and the other to
enhance travel and tourism.
Viafara stated that the transportation measures that we will be using are: Accessibility,
Compliance, Demand, Reliability, Mobility, and Infrastructure.
Viafara referred to a table, and said that the community goals listed are what we want to relay to
the transportation measures listed; and we will see when we relate one to the other how high that
particular relationship is, so this is what is guiding, so far, the plan update, and this is the
presentation that will be given to the public at tonight’s public meeting, as well as to the
members of the Advisory Committee.
Grasser stated that his comment on community goals are that they are all related to things that
somebody might like to see or might want to have; but part of our community goals are also
affordability, low taxes, efficiency, expenditures, and those things are not exhibited in here,
although he isn’t sure how to capture all of that. He added that he would be curious to know if
they would rank all these things the same if, say they only had five dollars to put in to a program,
and they were made aware of how really expensive it is, and they don’t want to put all of their
five dollars into that one thing, would they still rank it as high. He said that he isn’t sure how
you give a push on how much something might cost, but he thinks somehow that there needs to
be a financial wing, because that is one of the things that trips us up between the planning and
the conceptual area and the implementation.
Viafara said that next time we will discuss that, certainly there are different components,
everybody or every kind of public sector has particular needs and wants; and there is, particularly
for the Engineering Departments and Cities, sometimes very difficult for them to accommodate
those wants and needs, so it is really up to you guys and your budgets to, as much as we can, to
remain fiscally constrained. He stated that this means we are also obliged to make the best use
of those resources in order to accommodate those kinds of needs, so under that particular critera
of fiscally constrained opportunities, that is where, at the end we can more or less suggest plans,
suggest projects or initiatives, and that is why it could be taken into consideration, but those are
just suggestions until we can see where the funds are because it is an obligation, also, not to put
anything in the plan when there is no certainty of funding.
Williams asked if it would be possible, if we do another survey, that we could start out by
saying: here are the areas where the City spends money, rank it in priority as far as safety issues,
like police and fire, and then we have social stuff and we have arts and we have this, and roads
and everything else; and then it would give us a basis of the context of this if it didn’t receive a
real high rating, or it received a very high rating, and then this is where we went from here,
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because if you ask somebody if they would like us to build this, of course they will say yes; but
then when it gets down to where there is a project development, and it goes out for assessment,
then they don’t want to spend their money on it, so it kind of conflicts with what reality is,
because everybody would like to have everything they want as long as it is free, but it’s not.
Viafara agreed that that is a valid point, and the situation here is as follows; from an MPO point
of view we are restricted in the kind of activities that we can engage in, and one of them, that’s
why we have a Master Long Range Transportation Plan; so that means that utilities and other
kinds of transportation facilities and other elements from the City, we don’t touch them, so our
mandate is, in that sense, transportation related.
Viafara commented that, as you know, bringing people to a meeting has become very difficult,
so then we have to go out and attend little fairs, open markets, and such to gather information.
He added that we wanted to do this survey, and we hoped to be able to get around 300 responses,
but we have only received back about 50, and are expecting around 200 more; and it will tell us
where to go when it comes to spending transportation related funding. He said that we can’t
forget that the City also has policies that naturally connect with the objectives that we are trying
to pursue here so we can actually establish parity with them and join together as much as
possible.
Noehre said though, that prioritizing transportation doesn’t take in fire, sewer, or whatever, but it
does take in signals, crosswalks, striping, etc., this though says you want these things done but it
doesn’t say what don’t want done to do this, and he thinks that is the issue because, as Mr.
Viafara described, it’s finite, the dollars available are finite so if you do one thing it means that
you don’t do something else, always, not just sometimes, but always, so it would be helpful to
have something in this that asks, if you want this what are you willing to give up for it; not
within all of the big broad functions of government, but, as you said, even within transportation.
Viafara responded that the only issue is that we are reminded that this is a five year plan,
technically speaking; so while the horizon is out 35 to 40 years, the plan activities are for five
years, so it behooves us to be selective and extremely careful when choosing which one of the
elements will be given priority for execution.
Grasser said that this tells him that we are going to continue to have that, part of that disconnect,
and some of this is going to roll back into the communication plan and wonder why, in
frustration, that the stuff done at the higher level of planning isn’t built to what somebody says it
should be built because there is that disconnect a lot of the times between the financial piece and
the wish list. He said that a good example of that, should we want to come to a meeting in the
next couple of weeks, they are going to take another swing at getting sidewalks on Chestnut
Street, which was a very controversial issue a few years ago, so he bets there will be more people
attending that meeting than we will at any of the other planning level meetings, and so, again it is
an example of how your audience changes. He explained that this project will affect these
property owners’ pocketbooks directly, so they are going to have a very strong opinion.
Grasser stated that he thinks we have to recognize those divergents to make sure that we portray
them properly when we are putting together documents and things, noting that these are not
unhealthy issues, they are healthy issues, and he thinks that is part of the answer is to try to make
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sure that we portray that so when you talk to people about other transportation plans and they
say: gee, we talked about having a pedestrian underpass here, how come nobody built it – well,
through the vetting process that went away - but they didn’t follow it all the way through the
vetting process so in their mind – I suggested it, everybody thought it was a great idea, how
come nobody built it, what went wrong; so again, on a participant level there needs to be some
clarity as to where their input goes. Viafara commented that that is exactly what has been our
policy, not to create false expectations, or expectations that cannot be met, because everybody
wants something beautiful. He cited an example where the City recently somebody to speak
about downtowns and some neat things that other Cities have done, and everyone said they
would like to have those things here, but unfortunately there isn’t any money, and even if the
money were available, there is not a big enough population base, so our meetings will provide
education on this to the audiences. He added that, as a matter of fact, whenever we produce a
report from the MPO, if for any reason the Department of Engineering believes they can have an
input on the way things are phrased, organized, or such; we are willing to accept your
participation, and will gladly appreciate it. Grasser said that he thinks there might be some input
they can provide, he knows there has been some discussion about how the questions are asked
about bikepaths, and he is trying not to be critical, but a lot of times when he reads it it is
portrayed such that, it’s given in the context that you need to decide to make an improvement, so
which of these improvements would be the ones, and it is hard, then, to take that into context
without asking; you think that’s really a problem or is it just on the list of solutions I’m picking
from, because he thinks there are two different questions there – this really needs to happen
versus here is a list, and he thinks on these he would really like to see this one and this one; and
he thinks it creates some keeping of questions in the future to try to capture that.
Viafara commented that the MPO is more than willing to work with the City. Grasser said that
Mr. Viafara has been great to work with, but they hate to nit-pick everything here. Kuharenko
stated that, going off of Mr. Grasser’s comment; one of the things he would like to see in this is
just a question about the general level of satisfaction for the system that we have. He
commented that the training that we had a couple of months back, one of the big things about
that training was in doing a process like this we need to identify what we are doing well and use
that as positive momentum moving forward, and not necessarily focusing on negative aspects
and focusing on all the things you can’t provide, but also pay attention to what we have done
well and what we are doing for the community.
Kuharenko referred back to a previous slide, and said that one of the things he noticed is that if
this is a bike and pedestrian plan, one of the things he doesn’t really see is sidewalks, what do we
have for sidewalks on either side, what do we have to bikepaths, what do we have for shared use
paths. He said that this, to him, kinds of screams everything on the roadway itself, and this
focuses it only to on-road bicycle facilities, which per that training, we have a very small amount
of population, nationwide, a very small percentage of the population that is very comfortable
riding with the road and riding with the traffic, the vast majority of them are the novice riders
and younger riders, so one of the things we should be paying attention to more is what off road
facilities do we have, and we do have a fair amount of them in town and in East Grand Forks as
well.
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Viafara said that what Mr. Kuharenko brought to his attention just now is very important, and he
thanks him for doing it. He added, however, that once we are in good shape because now we
have access to the City’s Monkey Survey system that allows, basically, the thing is deceiving
because it is for free if you have less than ten questions, but once we cross that threshold, the
thing becomes impossible, but now the City has an account and we were fortunate enough to be
allowed to use it
Viafara stated that, on one hand you have satisfaction survey, that is survey he needs to verify,
do you want it to be on the system. Kuharenko responded that they would like it to be on the
existing system. He said that that will allow you to determine what is the general populaces
feeling for what we have for a system; is it meeting their expectations, is it exceeding their
expectations, that might be beneficial. Viafara asked if Mr. Kuharenko could provide a brief
synopsis as part of this, and he will certainly commit himself to do this. He added that the idea,
then, is to incorporate that within the context of the update, correct. Kuharenko responded that
that is correct. Viafara said that they will do that.
Viafara asked what it is Mr. Kuharenko would like concerning the sidewalks. Kuharenko
responded that he sees that we are looking at our existing facilities, and he is referring more to
what is on the slide shown not necessarily the survey; so when he looks at the slide he sees that it
is more specifically, with the exception of probably the driveways, is that you are looking
entirely at the roadway service and not necessarily at the off-road facilities that we have.
Erickson commented that pavement surfaces talks about sidewalks, and not the street.
Kuharenko said that that is kind of ambiguous though. Williams added that it could be either
one, pavement surface usually refers to street. Viafara stated that he will commit himself to
provide, basically, to update the presentation with the corresponding element for the pedestrian
facilities. Kuharenko said that that is what they are asking be done.
Information only.
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT
Viafara reported that this is a summary that corresponds to the overall complete report. He
added that the report, so far, including tables, maps and everything is over 100 pages, very
difficult for many of you to read; so instead he has produced a summary for your information.
Viafara said that this report indicates what the problems with the report might be, what are the
bases, what at the planning factors advancing this particular report.
Viafara referred to the document, and explained that there are eight goals, and for each one they
have tried to at least provide two supporting elements. He added that something important for
you to remember is that these are basically meant for vehicles, the ones we just discussed are
meant to be for pedestrians and walking; so even though they are the same planning factors, the
measures are slightly different.
Viafara referred to the summary and went over the goals and elements briefly.
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Kuharenko asked is this just straight number of accidents or does it also take the severity of the
accident into account as well. Viafara responded that it does include the severity of the accident
as well. He stated that he has the complete table in the event anyone would like to see it.
Williams asked if any of this is relative to the ADTs in terms of; you may see an increase in
crashes, but there is also an increase in the number of ADTs as well so in reality the percentage
could have gone down in relation to it, so it is kind of misleading the way it is stated in the
document. Viafara responded that this is one of his concerns as well, but the emphasis here is
zero deaths, Towards Zero, so because of that volume capacity is left, some movements are left,
and then the only one to count what really happens, the number of deaths, the number of injured
people, the number of vehicles lost, and so forth, so you are right on that, those measures that are
very important to actually make sense are left to some extent, behind. He added that it may be
incorporated somewhere, but apparently they are not evident when we do this. Williams said
that they are incorporated in the high crash rate, that is part of it. Viafara responded that they
are, but they aren’t evident.
Haugen arrived.
Grasser asked so do we, in the future, see this as part of our employed matrix, for performance
measure goals, and is this, his concern is if we are going to do this each year, is each year is
distinct onto itself, or are we going to have some kind of rolling average kind of thing that will,
because it’s pretty easy to see these thinks spike up and down from one year to the next, so it is
kind of dangerous to draw conclusions out of one particular year at one particular intersection, so
how do we deal with that going forward. Viafara responded that this is hard to explain, but he
can tell it from a point of view, from a point of view here, that what we are doing is reporting to
the community, but when you report to the government that will be done using rolling averages.
Johnson reported that he still isn’t sure exactly how this is going to work. He explained that they
just had a target setting workshop, that the MPOs participated in, and it looked at trend lines as a
baseline, but it also looked at every year, and then how it affected it, and then reported based on
that year and what happened that year, so there are some trends built into it but it is also looking
at what is happening.
Grasser stated that you see so much bounce when you take even just a measurable element on the
transportation system, and you just kind of know there are anomalies that happen, just even
traffic volume will change so much from one year to the next, and yet we see them bouncing
around, and they have talked about it.
Johnson commented that even beyond vehicles, he knows their Planning staff was concerned if
you have a random pedestrian death, that you don’t normally have, and it spikes and skews your
numbers, it can hurt some of the funding formulas that are now tied to those targets, so there is a
lot of concern just with that.
Williams stated that another one was like Washington, the whole summer was spent working on
that one so all the crash statistics that occurred during that construction are inconsequential, so
we don’t have that information based on what it would have normally been because of the
construction or whatever, so that is another problem with doing a year at a time is that there are
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places where there are going to be gaps that you can’t point at and say: look you reduced it by
95%, let’s do this all the time – because we can’t close the road all the time, so that is the
problem with some of those with just having it year to year.
Presentation continued.
Grasser said that, using 32nd as an example; we made improvements because of traffic signal
optimization, but the Long Range Transportation Plan shows that whole corridor just going to
crap here in the next ten to fifteen years, going to a service level E or even F, so those
performance levels, and you know you can only keep so much on the signal side, so on one hand
we are going to be having performance measures that are probably going to show a deteriorating
trend, and you have a core mandate but we have no funding, how is that being addressed through
the State or Federal process, because our study says, by definition, that these trends are going on
now. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know how much of that discussion has taken place on
the North Dakota side. He said that their Planning Division is in charge of some of that stuff,
and there has been a lot of discussion at a higher level, and he doesn’t know if Mr. Noehre gets
involved with any of it at a District level or not, but he thinks they are reading the rules and
keeping things pretty close to the vest until they figure out what they are going to do, but it will
definitely be a problem. Grasser said that he is glad that they are thinking about this though.
Johnson added that another problem is that 32nd is also on the NHS system so that adds another
degree of layering that needs to be taken into account.
Kuharenko referred to a slide on the pavement management portion, and stated that he knows
that as a group we have looked at this, and can remember that we have to add the local roads and
state roads together in order to get 100%, but that is still not really clearly defined for a first time
reader of this document. He explained that if you were to look at the table shown for the first
time, you could be very easily confused as to, okay, why does this column not have 200%, or
why does that column not have 200%, and in going through this process a couple of times we
end up knowing that for us here in this room that it is the State column plus the local column and
that will add up to 100%, however for somebody reading this for the first time it can be very
confusing so you might want to through some language in there to better define and give a new
reader a better understanding of what this table is trying to portray, otherwise it is going to look
like you either have a huge increase from one year to the next on all of the local roads, and if you
look at the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, and you look at local roads, if you add up that
entire column and then go to the column for 2015 you see a huge change and there is no real
understanding as to why or where it is coming from, so probably just better explain this table a
little bit more would be beneficial.
Viafara said, though, that you don’t want any modifications to the summations on the contents of
the columns of the table, just an explanation. Kuharenko reiterated that a better explanation so
that the reader can understand what they are looking at is needed.
Grasser commented that he thinks he brought this up before, but we have a Metropolitan
Planning Organization that encompasses the Cities and the Counties, and yet it seems like almost
all of this data is very Cities centric as opposed to Counties. He stated that, if we chose not to
report on that it is okay, but he isn’t sure that we made it clear to the reader that when some of
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these bridges that are out, maybe some of them get outside of the ET area, but we’re certainly not
capturing them, but the County Bridge System and the County Highway System is rating those
measures, and obviously the measure would have been totally different this year, as well as the
service level, like East Grand Forks; well that is a hop and a skip in relationship to the County if
you’re living in Manvel, and he doesn’t know if that needs to be addressed or not but it should at
least maybe be clearer to the reader that you might have a larger jurisdictional area as the MPO
than you’re really counting this stuff within City Limits or City ET area, or something like that.
Viafara said that this comment is important, and thank you for bringing it, but what happens is
that on the main report explanations are given on the locations of the bridges; and so then we
have the ones that are in the County area, and the same happens for the number of crashes as
well. Grasser said, then, that this information is in the main report, it just isn’t in this summary.
Viafara responded that that is correct.
Information only.
RESUME AGENDA
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen reported that we did hold a special meeting on the Communication Plan the end of June.
He stated that we did not have a quorum present, but still held discussion on the plan.
Haugen said that the draft that was presented to you last week attempted to address the
discussion that took place at the special meeting. He added that it was also forwarded to our
Federal Highway representative in Bismarck, and he addressed the comments he received from
her Monday morning, and distributed them late that afternoon and early Tuesday morning, so the
draft that he is showing on the screen is the one that was distributed Monday evening/Tuesday
morning.
Haugen commented that the changes that were done with the Federal Highway review are shown
highlighted in green, otherwise the draft did not change from the original Technical Advisory
packet.
Haugen stated that he also notified a few people that have been commenting on this draft that we
have been stating that we are the only ones that are doing this conflict resolution document,
however there are proposed rules now that are being promulgated out for comment, that says that
this will be a requirement of all MPOs and State DOTS to develop so it is just a proposal, and it
may not become a final rule, but just be aware that we are no longer the one and only that we are
aware of, and others may be addressing this as well.
Haugen reported that a lot of the discussion was centered on the NEPA environmental stuff, so
you will see a lot of that removed. He said that the additional thing was to sort of reorganize and
highlight some things, and there seemed to have been some discussion that we are outside of the
MPO process, so, does this address some things outside the MPO process or the MPO area,
trying to highlight that better on the dispute resolution end that we are only talking about things,
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this is an MPO document, this is only discussing MPO processes, we aren’t trying to go outside
of that, or outside of your area.
Haugen stated that the graphics were discussed, as to their appropriateness, and new graphics
were identified and inserted to address what those comments were.
Haugen said that the last thing was to highlight what Federal Highway wanted to be seen in the
document. He referred to a section in green, and explained that even though Federal Highway
represents Transit, as a leading Federal Agency, they also wanted to see Federal Transit
identified as Ex-Officio Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, for both Minnesota and
North Dakota, so you will see it twice.
Haugen stated that the other two comments are:
The premise of the dispute being a pyramid with most decisions being done at the local level was
premised off of the fact that the MPO plan is locally adopted, not adopted by the State or the
Feds, but they wanted to make sure that everybody understood that everything in the T.I.P. and
S.T.I.P. are based off of the local Long Range Transportation Plan, and that the S.T.I.P. is
adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so even though our plan isn’t, the projects that
are programmed into our T.I.P. are ultimately adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so
that is what this language was inserted for.
Getting back away from kind of, there are changes from the plan to the project development, and
there is a need to have those changes made, yet we always need to be following the flow chart
that changes are occurring through that process of planning programming project development,
we still have consistency with the priorities of the plan in mind as we make those changes in the
project.
Haugen said that those are the things that were addressed based off of the June 30th discussion,
and also the three changes Federal Highway asked be made.
Grasser stated that he would like to thank and congratulate Mr. Haugen on doing modifications
that were heard requested here at the special meeting. He added that there were a lot of requests
with very little direction. He said that that document now has gotten close enough to where they
have some editorial text comments, and his is wondering how he wants to proceed with that. He
commented that a lot of them are essentially, actually he is going to characterize most of them as
kind of reinforcing some of the issues that caused some of the disconnect between the
recognizance level and the project development, a lot of them kept that in there, but he is
wondering how we want to proceed with that, do we want to try to work through it today, or
wait. He said that he wants to apologize that they weren’t able to get them to him earlier.
Haugen responded that he will leave this up to the Technical Advisory Committee, adding that
we do have a few more agenda items and he doesn’t know how much time this will require.
Grasser suggested that we might want to address this at the next meeting so that they can get the
information to the MPO staff so that everyone can see what the text changes are, and have time
to process it rather than try to push it through today. Haugen asked if the information has been
coordinated or shared with any other agencies, and are they just from the City, or others as well.
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Grasser responded that the information had not been shared, and it is just from City employees.
Haugen said, then, that there might be changes from others as well, he would ask that any
comments/changes be submitted to the MPO by Friday so that staff can assemble it all and
redistribute to the committee.
Williams asked when this needs to be approved. Haugen responded that we are already past the
due date, so our Federal Highway representative is anxious to get it out of her hair, and out of
our hair as well, but he is sure she will appreciate that we are doing a good job, and are close to a
resolution, so, while she may not be pleased to hear we are delaying a month, she will also,
hopefully understand the rational. Johnson commented that the word she used with him is that as
long as progress is made she is okay with any required delay(s).
Haugen stated that he would set Friday as the deadline for getting comments in to staff, but
realize that as you see other people’s comments there will be opportunity after Friday to submit
comments, but hopefully we aren’t going backwards but are still moving forward so, again,
please get them in by noon on Friday.
Information only.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY
Haugen reported that this is something that was done mainly last year, and the consultant had
some staff struggles to finish cleaning up the document for final approval. He said that they
finally got it done late May and distributed it to the Steering Committee for review and
comment. He stated that nothing was received on it during the month of June, so he put it on the
agenda for final approval.
Haugen referred to the packet and stated that it appears that the Executive Summary was not
downloaded so we will have to table this item until the next MPO Executive Policy Board
meeting next month as well.
Grasser said that he has a question that will probably be still relevant next month; when you look
at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of who; anyway he just doesn’t want to bring
those two together as it seems they are two different things; but on the Glasston Study itself, in
his mind to characterize that is it is just identifying conflict points and options and different
things that might be considered, but if we adopt that study, is that the right word, is that the right
term, because if we adopt it’s not like we are identifying, he disagrees because in his mind he
doesn’t think we said that priority one is to do an underpass on Highway 2 and priority two is to
do something else, it was more generic. He stated that he isn’t criticizing the study, he is just not
sure how you adopt the one that is more generic, in his mind, and he is wondering if that is the
right word to use for this study.
Haugen responded that approval is probably appropriate as the study itself is premised on some
things that, when it started were more likely to occur than they are appearing to occur now, so it
is doubtful that a lot of the work in that study will see the results because the premise it was
based on was the construction of the fertilizer plant, which is still a long ways from being started;
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and the State Mill relocating how they receive grain, which also appears to be shifting back as
well.
Information only.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Kouba reported that we’ve had our first rounds of public meetings on the Transit Development
Plan, just getting information, getting existing conditions of the service itself. She said that they
had an actual public engagement at Hugos in East Grand Forks, and the Metro Transit Center
and Grand Cities Mall in Grand Forks. She added that they also met with focus groups and
invited various groups that have interest in transit itself to come and give their input on what they
see exists and what they see as being needed or wanted.
Kouba commented that just bringing all this information in will allow us to get a better
understanding of what is out there and what people are looking at, as well as what their
expectations are of the service too.
Kouba stated that they had a survey out, a rider survey as well as a community survey, and it
asked people why they aren’t taking transit if they can, or want to take transit, just those kinds of
simple questions.
Kouba reported that some of the main things they got out of the survey, and out of meeting with
people, is kind of the indirectness of everything; everything is funneled in and out of the
downtown, and even if you aren’t going downtown you have to go downtown just to get across
town, so that general idea. She stated that they have been hearing a lot of complaints about this,
so they were kind of expecting those types of comments.
Kouba stated that this will start leading into some of the questions on how can we improve the
system with the funding that we have, because in the next round of meetings we will be
including things like; we have this much funding, we have these projects that can be funded, this
is what we can do to improve efficiency, in providing the service. She said that this is our next
step along with our goals and performance measures so that they are matching up with all
improvements that we might have an opportunity to make.
Kouba said that a summary of this information is available and is included in the packet. She
added that KLJ is also working on an official memorandum of all the existing conditions as she
speaks.
Johnson commented that, in reviewing this and looking it over, all of these focus groups and
public meeting, were there any positive comments; everything in here, every bullet is something
that isn’t working or they want more of, is there a reason the summary is that way or is that
really all you got. Kouba responded that it is a lot of what they got. She explained that we
currently don’t have all the details of what exactly was written in the surveys, but she thinks
people are getting a little frustrated with the way the system is structured right now, so that is
coming out a lot.
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Rood stated that she also thinks that this is a lot of comments coming from a small number of
people. Williams added that this gets back to what we were talking about earlier with the other
project; the comments that you are going to get the majority of the time on any project are the
negative ones because if everybody thinks it is going fine they aren’t going to come to the
meeting anyway, and there is no way you can combat that.
Johnson said that he understands that happening at the public meetings, but these focus groups of
agencies surprised him, that there weren’t any positives from them.
Bergman added that you also have to remember that they almost had to twist arms to get people
to do the survey. He said that they had to hand carry them, and they had to buy them donuts, so
it was pathetic. He explained that they stood on the bus and handed them to riders and told them
they had to take the survey, but by the time they walked off the bus they found a lot of them
lying on the floor, nobody seemed to care.
Kouba said that the main disappointment with the agencies was that they had a lot, but there
weren’t a lot of agencies in attendance either.
Information only.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
Viafara reported that we are working on the Discovery School report. He said that the school is
now on holiday, therefore we will convene the Steering Committee meeting the first week of
August, and by that time we really appreciate having received the final final comments in order
to make sure that the document is brought to Executive Board.
b.

NDDOT Participation On The MPO Executive Policy Board

Johnson reported that this concerns the NDDOTs participation on the MPO Executive Policy
Board. He explained that the DOT has been an Ex-Officio member of the Bismarck/Mandan
MPO for quite some time, and he believes it is labeled as “Director” or his designee.
Johnson commented that recently, through some discussion at the Fargo/Moorhead MPO, they
agreed to extend this same type of participation to them as well, so we are also now a part of that
policy committee as an Ex Officio, as well as someone from MnDOT; and because of this he was
asked to extend the offering to this MPO as well to see if it was something they wanted to
entertain, to have a non-voting DOT’s presence as part of the committee. He said that it, by no
means, at this point a guarantee of participation at every meeting, but we have that ability as a
non-voting member to provide that participation.
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Johnson stated that at this point, for the Technical Advisory Committee, he doesn’t know how
you want to move forward with this to your policy board, but it is something thrown out for
consideration. He added that if there is acceptance, and it seems to be in agreement, at least from
the North Dakota side they would also ask that you would make this same invitation to the
Minnesota DOT as well so that both sides of the river are represented.
Kuharenko commented that he would think that if the NDDOT can provide a little more insight
for the MPO Board it would be beneficial. He added that he would also think that if it is
approved that we also make the appropriate changes to the communication plan to reflect those
changes as well.
Grasser stated that it sounds like a good idea to him. Erickson agreed.
Noehre reported that he hasn’t read a CFR for a number of years, and he hates to admit that, but
does it still say that for a TMA it is actually required, it used to. Johnson responded that it does,
adding that he thinks they are voting members as well, if he remembers right, on a TMA.
Noehre stated that if it is required for a TMA, and it is good for a TMA, a TMA is an MPO that
has over 200,000 population, why wouldn’t it be good for this MPO as well.
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would be attending the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next
week. Johnson responded that he doesn’t know who the representative will be, but he can call in
to the meeting to present this to the board.
c.

Earlier Long Range Transportation Plan Component Discussion

Grasser commented that with the understanding that we kind of got into a bind with the last Long
Range Transportation Plan update, he is just wondering if there should be some components of
the transportation side of the rule that will start showing up in 2016, such as the traffic modeling
and such. He added that we also have a couple of items that are always in the traffic model that
we probably should be talking about rather than have it fall back towards the back end of things
again like we did before.
Grasser stated that they started initiating some of those early discussion, again just to keep us
from getting in trouble, as a group we included it, and we are thoughtful, and so when we begin
that process we don’t necessarily respond to the pressure because we want to make sure we have
a great quality product.
Haugen agreed, adding that you have identified some comments or concerns about the current
model that you can share with us at any time; and we are under contract with ATAC to update
the model, and they presented a couple of months ago, and right now we are re-geographing the
TAZ boundaries because of growth, and it is cutting up some TAZs. He said that we are also
updating the street network, which is based off of 2010 and what was completed in 2015, so we
are in that process right now.
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Haugen stated that we also purchased the 2015 socio-economic data, so if you have comments,
the sooner the better; and we should have Dr. Diomo back up here soon to show us the new TAZ
structure and socio-economic data distribution.
Haugen asked Ms. Kouba how we are progressing on the 2015 Street Network Update. Kouba
responded that we are progressing slowly.
Grasser commented that, being more specific, Ms. Williams, the City of Grand Forks’ Traffic
Engineer; brought something up this morning regarding when looking at the traffic volumes on
some streets, some of them seem look kind of odd and there are some places where they are
already at the 2040 threshold, and he thinks we need to work through some of those types of
issues, and make sure the traffic volume component of it at least makes sense because that is
going to be important when they have to identify their priorities. Haugen responded that some
pressure points are relieve between now and 2040 by additional streets that don’t currently exist,
and then they build back up so the curve for some of those anyway.
Williams asked when they were going to be up here to look at the zones, to discuss that. Haugen
responded that they have done that already, and they are coming back with the changes that we
identified, and that they have identified. Williams asked if they can see those before you
progress any further with it. Haugen responded that they will push them to get us the results in
July and they will distribute it. Williams commented that it just makes it easier if they have an
opportunity to look at stuff as you do it instead of waiting until the end and then going through it
all.
d.
Planning and Asset Management Team
Johnson said that he has one more item that kind of came up towards the end of the week, so he
apologizes for the late notice, but he was having some discussions recently with their Planning
and Asset Management Division, and one of the things that they wanted to do was to extend an
invitation out to all the MPOs, this is just the first meeting he has attended to share that.
Johnson explained that they would like to come in every once in a while, most likely via
conference call, but there may be the occasional in-person trip to just give an update on things
they are working on; for example they are currently working on their Rail Plan, and there will be
other planning efforts that will have to be undertaken soon, and there are Performance Measures,
final rules review, and they have offered to extend an invitation out for them to come in and
participate in the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and just give a brief update and
answer any questions the group might have.
Johnson stated that as of right now they are open to suggestions on frequency; twice a year or
quarterly, so he would ask the Technical Advisory Committee which option you would prefer as
he assumes this would be a well-received notion and that you will accept the invitation.
Consensus was that quarterly visits would be the preferred option.
Grasser asked if there was video conferencing capacity here in East Grand Forks City Hall.
Haugen responded that it can be set up. Grasser stated that you just get something out of video
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conferencing that you don’t necessarily get out of just a conference phone. Johnson stated that
they can definitely try that as well.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 10th, 2016, 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: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference call); Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities
Area Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Les
Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
Guest(s) present: Dean Braseth, GF Library Foundation; Joyce Fries-Brune, Architectural &
Engineering Services; and Ryan Sundberg, KLJ Engineering.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they are representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 13TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Kuharenko referred to Page 12 under the Matter of Approval Of Glasston Railroad Crossing
Study, third paragraph, second line, and explained that he talked with Mr. Grasser this morning,
and he pointed out that it says: …at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of “who”
but the word “who” should be “approve” instead .
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE JULY 13TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO THE
AMENDMENT DISCUSSED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the Staff Report, there is another draft for the aesthetic
lighting, or decorative lighting plan, and as noted there are a few comments so it is still being
worked on.
Haugen stated that North Dakota did receive a regional award in the 2016 America’s
Transportation Awards competition for the Sorlie Bridge project. It was selected as the regional
winner in the Under Budget, Small Project category. He added that it is now competing for a
national award with several other projects as well.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen reported that MnDOT provided an update to the City of Grand Forks. He referred to a
letter from Roger Hille, MnDOT, and pointed out that they are now targeting a November 2016
bid letting for the project, with a two to three year construction timeframe, and a cost estimate
currently at $23,000,000. He added that no City share is appropriate for both sides of the river.
Haugen stated that the rest of the information in the letter is something that we have already been
made aware of, including closures, lighting, etc.
Noehre commented that he feels that combining the aesthetic lighting plans together into one
plan instead of two plans should be considered. Konickson responded that it would make sense
that the all parties.
Haugen stated that he knows there are some in the audience that came because they have
questions regarding this project, so he will put up an illustration of the latest cross-section for the
project. He explained that there was a presentation given at the Grand Forks City Council of the
Whole meeting on Monday night, and it included this cross-section. He pointed out that it shows
that nothing is going outside of the existing truss system, so everything is being reconfigured
inside the truss system.
He stated that on the north side, or on the left of this drawing, is a multi-purpose trail, with a bit
of a rail attached. He added that the center median that is currently there is not planned on being
replaced.
Dean Braseth commented that people are a bit concerned about the median not being replaced,
that there maybe should be something there separating the traffic, as they feel it is unsafe without
it. He asked if separation between the pedestrian walkway and traffic would be just a rail.
Noehre responded that there will be a barrier placed there. Braseth asked if it would be a
concrete barrier. Williams responded it would. Braseth asked how high it would be, roughly.
Haugen responded that it will be 2-feet, four-inches high.
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Noehre stated that MnDOT is the Lead Agency on this project, so he won’t answer for them; but
he can tell you that there are many bridges that don’t have a center median; and he personally has
fielded quite a few complaints about a center median from people that don’t like it.
Braseth asked how much space a center median, or “Jersey” type barrier would take up.
Williams responded that it would take up about 4-feet; and then there would be an additional 3feet on each side of the shy, so you would have to have at least 10-feet. Konickson commented
that that is why there were a lot of compromises with the trail being added, including lane width.
Braseth stated that one of their members mentioned that the lane widths are being reduced from
12-feet to 11 ½-feet wide, is that correct. Konickson responded that it is, that they are looking at
11 ½-foot lanes and a 4-foot three-inch shoulder on one side and an 8-foot nine-inch pedestrian
walkway on the other.
Braseth asked if there is currently a walkway on the bridge. Konickson responded that there is
currently just an extended curb on either side of the bridge.
Information only.
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN
Haugen reported that at our last meeting we did have discussion on the Draft Communication
Plan, and concluded with a request that any further comments on the plan be submitted by that
Friday. He stated that staff only received one set of comments from the Grand Forks
Engineering Department, and it was distributed to the Technical Advisory Committee members
to comment further on, and nothing else was submitted; therefore it appears we have a document
that ready for adoption.
Haugen referred to the document, and explained that he distributed it showing the proposed
changes, so whatever you adopt today would incorporate those changes. He added that he does
know that Federal Highway was comfortable with this new draft.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
ADOPT THE DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF
REVISIONS AS SHOWN.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Noehre, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,
and Riesinger.
None
None
Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,
Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders.
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY
Haugen reported that this item was on the agenda last month, but because the Executive
Summary was not attached to the report, we had to delay to today’s meeting.
Haugen commented that the Steering Committee has had this document for a couple of months,
and the only comments received were some editorial things that Ms. Williams provided,
otherwise it is as it has been for several months.
Haugen stated that, as discussed at the last meeting, a couple of major premises that this study
was built around were major facilities going up on the northerly end of the Glasston Subdivision,
and the status of those facilities are still questionable, so there are some good concepts in here
that may never need to be implemented.
Williams referred to Page 4 of the Executive Summary, and commented that the traffic count
they are using for the 2040 projected on University Avenue is way out of line with everything
else on University. She said that there should be a note of some sort added that that number is in
question.
Williams stated that she has a question on the Options; Page 11, concerning the issue of the fence
being on both sides of the railroad. She said that that is mentioned in Option 1 and then in the
text it says that it will also be included in Option 2, but there seems to be some sort of a conflict
with the language that is there because it says that for Option 2 there is no positive societal
benefits to offset the costs since the option assumes no crossings will be closed, thus there is no
reduction in potential fatalities at the crossings, nor any reduction in idling time…so if there is
no reduction why would the fence still be included; so does this need to be reworded as it seem
to contradict things. Haugen responded that the fence is being included, not so much because of
it figuring into the cost ratio, but that’s what the Steering Committee was recommending be
included. Williams said that maybe they just need to include that because the way it reads right
now is that there is no benefit, so maybe just add something onto the last line. Haugen added
that they could add that they aren’t assigning any benefit in the cost benefit analysis to the
fencing.
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY SUBJECT TO INCLUSION
OF THE REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:

Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Noehre, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,
and Riesinger.
None
None
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Absent:

Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,
Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders.

MATTER OF ADOPTION OF SELF-CERTIFICATION
Haugen reported that, as noted in the Staff Report, typically every year we need to, as part of the
T.I.P. process, self-certify that we are meeting all of the rules and regulations. He said that every
third year we need to do a more in-depth certification with more than a one-page resolution, and
this is the year we have to do that.
Haugen stated that included in the packet is a copy of the Draft Self-Certification document to
allow us to Self-Certify that we are doing the 3-C MPO Planning process and are meeting this
list of requirements and regulations.
Bergman referred to Page 4, fifth line, and pointed out it should say Cities “Area” Transit, not
Cities “rea” Transit.
Johnson asked if Mr. Haugen could highlight in the document where he has addressed the new
ADA Guidance that Federal Highway has bestowed upon us in terms of ADA Program Access
Plans for the group’s knowledge. Haugen referred to the document and highlighted the areas
pertaining to Mr. Johnson’s request. He asked if Mr. Johnson would like this information beefed
up to include a statement that we seek statements of compliance with ADA where we have our
meetings outside of City Hall. Johnson responded that he thinks this is where we need to be, but
Federal Highway will have to review and comment on this as well. He added that he just wanted
to bring this to this group’s attention.
Bergman asked if this pertained to the regulations they just come out with recently. Haugen
responded that they weren’t. He explained that Federal Highway is emphasizing more that
common knowledge of ADA is the structures and facilities, and the MPO really doesn’t build or
construct or own, so they are emphasizing that our programs need to be accessible so, for
instance we have asked both City Halls for a statement that their building that we rent space in is
ADA compliant; and when we have meetings in other facilities, such as the Grand Cities Mall,
we ask for similar statements from them as well, so people know that we make our programs
accessible, and that ADA isn’t just about curb cuts and striping on a corridor, the height of water
fountains, and larger stalls in bathrooms, as we don’t do those things but we still have to give
assurance that our ADA stuff we do do is compliant. He added that we do this with our meeting
notices, our meeting locations and those types of things.
Haugen said, though, that it wouldn’t really hurt for us to beef up this one line sentence about
accessible locations. Johnson agreed.
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING
A RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
ADOPT THE 2016 SELF CERTIFICATION DOCUMENT SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF
THE REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS.
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ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Noehre, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,
and Riesinger.
None
None
Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,
Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders.

MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE 2017-2020 T.I.P.
Haugen reported that this is the first time in many years that we are adopting one T.I.P.
document that covers both sides of the river, adding that a copy of the full T.I.P. document was
included in the packet.
Haugen referred to the summary tables of what is being financed on each side of the river and
went over the information briefly.
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side, on the bottom, you will notice that because of
the Kennedy Bridge project it is an atypical funding year, otherwise, because East Grand Forks is
on a four year rotation schedule, most years out of the three year T.I.P. are primarily transit
program dollars, but in 2018 East Grand Forks is on their rotation so they will be making a
federal investment, that he will go over later, of $858,000 Federal Dollars into a project.
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side we have the total budget shown, then each
individual year as well. He pointed out that you will notice that it is substantially different than
the Minnesota side.
Haugen then referred to the individual project tables and went over them briefly, explaining that
they are funded in the sequence of transit projects first, then street and highway, and we will go
over all of those for the first year, which is called the Annual Element, and these are basically
projects that are as assured as any future thing can be to be done in the next year, or as described
in the description. He said that they then list the next three out years in the same sequence
schedule for both sides.
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side the only significant change that has occurred since
our draft document approval were the projects that were scoped for U.S. #2, starting at 69th Street
and continuing out west, which was originally estimated to have reconstruction costs of over
$23,000,000, but North Dakota has done additional scoping and that amount has been reduced to
just over $9,000,000. He commented that it is noted that only a portion of this project is located
in the MPO Study Area, so using a ratio of total mileage, and how much mileage is in the MPO
Study Area, the federal portion is just under $2,000,000.
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side the one major revision that has been made was that
the City Council decided to replace the previously programmed project that was going to use
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2018 funds, which was to urbanize 10th Street N.E., with the roundabout at Bygland Road and
Rhinehart Drive instead.
Haugen commented that, as discussed last April, with the decision that MnDOT made
concerning transit vehicles, the City Sub-Target increased to $858,000, which is about a
$100,000 increase, so that is the only other significant change that has been made to the project
listing from the draft document.
Williams asked, when there is a local share, is there a share that comes from Grand Forks and
from East Grand Forks. Haugen responded that there was. Williams asked if there was any way
that they can show which is which, because it is all just lumped into the local column. Haugen
responded that on the Grand Forks project listings it is listed as “other” so we know what the
East Grand Forks total contribution to Grand Forks is for operating the system for East Grand
Forks; and then on the East Grand Forks side it is broken out by the different funding sources.
He added that there are some costs that East Grand Forks administers that they don’t pay Grand
Forks for since they are a transit operator, and they still have to do some administration work as
well. Williams asked if “other” here, then, is Grand Forks. Haugen responded that it is
Minnesota State Transit Funds. Williams said that that is where the confusing part comes in,
because if “other” always referred to the partner city it would be okay, but sometimes it refers to
one thing, and sometimes it refers to another thing. Haugen responded that that is correct, and
added that that is why they try to highlight in the remark section what the “other” amount is
referring to. Haugen stated that even though these are State funds, MnDOT requested that they
not be listed under State.
Haugen reported that the public hearing has been advertised to occur at the Executive Policy
Board meeting next Wednesday.
Haugen pointed out that there are no Illustrative Projects listed, there are tables that show the
status of the 2016 projects and the obligations that have been provided that does not include
Grand Forks transit numbers.
Haugen stated that they identify, specifically the public participation, the notices that are in
place. He said that he will have to add another appendix as MnDOT has asked that these project
listings for the Minnesota side be provided in a spreadsheet format as well, so as an appendix he
has to reformat these into a MnDOT format.
Haugen commented that they also included the Environmental Justice Analysis. He pointed out
that the map shows the project locations in reference to our identified EJ areas, and there is a
corresponding write up to those projects as well.
Haugen stated that there are a lot of things being identified in the T.I.P., but the basic purpose is
to show these listings of individual projects, with the amounts currently programmed for them;
the federal amount involved; the status of previous year projects; and the EJ analysis that is done.
Kuharenko referred to Page 17, the PDF, under the Bikeway Section; and explained that you
have the Bikeway Section and the Pedestrian Section, 1st paragraph, the last sentence, where it
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ends up saying “with the use of federal transportation funds to build streets comes the
requirement to construct facilities appropriate to accommodate bikes”, he doesn’t think that is
necessarily the case, that we are required to construct, but instead we are required to “consider”,
so he would like to see that changed.
Kuharenko referred to the third paragraph of that same section; where it says “This section does
recognize that all streets are used by bicyclists”; and stated that after the word “bicyclists”
“where not prohibited” should be added because we do have various bridges where bicycles are
prohibited, DeMers is an example.
Kuharenko referred to the following page, where we have our Planning Factors, under Factor 4,
and pointed out that the first paragraph says “All street projects include provisions for
pedestrians and bicyclists”, but it is also shown as a single sentence that should be removed.
Kuharenko referred to the next page, under Factor 6, and asked if the first paragraph, where it
says MAP-21 needs to be changed to FAST. Haugen responded that it could be changed to add a
slash so it would be MAP-21/FAST because there might be some old TAP money yet.
Kuharenko responded that that would be fine, he just wanted to make sure we at least address it.
Kuharenko commented that after Table 2, where you get into the operation and maintenance
financial summary, in the second paragraph, last line, it says Table X, and that should be
changed.
Kuharenko stated that in our actual T.I.P. document that has all the breakdowns of everything,
we have the DeMers Avenue Shared Use Path, and it is still showing that it is on the North side,
when it should be on the South side as we received the executive decision to move it to the South
side.
Kuharenko referred to the Washington and 44th project listing and pointed out that in the
description section it says that this project will make an intersection improvement at a specific
intersection that will be identified at a future date, and stated that that description should be
changed as we know where it will be, so probably shift the remark section over into the project
description. Haugen responded that he would have to seek direction from the NDDOT on that
because this is how they asked us to word this in the past, that we use this language and then
over in the remark section we identify the specific location. Kuharenko said that he just wasn’t
sure if that was something that needed to be changed. Haugen added that that is how all of those
projects have been handled. Kuharenko stated that it just kind of give you a little bit of different
information there.
Kuharenko stated that under the obligated project listing, again the DeMers Avenue project
needs to be changed from the North side to the South side.
Williams referred to Operation Maintenance Financial, second page, under Grand Forks and the
State of North Dakota, and pointed out that in one section we use centerline miles and the other
we use lane miles; and she is wondering if there is any way to make those consistent with each
other, and she doesn’t care which, but people may not understand what a lane mile is. Haugen
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responded that it is possible, but this is how the NDDOT reports their information, it is what they
typically provide is. Williams asked, then, if we could convert the City to lane miles instead of
centerline miles. Haugen responded that he is sure it could be done, but he would defer to his
GIS person. Noehre commented that, just as a side note, the lane miles from the District are
incorrect. Haugen asked how they got the number shown. Noehre responded that he doesn’t
know. He added that there is a place on their web-page that might have that number there, but it
hasn’t been changed for years. Haugen stated that they didn’t get it off the web-page. Noehre
said that someone must have just given you the wrong numbers.
Williams said she is just curious; previously you listed Illustrative Projects, but this document
has none, is that because funding has been identified for the project that we had listed as
Illustrative. Haugen responded that the only project that we had listed as Illustrative in the past
was the underpass at 42nd Street, and he isn’t aware of any requests to application seeking
money. Kuharenko commented that the last one that we actually got funding for he can’t
remember what it was. Haugen reiterated that the only project that we traditionally carried was
the 42nd Street Underpass, and traditionally you have grant applications out for it seeking monies
still out for review and approval, so he isn’t aware of any grant requests that are still out.
Bergman commented that there is the one for the Bus Barn remodel. Haugen agreed that there is
one; the National 5339 application request for the remodel of the bus barn, and he can list it
under the Illustrative Projects.
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
ADOPT THE 2017-2020 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE REQUESTED
CHANGES/CORRECTIONS, AND ANY PUBLIC INPUT.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams, and
Riesinger.
None
Noehre
Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,
Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders.

MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE 2016 UPWP AMENDMENT
Haugen reported that this is a proposed amendment to our current work program. He explained
that MnDOT updated their district-wide safety plan, and in their latest version they identified
that the intersection of U.S. #2 and Business #2 would be a good candidate for improvements.
Haugen stated that in the planning document they have a concept of closure of the intersection;
and the possibility of rerouting and utilizing the current Polk County 17 intersection. He added
that this project is also being contemplated because MnDOT is going to be rebuilding or
rehabbing U.S. #2 from Fisher into East Grand Forks in 2021, so they are looking at the
opportunity to make safety improvements.
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Haugen commented that MnDOT approached East Grand Forks City Council and the community
to get feedback, which they got a lot of, so discussing it with MnDOT District staff they need
more work and study to be done on this intersection, and so the first thing we would need to do
would be to bring this activity into our work program.
Haugen referred to information included in the staff report was the activity itself, a brief
description of the activities, and then, the main thing is to show that we have funding available to
do it. He said that Minnesota is providing the local share, and the main funding source is from
the Consolidated Planning Grant and labeled as FTA 2015.
Haugen commented that, as you recall, in March we had to make a major amendment to the
work program; we identified then that there was a likelihood that there would be additional funds
made to us, but we had to make those budget decisions back then, and the funding was this
$100,000 of planning funds, so you will notice that we are actually just programming $56,000 of
that $100,000 to include this study into our current program, otherwise everything else remains
the same, and, again, MnDOT will be providing the local share.
Haugen stated that this is the request you currently have before you to amend our work program,
and in order for us to entertain our next agenda item we do need to have it identified in our work
program as something that we are undertaking.
Kuharenko referred to the Annual Work Program, the last page, where you show hours; and
asked with this it looks like you are shifting 65 hours from line item 300.1, the Transportation
Plan Update Improvements down to this new item; what kind of delays are we looking at then
for the Transportation Plan Update. Haugen responded there would be no delays.
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
ADOPT THE AMENDMENT TO THE 2016 UPWP, AS SUBMITTED.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Noehre, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,
and Riesinger.
None
None
Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,
Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF RFP FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS 2 STUDY
Haugen reported that in talking with MnDOT staff there are a couple of things they would like to
see provided in this RFP; they like the idea of going the PEL route to get them to put the project
into a streamline process; and then they also are interested in the 3D type animation being used
as well after they saw the work that was done with our U.S. #2 Study on the North Dakota side,
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and because the intersection of U.S #2 and Business #2 is challenging as to what other
alternatives might be there, and as they work out alternatives they feel the animation will help
tremendously convey what those alternatives are trying to do operational wise and safety wise;
instead of a static drawing like shown previously, this would have something that would give
people a better visualization of what it is that alternative concepts are trying to do to their
movement, and so this RFP is incorporating those items.
Haugen commented that the study limits, working again with MnDOT staff, the northerly
boundary would be Polk County Highway; the U.S #2/Business #2 intersection; they are
including, because of its close proximity the intersection of the old River Bend; and then using
the 220 South intersection as the southerly limit as well.
Haugen stated that, getting back to the RFP, working with MnDOT staff, because the month of
August is traditionally family vacation month, they have been going back and forth in spurts. He
said that the one thing they would like to see modified in the RFP is little more write-up when
we get into the alternatives about the 3D animation so that people are more aware of the fact that
we are asking be part of the proposal.
Haugen said that the last two things are that the also felt that the first two meetings could be
combined into one meeting; and the last two meetings could be combined into one meeting so
there would be a total of three instead of five meetings as identified currently. He stated that the
other has to do with emphasizing safety more than is currently emphasized, so they want to
include some safety improvements as well.
Noehre referred to the selection committee section and pointed out that a correct is required there
as well. Konickson pointed out a couple of additional typos also.
Williams referred to the staff report, and asked if it was correct that they would be utilizing the
NDDOT qualified base selection process, or should it be MnDOTs. Haugen responded that it is
correct as NDDOT is our lead state so we follow their process for our MPO planning projects.
Kuharenko referred to Section 7, Background and Scope-of-Work; and pointed out that there are
two “i’s” in intersections, and then under Scope-of-Work, General Considerations, under Future
Land Use, segment a, last line should read: This plan will “be” adopted in 2016.
Haugen said that what we haven’t talked about, but probably will be talking about at some point
during this discussion would be “jurisdictional transfers”, depending on the outcome, a turnback.
He stated that, obviously if there is no intersection between U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2, and
MnDOT wants people to use Polk County Highway, there will probably be discussion about
jurisdictional re-alignment of who owns those roadways. He commented that U.S. Business #2
would probably go through a re-designation. He said that at one point U.S. Business #2 was
going to be completely turned back to the City, but right now the only discussions would be this
short segment.
Kuharenko referred to Section 9 – Map of the Project area, and asked if it will be the map used
today. Haugen responded it would.
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MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE RFP FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2, SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF
REQUESTED REVISIONS.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
Voting Yes:
Voting No:
Abstain:
Absent:

Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Noehre,Konickson, Bergman, Williams,
and Riesinger.
None
None
Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,
Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders.

MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2017-2018 UPWP PROJECTS
Haugen reported that as indicated in the staff report, and as we have been discussing, these next
couple of years will focus heavily on our Street and Highway Element, and then the ultimate
goal will be to combine everything into one multi-modal Long Range Transportation Plan that is
due at the end of 2018.
Haugen said that, as everyone should be aware of by now, FAST, and the implementation of the
new Planning Regulations behind FAST, has a timeline that requires that our T.I.P. document
and our Long Range Transportation Plan, as well as any action based on the Long Range
Transportation Plan have to reflect compliancy with the FAST Planning Document. He
commented that all funds are going to be geared towards those activities, however there is
roughly about $60,000 total that might be available for us to do things like the U.S. #2/U.S.
Business #2 Study, or a Glasston Study, or such; so we are soliciting those project ideas.
Haugen commented that ideally we would like to have them in by the end of September so that
when we have our October meetings we can have a draft that we can consider and get to the
NDDOT by November. Williams said that this requires City Council approval, correct. Haugen
responded that it does.
Haugen stated that he isn’t aware of any real funding increase, so this is assuming our current
funding status, maintaining that for the next two years.
Haugen said that no action in required on this, but he did want everyone to be aware that the next
two years we really don’t have a lot of money as we typically would to do additional studies, and
for the foreseeable future we will have, in a five year cycle, maybe three out of the five years
where we do have a little larger pot of money for some of these other studies than we will for
those two main years that we are updating the Street and Highway Element.
Information only.
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OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different
activities in the Work Program.
b.

Scheduled Activities

Haugen reported that these are some activities being schedule by our State partners.
He stated that, so you are aware, MnDOT has Drafts of their Multi-modal Transportation Plan,
their Highway Investment Plan, and their 20-Year Greater Minnesota Investment Plan available
and are providing webinars on them. He referred to a slide with the dates and times of those
webinars and asked that if anyone is interested in attending them to let him know. He added that
these sessions will also be advertised to our Executive Policy Board as well, so some of them
may be attending as well.
Haugen reported that the NDDOT, through Federal Highways, is providing training on
administering planning grants. He said that this training will be held October 18 and 19 in
Bismarck, and MPO staff is required to attend, but they asked that we extend an invitation to our
board members as well. He added that all three MPOs will be attending this training, so
depending on the number of seats maybe not all board members from all three MPOs will be
able to attend, but those that are interested we will cover the cost of our board members. He said
that they also asked that we invite our Technical Advisory Committee members, however, again
because there are three TACs, not everyone may get a seat, and we will not be covering the cost
of any TAC members that attend. He asked that if anyone is interested in attending, please let
him know as soon as possible.
Johnson commented that they are still working on setting up a block of rooms for this event,
which will be held the afternoon of the 18th and the morning of the 19th of October.
Information only.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST
10TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:43 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Teri Kouba, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the September 14th, 2016, 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: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference call); Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2;
Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy
Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; and Mike Yavarow,
Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff present: Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager.
Guest(s) present: Dean Braseth, GF Library Foundation; Mike Bittner, KLJ; and Diomo
Motuba, ATAC.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Kouba declared a quorum was present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 10TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY REISINGER, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST
10TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS
SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Kennedy Bridge
Konickson reported that there were some meetings that were taking place between the NDDOT,
the City of Grand Forks, and the MnDOT to discuss some of the concerns with the proposed
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reconstruction of the Kennedy Bridge; and the result of those meetings, after further explanation
as to how some of the decisions were made, how some compromises were made, was to continue
on with the proposed project with no changes, as far as the design is concerned, and they are
working on approvals. He added that they are still planning on a November let date for the
project.
Sorlie Bridge
Yavarow reported that the Sorlie Bridge still has not been accepted. He added that he received
an e-mail yesterday stating that they completed the programming and testing of the new
controller for the bridge, and after they have documented the results they will send it the supplier
in Fargo, then we will find out from Strata when they can install it, and then that will begin the
new 90-day acceptance period again.
West commented that NDDOT had a press release that the bridge is up for some national award,
correct. Yavarow responded it was. Konickson stated that anyone can go on and vote for it, and
then a committee will be picking a winner.
MATTER OF DRAFT VISION STATEMENT AND ADDED GOALS TO LONG RANGE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Viafara reported that members of the Bike/Ped Advisory Committee and the Working
Committee have been working on developing and drafting a Vision Statement that will be what
guides the operation of our core element plans.
Viafara stated that through a series of interactions with the valuable members of the Technical
Advisory Committee, Engineering Staff, and the Community, they came to the realization that
with the goals we encompassed, the reality of Grand Forks/East Grand Forks is this one;
whereby the Long Range Transportation Plan envisions a community that provides a variety of
complementary transportation choices for people and goods.
Viafara said that participating in this vision setting exercise is very important because it allows
us to train in other goals that are coming more from MAP-21 and from FAST. He added that
those goals are the ones that are being included in our plans; and they are:
Goal 1:
Goal 2:
Goal 3:
Goal 4:
Goal 5:
Goal 6:
Goal 7:
Goal 8:

Economic Vitality
Security
Accessibility and Mobility
Environmental/Energy/Quality Of Life
Integration and Connectivity
Efficient System Management
System Preservation
Safety

Viafara stated that as a result of FAST, a new legislation has developed two additional goals for
our consideration. He said that one is called Resiliency and the other Tourism. He explained
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that at this time there are neither performance measures, targets, or monitoring activities set for
these two goals, that will come later within the year, so we are currently working with the first
eight goals.
Viafara commented that Goal 8, Safety, has been enhanced in the sense that through the help of
this committee, a new set of local objectives have been proposed for further consideration.
Viafara reported that now; transit, bicycle and pedestrian, and the street and highway elements
will be under this vision statement.
Kuharenko stated that, in looking at Goal 5, Integration and Connectivity; there is a portion of it
that makes sense, and then there is a portion that seems to just be tacked on to it – “Enhancing
the integration and connectivity of the transportation systems, across and between modes for
people and freight”, that seems good; but then there is the addition of – “and housing,
particularly affordable housing located close to transit”, that second part there almost seems like
it is tacked on, and is rather specific for a goal, so he would almost look at seeing about
removing that “and housing, particularly affordable housing located close to transit” portion, that
way we can maintain a more generalized goal.
Kuharenko referred to Goal 7 – System Preservation; and said that with this goal as well it makes
sense for the first three lines, but “to spur revitalization, promote urban landscapes and protect
rural landscapes” kind of seems tacked on as well, and what does it really mean. He commented
that if these are the goals that we are going to have moving forward, which are going to have
some kind of measurable applied to them, thinking towards the future how is that going to affect
us and the goal that we are going to have to measure.
Viafara responded that it is an insight of transportation to actively, to these ladders of
opportunities in other cities, and policies, to make sure that all people, and people of lower
income, they have access to the overall information on activities of their own communities, and
what has been found is that despite the fact that there is transit available not all of the services
are available or accessible to all of the sectors of the population, so on this, what we call
integration and connectivity, the idea is to integrate the social life of these residents into the
social life of the community as a whole, so by affording them opportunities, that is one; on the
other hand sometimes people with disabilities are completely unable to have access to these
means of transportation that are available because based on connectivity between sidewalks and
bus stops, or issues with maintenance or signage that allows for their safe mobility; so in his
opinion this is what the text tried to summarize and when they try to do engineering work,
engineering work should be done for the development the community. Sometimes we tend to go
to our destination, but in the middle there are activities, there could be a school, there could be a
hospital, there could be a recreational facility, and these are the ones where the integration of the
community, it is guided and oriented to, so that’s kind of shedding a little bit of light for the
reason for that particular goal.
Kuharenko commented, though, that at the same time you end up bringing in the multiple
different aspects; you have the housing, you have the hospitals, you have the schools, and in kind
of calling out “housing” in particular, that kind of makes it more specific towards one thing, so
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that is kind of why he is looking at this and asking if it is actually needed, and it just feels like it
is tacked on, and if we start adding details to our goals are we going to have to start adding all
these other details onto it as well; are we going to have to add on hospitals, schools, these other
destinations. He said that that is why he was looking at whether this is something that should be
removed so the goal can remain more generalized. Viafara said that he will take these comments
gladly, and certainly the idea is to respond to you later, and he will bring this to his supervisor
and then to the working committee that has been working the collaboration of these goals for
their consideration, within the confines of FAST that is basically regulating the appearance of
these elements, but he will certainly appreciate you bringing this to our attention.
Grasser asked if there is a limit to the number of goals. He said that he is just wondering in that,
and of course that discussion, there shouldn’t be a separate goal that just talks about the social
justice aspect of the system as opposed to, it kind of seems like we are capturing that by maybe
tacking it on, but when you read it it does seem disconnected to him too, so he is just wondering
if that means maybe a separate goal. Viafara responded that the number of goals is limited by
the legislation. He stated that they originally came from MAP-21, and now that we are under a
new set of rules, called FAST, two new goals are being added, and they are part of what we call
planning factors, and the planning factors are a decision made by the Congress of the United
States regarding transportation, that whenever transportation projects are advanced, those
planning factors need to be considered, like livability, for instance. He explained that that is why
we only have at the moment eight, and two new ones that are under consideration, but as you can
see they are rather broad in scope, but certainly, the comments brought to his attention today will
be discussed, because that is what they are doing right now.
Williams asked if these are the goals that FHWA has posted. Viafara responded that they are
based on facts. Williams interjected – “no, not based; at one time, last time they were going
through they were told that they couldn’t change the goals, is this the exact wording from FHWA
on these goals?” Viafara responded that as far as he recalls, yes, but he wants to bring this to our
attention because this is how he recalls it. Williams said, though, that we can’t change them.
Viafara responded that this is his understanding. He added that there is a situation here; we are
given the goals by the Federal Government, and then every community is entitled to adjust them
to their realities; and sometimes economic development is probably not necessarily a number one
goal, there could be other priorities for that community, so that’s where we tend; in our plan,
there is one chapter that shows interaction between the national goals and the local goals.
Ellis asked then, if goals nine and ten are being proposed by the feds. Viafara responded that
that is correct. He added that they are under the new legislation, but they haven’t been
developed yet. Kouba commented that the Transit Development Plan will be following these
goals as well, so we will be working on those soon.
Viafara referred to Goal 9 – Resiliency, and explained that we have the situation of Sandy Hook
Bay, somewhere in New Jersey, and most recently floods in Louisiana, and all of these kind of
disasters are impinging on the ability to maintain a safe transportation network, so resiliency has
become now a new planning factor.. He said that East Grand Forks consideration to be taken for
us to avoid some stormwater problems. He cited Miami’s problem of being saddled with a big
investment around the coast to protect the coast from rising waters because the water level is
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almost coming onto the streets, so resiliency calls for us to be mindful of the new adjustment to
try to address natural disasters.
Grasser stated that one of the things that caught his eye, and he isn’t exactly sure where it would
fall under, but there isn’t a goal of meeting financial ability to provide, or financial restrictions
either at the State or Local levels referenced in here, and to him that is part of maybe the
economic vitality in that we have to, within your communities or your governmental entities,
stay within those financial constraints, is that something that should be added in here someplace.
Viafara responded that already the government has determined that in order for plan to be
approved, the plan has to be fiscally constrained, so that means that there has to have
expectations of funds, particularly the plans that correspond with the localities, to be somehow
made available, so that is what fiscally constrained also means, there must be the certainty that if
a project is put into the plan, at least for the local government, there is a certainty that those
funds will be available within the time horizon of the plan. Grasser said that being fiscally
constrained isn’t specific of this part of the goals. Viafara responded that it isn’t, because it is
part of the whole planning legislation. Williams asked if this would be included in an
introduction to the goals. Viafara responded that that is how the MPO works, the MPO cannot
really pass any plan it if is not meeting that particular mandate. Williams stated that all of us in
the room know that, but this document is being presented for people who don’t necessarily have
all that intimate knowledge, and she knows that in the Bicycle/Pedestrian plan we are going to
have a couple little things included in the introduction to it, so could that be included in the
introduction to the goals, as far as “this is understanding that this is fiscally constrained.”
Viafara responded that some kind of explanation is possible, yes, but he would not commit
himself that it is possible for the benefit of community understanding of the constraints of the
plan.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 STUDY
Mike Bittner, KLJ, was present for a brief update on the I-29 Traffic Operations Study. He
referred to a power point presentation, and went over it briefly.
Bittner commented that, starting from North to South, the things they are trying to solve with this
project are:
County Road 11/Washington Street – they are seeing a lot of access and geometrical
issues; really no major capacity problems, but they do see some opportunities for some
capacity improvements.
Gateway Drive – they have talked about this for probably two years, going back to the
U.S. #2 Corridor Study, and so we are all familiar with capacity issues that we are seeing,
just related to the overall traffic going through this interchange, but also unrelated to the
at-grade crossing really creating a lot of congestion that spills back onto the interstate,
and sometimes even onto mainline I-29.
DeMers Avenue – what they are finding is that by 2025 and 2040 the two lanes just
won’t be able to carry the amount of traffic that wants to get through this interchange. He
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added that they are seeing really low saturation conditions, up to the point where it takes
an additional eight minutes just to get through this interchange because there is so much
congestion and people are spilling back onto the interstate and that is added to the
existing known problem of the at-grade rail crossing on 42nd Street.
32nd Avenue – this is probably one of the most important interchanges of this entire
study, and that is because it is the focal point of all of our future growth. He explained
that as we move into the future we are finding that over 50% of our employment and
population growth is centered around 32nd Avenue, going to the south to about 47th
Avenue as well, so as we look at the phase that he will spend the most time talking about,
we are looking at ways to mitigate regional congestion and we are finding that there isn’t
a whole lot we can do for DeMers or U.S. #2 with these new major infrastructure
improvements, but 32nd Avenue is an opportunity site that they found can be improved.
Bittner commented that the focus of today’s presentation is an update on what they call the
“Macro Level Alternative”. He explained that this is really a fancy way of saying – what are the
high-scale, big improvement strategies; they are basically interchanges, grade separations, and
river crossings, those are the three big ones that they can really influence driver patterns and
where they are going to and from, and try to mitigate major pockets of congestions that we just
talked about, and he will touch on all of these as he goes through the presentation.
Bittner reported that in the past several decades Long Range Transportation Plans repeatedly
recommended several major infrastructure improvements on the system, but they were never
funded because they were such a large palate of improvements, so what they wanted to do was to
narrow this down to what is realistic, and what can really benefit the system, what we can
actually do so the first thing they did was to determine if this is an interstate improvement
project; second was to do a benefit/cost analysis which looks at the life cycle of the project, and
determines if the benefits outweigh the costs; but what is new is what they call the cost
effectiveness analysis, and this really zooms in on the next twenty years to determine if this is an
improvement that they should be looking at in the near to mid-term, because when you look at
benefit/cost analyses, this gives credit for seventy-five years-worth of a bridge, but we are
looking at a twenty-year span, so we need to be able to use this as a tool to prioritize, so this is a
really powerful too, albeit complicated as well.
Bittner stated that, going back to 32nd Avenue, and as he referenced before, this is a really
important interchange; and the reason it is is because this is where we have almost $25,000,000
worth of improvements necessary by 2025/2040, and what they found is that all the
improvements that they looked at in this space affected this interchange most, but to different
varying degrees, so what they wanted to do was to find solutions that could mitigate this big
price tag for 32nd Avenue, while also providing additional value.
Bittner commented that the first range of improvement strategy, that he knows is very important
to East Grand Forks, was to look at river crossings; and what they found was that as they ran the
model they found a lot of great benefits for these improvements, and in-fact he thinks the river
crossing at 32nd had one of the highest vehicle miles traveled with an hour delay benefits;
however it isn’t an interstate improvement strategy, what they found was that it really didn’t
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affect the overall volumes, it didn’t mitigate any congestion, so in terms of an improvement it is
great, but in terms of I-29 Corridor Study, they didn’t think it was applicable and it really didn’t
provide a benefit to the interstate, so they discarded these from further analysis from the study,
however they aren’t saying discard these as improvement strategies period, look at them as
different improvements for more regional benefits.
Bittner stated that the next big question was, where do the big interchanges go, and this is a
question they really got questioned on by FHWA and NDDOT Central Office because they said
they would like to get two-mile spacing between, one-mile is acceptable, but what does it look
like if you put them at a variety of different locations, so they looked at 47th, 62nd, and Merrifield
County Road 6. He said that what they found was that if you want to do the two-mile access
spacing you are really limiting yourself to only 62nd because you can’t have one at 47th, and then
as a result you can’t have County Road 6 either; which creates major problems since County
Road 6 has been basically designed for many years for it to have access at some point, and 47th
Avenue is right in your pocket of growth so as they started to evaluate the different alternatives,
47th Avenue very clearly provided much more benefit to the region, benefiting almost twice as
many users and twice as many vehicles hours traveled. He said that as part of this they then
elected to discard 62nd Avenue moving forward.
Bittner referred to a slide illustrating the Merrifield Road Interchange, and pointed out that black
shows existing volumes, blue shows the volumes without any improvement, and red is with
improvements; so your volume number just east of the interchange shows a gain of about 6,000
additional vehicles with this interchange.
Bittner stated that what happens when they work two interchanges at the same time, they found
that the cost increase was not proportionate to the benefit increase; in fact the cost effectiveness
is 45%, and what that means is that it is one and a half times more cost effective to build this
improvement than to not build this improvement, and that is due to reduction in delay and miles
traveled for users, but if you add an extra interchange, because the cost goes up it is actually
quite a bit less cost effective to do two at the same time because you have a lot of overlap in the
people that are benefiting from this.
Bittner commented that they had a good discussion of logical termini, and they ended that
discussion with – “well, here is what the cost would be as a potential for additional growth
improvements with these two interchanges, but they felt like this wasn’t the baseline scenario,
this wasn’t really the direction they really would like to occur, but if it did this is kind of what we
would be facing here; and if they did have to rebuild additional miles for each of these two
improvements, what they did find was that 47th Avenue was the only alternative that did meet
that cost effectiveness; and that Merrifield really has the potential to be the back door for trucks
to kind of sneak down from U.S. #2 to hit I-29, and they felt there would be some potential
improvements necessary on Merrifield County Road 6 and County Road 5, but their model isn’t
really showing that type of traffic.
Bittner said that they also asked themselves if they could do with the grade separation,
overpass/underpass versus a full interchange, and what they found was that it doesn’t meet our
cost effectiveness. He added that an example is 17th Avenue, which we have been talking about
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for several decades, and in the 2035 LRTP it was projected that 8,000 cars would use this, but in
the most recent Land Use Plan, a lot of the land use has moved south, so we are now seeing only
2,800 vehicles using 17th, so it is not a cost effective solution in the next twenty years, but, again,
that doesn’t mean you can’t build it in the future, but they are trying to hone in on what is best
for the metro area in the next mid to near terms.
Bittner reported that they also threw out the idea of split ramps; splitting County Road 6 and 47th
so 47th only goes north/south and County Road 6 is south, but it was pretty clear from guidance
from FHWA that this is very rare and extraordinary circumstance that we would use this type of
configuration, so we kind of put that in our back pocket so if we were to run into some major
issues where we can’t get either of these solutions to work we could talk about this again, but at
this moment it seems pretty clear with within the boundaries we have we can make these
alternatives work.
Bittner reiterated that they did see some major increases on mainline I-29, but well within our
capacity. He said that one major topic that FHWA, and NDDOT like to ensure is that
interchanges aren’t designed to just move local traffic; and so to evaluate what percentage is
local and regional, what they did was to look at all of our existing interchanges and at the two
new locations, and asked what percentage, based on the travel demand model has an origin that
is regional, and they found that 47th is essentially right in line with our existing interchanges, and
Merrifield Road had a high percentage, so it is a little misleading because it has the lowest
volumes, but it does have, percentage wise, the highest mix of regional users, and it is kind of
separated from the metro so it does make sense.
Bittner stated that what they are planning on carrying forward are three alternatives; the 47th
Avenue new interchange in isolation; the Merrfield road in isolation; and the 47th and Merrifield
interchanges together, so that by 2040 it is possible we could have both of these, so in their next
phase they will really focus on will be one of these infrastructures, specifically what it will look
like; will 47th be a quarter of a mile to the south, is 32nd Avenue going to have two loops or will
it be a diversion diamond, what will the Merrifield configuration going to look like; so we need
to transition from this high level of planning to more of an engineering level so we can get better
cost estimates and a better understanding of operations, just better refining of the benefits and
costs.
Bittner said that this will then come back again to this body, and also to the public to determine
which alternatives people like best, and how should they move forward to really start to get a
better vision of what the interstate system will look like in five, ten, and twenty years from now.
Viafara asked, on the highway forecast for the year 2040, it says that there will be an increase of
freight around Merrifield, when you did your analysis, more or less do you find that to be the
case. Bittner responded that they relied on the travel demand model, which does not have truck
breakdowns, so what they utilized was estimates, with their existing interchange they kind of
know what type of truck percentage there is, so if we see an increase in freight analysis and
framework they can make those adjustments, and they weren’t so dramatic that it affected the
existing interchanges. He added that as they looked at Merrifield they asked themselves the
question – “what if this is a truck by-pass”, and they looked at every truck bypass around the
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state and found kind of a range of what percentage of truck traffic would be on there, and that is
what they use to generate what that freight traffic could look like into the future and for 47th they
looked at land uses, and then evaluated and assessed that it would be very similar to say a 32nd
would, with kind of a more normal urbanized mix of traffic and vehicle traffic.
West commented that at the last couple of Steering Committee meetings there was a lot of
discussion about spacing, back and forth, especially with Federal Highway, and in particular with
the Merrifield Road Interchange; as far as, if you do maybe that 2-mile spacing then County
Road 6 doesn’t get utilized as an interchange someday in the future, there was a lot sentiment,
even from himself, he thought that wasn’t very good planning and he advocated pretty hard that
whatever configuration we pick, that it would be acceptable or allowable in the future that
Merrifield Road could have ramps on it someday, and it could be utilized due to its County
connection to County roads, and the network that is out there to better utilize them. He said,
then, instead of building new County Roads because you want to put an interchange a mile south
of County 6, then you would have to build a new road a mile south of the existing road, so that
was a big push from them and a big discussion with Federal Highway, but he just wanted
everyone to know that that was something the County, particularly himself, thought would be
good to adhere to.
West stated, then that if 47th is the way to go, then that’s the way to go, but he would still like to
see Merrifield get ramps sooner than later, but if that isn’t what is best or the most economical or
the biggest benefit, then so be it, but at least we should have the option to do it someday.
Bittner commented that he thinks that is a good point because FHWA and NDDOT Central
Office are really pushing the two mile spacing, because that is so much better for the interstate,
but after further discussion they were able to kind of see why this is the direction that is needed
better.
Grasser stated that one good thing if you have an interchange at 47th, because 47th becomes the
exception, that need to cross I-29 is much more immediate and viable, so Merrifield, when it
comes in is at a two mile spacing so you’re not dealing with the exception on the Merrifield road,
you’re dealing with the exception on 47th, and we are kind of getting that here now, and so he
thinks it all kind of fits.
Williams referred to an illustration of the 47th Avenue Interchange, and asked; when looking at
47th are both on-ramps needed for the northbound, you have the loop on the south and you’ve got
the quarter diamond on the northeast, are both of those required on 47th. She stated that she
knows that one of the things was weaving distances and such, and the ramp on the southeast, that
loop, adds significant distance for your weaving, and she is wondering if that ended up being
resolved. Bittner responded that that is really going to be the heart of our next phase; what does
the configuration look at, what the benefits are, so at this point they are kind of working at a real
high level, using the travel demand model, and next they are going to use the simulation model
to see what the weaving looks like, so he will have a better look at what that looks like and what
the model shows.
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Grasser asked if there was going to be another level of analysis done, then; for instance on 32nd
where you talk about widening and what not, obviously you address stormwater retention and all
those, is that going to be addressed in the next phase, because he is assuming that this stage is
kind of higher than that. Bittner responded that we are basically refining those cost estimates to
get a better understanding of what the actual cost of that improvement will be, so yes, that is the
next phase and they will even go as far as; looking at 32nd Avenue, what should that
configuration be, and can we improve benefits that cost more, and get a better more refined look
at that, but now we kind of have a number of alternatives that we can actually wrap our arms
around, before it was so big, now we can really zoom in and really evaluate these to the level that
they need to be evaluated; 32nd, 47th, Merrifield, DeMers, etc. Grasser agreed, because each one
you only start looking at more detail as you gather all the different information, and a lot of time
the higher level planning doesn’t capture the nuances, but you are planning on getting into that
level.
Grasser commented that he knows that they run into problems with scope and distance, but in his
mind the impacts on 32nd would probably extend beyond just Columbia Road, so is there an idea
of capturing or not capturing that. Bittner responded that they essentially narrowed the scope
down to what the model is showing us where the congestion is going to be located; so basically
what the model is showing is past Columbia it should be okay, just given the ADTs and the
capacity ratio, so that is where they zoomed in and that is their first kind of look that says it is
okay there. He said that they haven’t talked about movement beyond that, but he knows that the
project in the Long Range Transportation Plan is from Columbia to the interchange, but it
doesn’t include the interchange, but they added it as well so they aren’t totally against adding
additional locations if needed, but the model is showing that the volumes east of Columbia
should be at an acceptable level, but he can take a closer look.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL
Diomo Motuba, A.T.A.C., reported that he is here to talk about the Travel Demand Model
update; including what they are going to be doing, as well as where they are right now.
Motuba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over the information briefly.
Motuba stated that they are trying to update the TAZ to reflect what the Base Year 2015
conditions are, and it has been a back and forth process with the MPO. He explained that the
purpose of a TAZ is to determine the granularity of the supported network, and one of the things
they are doing is to go back and look at network and remove most of the roadways that weren’t
functionally classified along the corridors and the downtown area. He commented that he isn’t
sure where we are at with the land use area yet, but he doesn’t think they have received that
information yet. Kouba responded that they just received the socio-economic data and are still in
the process of reviewing it so that it can be added into the TAZs.
Motuba reported that they are using several ways to refine these TAZs:
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1)

2)
3)
4)
5)

Roadway Network - He pointed out that they are looking at the roadway network,
but they don’t want the TAZs to go across major roadways or the interstate, so
these would boundaries that they use for our TAZ delineation.
Natural Barriers To Travel - He stated that these include rivers, mountains, etc.
Political Boundaries – Cities/States.
Land Use – Employment, households, special generators, sensible environmental
areas, freight facilities, school, and developments of regional significance.
Aerial Images.

Motuba commented that they started looking at the aerial images and determined that some
TAZs needed to be merged, and some needed to be split, and so on. He stated that they then
looked at the network from the MPO, and based on the new network that they have, they
determined where the TAZ structure will be. He added that once they receive the socio
economic data they will input it, will do a final review of the TAZs, and will then present the
updated information to this body for review and approval.
Kuharenko referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it states that you are looking at
possibly putting together an RFP for origin destination information, and that it is your
understanding that we can purchase a lump of data to be used, do we have any idea what the
status is on this or what month is being looked at. Kouba responded that she doesn’t know that a
specific month has been picked out at this time, and they are still working on the RFP with the
other two MPOs, as it will be the three MPOs putting out this RFP, as the State of North Dakota
as decided not to purchase that data. Motuba asked if Mr. Kuharenko had a specific month in
mind. Kuharenko responded that they are just trying to figure things out, if they end up getting
December versus June, versus October, versus March; we are going to have different things
going on, we are a University town so traffic is going to be higher when the University is in
session, so it is about trying to find a normalized month.
Discussion on GPS data collection ensued.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BIKE/PED SURVEY
Viafara reported that he would first like to bring your attention to the staff report that was
included in the packet. He stated that it addresses the two activities that we have invested the
most time in.
Viafara said that the first is Task 2 – Building Public Support For Plan Development. He pointed
out that he lists the activities that have taken place under this task; the production of three
newspaper articles, and it is important to highlight that the Exponent has been involved in trying
to promote the plan around East Grand Forks. He stated that there was a Community and
Stakeholders meeting on August 29th at the East Grand Forks Library.
Viafara reported that the next is Task 5 – Assessment Of Existing Conditions And Needs. He
explained that he is just providing you with some preliminary results from the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Survey on Survey Monkey, specifically a series of verbatim comments as they were
received.
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Viafara stated that he would like to bring to your attention the results of Questions 11, 12, 23,
and 24 of the survey. He commented that there is a kind of recurring topic, there are some
intersections that are becoming more prevalent, in terms of improvement needs, so he will leave
this with you so that you can start thinking about how we might be able to address the needs of
the community.
Viafara said that the community took time to provide us with those comments, so in his opinion
it behooves us to also take time to actually seriously consider them as part of their input, so that
is the reason he is giving you this information.
Viafara stated that there are other questions on the survey, and he would like to go over their
results briefly. He pointed out that this is only a group of respondents, so he would exercise
caution because it is the group from the University of North Dakota, so 26% of the respondents
happens to be in the 45 to 54 age group; 52% of the respondents are female; and 55% happen to
be post-grad students.
Williams asked how many surveys did they get back altogether. Viafara responded that they
received about 104 surveys. Williams said that that is only about a tenth of 1% of our entire
population. Viafara stated that he follows what is basically the practice round because this
survey isn’t randomized as it costs a considerable amount of money to do that.
Grasser said that he is wondering about a couple of those questions that caught his attention,
specifically about there not being enough sidewalks; and it might make some sense, and maybe
it’s possible, but it also makes sense if they are students and there really aren’t as many
sidewalks on campus, because he wonders how do you differentiate that kind of a comment from
the public versus maybe a mall or shopping center on private property, so how do you interpret
that need, especially on the Grand Forks side because we have a sidewalk and/or bikepath on
virtually 98% of our streets, so that comment wouldn’t make any sense in his mind, but, again, if
it is on private property it might make more sense, but it makes him wonder, then, does that
private property versus public platform follow through on any of the other questions also, and
that is more of a rhetorical question, but he is struggling on how to draw conclusions when he
sees them like that jumping out, it doesn’t make sense to him. Ellis stated that she doesn’t think
they are referring to Grand Forks, but rather to East Grand Forks.
Williams commented that that is a good point though, because we are meeting with that
transportation group over there at UND, and one of the things that people talked about was a
sidewalk along campus down there, just on the north side of the railroad, and that isn’t on-street
at all, so if this is UND students…
Grasser said that another one is the lack of connectivity to the bus stops, and again that may be,
he isn’t sure how to define that, bus routes, there isn’t one that he can think of in town that
doesn’t have a decent sidewalk, if not a bikepath, so, again, that one, when they say lack of
connectivity, his head just kind of tilts on that because he doesn’t know how they can say that.
Viafara stated that one of the things that happens sometimes is that we sometimes become
blinded to the concerns of some citizens. He said that we don’t know about their realities, we
don’t know about where they live, and when somebody happens to be so general, brings us these
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kind of findings, it surprises us, no. He added that they were biking and took 6th Avenue by the
University, and it was very strange because the sidewalk is very narrow, and then it comes to
end, and then, which is a paradox going across in front of the School for the Blind, there is no
sidewalk, but it is on campus, close to a very heavy intersection, but then blind people, we don’t
have a blind person nearby ourselves at the moment probably for us to be completely relate to
that kind of reality, however, probably other social services may be aware of that, and the
comment has been brought to our attention, what are we planning to do, what is the University
planning to do, whether to widen, whether to continue, whether to signalize so people can make
it a way to go to 42nd, that’s where this all becomes important to us, at least for us to have
another look, what are they really thinking, and then perhaps to reassess whether those
conditions that we are afforded are the ones that they are really observing. He stated that
sometimes the same issues are mentioned several times, such as the connectivity between
sidewalks, and sometimes they stop, now, transit has been working on that, but probably there
must still be a couple that those are the ones that come to our attention.
Kuharenko commented that in regard to a sidewalk in front of the School for the Blind, there is
one there, so he is wondering if Mr. Viafara is actually referring to a bikepath or shared use path
instead. Viafara responded that one of the sides it comes to an end, becomes a very narrow
sidewalk, and then ends. He said that then when we go across the street, there is none, or at least
they did not observe any when they were there. Williams asked if he was talking about down by
42nd Street. Viafara responded he was. Williams commented that that is the confusion, because
you were talking for the institute for the blind, and then you jumped right into that, so it was
difficult to figure out exactly what you were referring to. Viafara said that the site that he is
communicating is the one on 42nd. Kuharenko asked if it was in regard to the last block on 42nd,
so from 42nd to probably 40th there is no sidewalk in there. Williams suggested that it should be
noted that there isn’t going to be a sidewalk in there unless they can get a crossing at the railroad,
because you can’t take people right down to the road and then just dump them, so until they get a
crossing there it doesn’t make any sense to put in a sidewalk.
Grasser commented that he knows that’s one of the anomalies of doing a survey, but to him, as
an operation, if there is one spot that we are missing then it would be much more helpful then
saying there is a deficiency in the system and you have to try to punch through a hole of 250
miles of sidewalks out there to figure out which one they might have had in mind, that is why he
kind of struggles with some of these.
Viafara stated that we have this, not because of needs or wants, we want to do something. He
said that there are new techniques now days that can do more complete surveys, and he would
like one day to do something for geo-coding for the service, that means that when somebody
says there is a problem with connectivity, it doesn’t have to tell us the closest intersection to this
house, so now we know that, and of all of these locations, but unfortunately we have to go with
the things we have, we are constrained, and so then this is basically what can give us some
information to start working on updating the plan.
Williams asked if Mr. Viafara was going to go through these because one of the comments she
just glanced at was talking about downtown where vehicles pull into the crosswalk, well the
crosswalks are marked, everything is done, and it is an enforcement issue, so are you going to
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kind of go through some of these and get them to where this is enforcement related. She added
that another mentioned, and she agrees, DeMers and Washington was mentioned again and
again, but they already looked at that and it is in the Long Range Transportation Plan, and it is a
matter of funding, so there is really no need in regurgitating all that again, other than saying that
improvements have been listed in the plan, and that covers a lot of these; a lot of them are good
ideas in here, but we are aware of some of them and they are already in a plan somewhere, so it
would be good to divide it up into something that is a little more meaningful so that it is easier to
determine what we can and can’t do. She added that another was a complaint that they had to
ride on the sidewalk, well they are supposed to be riding on the sidewalk, it is allowed to ride on
the sidewalk in Grand Forks, and if they feel that is the safest place to ride than that is where
they need to ride.
Viafara stated that that is the importance of a survey like this; you are engineers so then we take
only one “E” (engineering) but there are five more “Es” that we haven’t touched, and you
mentioned enforcement, that is a very important one; Enforcement is s a very important one;
equity is a very important one; so we can give or produce some kind of responses to community
by addressing these comments, either through a program, or a policy, or something else.
Grasser said that when you get into the actual transportation model do you consider things like
this for drivers. Viafara responded that they do. Grasser asked how they improve transportation
systems, do you do surveys and go around town and ask drivers as to what their comments would
be. Viafara responded that he doesn’t do that., it is a common practice. Grasser asked if he was
planning on doing that with this one because he would be curious where two different groups
may compare and relate with each other; if you are a car driver you might say – look at all those
bikes, I don’t like them out there. He said that there is criteria by which we evaluate vehicular
traffic and stuff, and here it’s – what would I like. Viafara responded that that is one of the
oddities, remember it isn’t a good thing to have the single son, or daughter, they develop all the
privileges of being alone; for years motor vehicles have been the ruling transportation mode,
they don’t relate to a bicycle or pedestrian, so now we are asking them – how do you guys feel
about a bicyclist – what they would say is – oh, my God, send them to hell because they slow
traffic.
Viafara stated that in addition the modes are becoming more integrated. He said that the one
consequence of that is reduction of neighborhood speeds, now people are becoming more aware
that there kids playing street hockey and other things, but if we continue planning only for the
motor vehicle, the other modes won’t be considered seriously from the point of view of safety.
Grasser responded that he isn’t suggesting that we only plan for one mode, he is just saying that
we need to be consistent as to how we gather information on the different uses. Viafara said,
thought that this is what we can do at the moment, with the resources that are available. Kouba
added that this will also affect how we gather data for the Street and Highway Plan when we
update that next year.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update
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Kouba said that, again, Mr. Viafara has submitted his report about the various activities that we
have going, so you can review it as well.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 14TH,
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:04 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 12th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory
Committee to order at 1:34 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;
Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport Authority; David
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Darren Laesch, MnDOT-District 2; Jane Williams, Grand
Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks
Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit;
Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; and Steve Emery, East Grand Forks
Consulting Engineer.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
Guest(s) present: Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT; Patty Olson, Safe Kids; Ali Parkinson, Discovery
School; and James Kiedrowski, KLJ.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they are representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Kuharenko referred to Page 13, 1st paragraph, and said that, just for clarification, Mr. Viafara’s
comment: “…going across in front of the Blind Institute there are no sidewalks…” is a bit
confusing as they actually do have sidewalks there, so is that supposed to refer to bikepaths or
shared use paths instead. Viafara responded that on one of the sides it comes to an end, becomes
a very narrow sidewalk, and then ends; and then when we go across the street, there is none, or at
least they did not observe any when they were there. Williams asked if he was talking about
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down by 42nd Street. Viafara responded he was. Williams commented that that is the confusion,
because you were talking about the institute for the blind, and then you jumped right into that, so
it was difficult to figure out exactly what you were referring to. Viafara said that the site that he
is communicating is the one on 42nd. Kuharenko asked if it was in regard to the last block on
42nd, so from 42nd to probably 40th there is no sidewalk in there. Williams suggested that it
should be noted that there isn’t going to be a sidewalk in there unless they can get a crossing at
the railroad, because you can’t take people right down to the road and then just dump them, so
until they get a crossing there it doesn’t make any sense to put in a sidewalk.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER
14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO
CLARIFICATION, AS DISCUSSED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen reported that they have a second draft of the lighting plan document. He said that, as
discussed at our last meeting, there was a desire to modify it to perhaps make it easier for local
decisions to be made for changes to the lighting of the bridge.
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that he thinks this is the language that has
been drafted so that the Mayor of each city can make decisions as to what changes they would
like to see made with the lighting concurrently.
Haugen pointed out that the language also includes a statement that an annual report will be
submitted to the Team, which is comprised of members from the State DOTs, the cities, and the
local Historic Preservation Commission to determine if any modifications may need to be made
to the plan.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen reported that the first item is a correction to the project timeline. He pointed out that the
November 18th bid letting has now shifted to December 2nd. He said that he is certain that this
has met all the requirements of the North Dakota 2017 funding issue. Laesch commented that
that has all been squared away, at least from his understanding. Johnson added that this is his
understanding as well, as the NDDOT did send their monies up for authorization, assuming a
November bid.
Haugen commented that there were some drawings included in the packet that show how the
new multi-use trail on the bridge will connect to the existing systems. He referred to the drawing
illustrating how the trail will connect on the North Dakota side, and pointed out that it shows that
during construction they will have to build a temporary trail while they are in the construction
area.
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Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side, as we’ve heard before, MnDOT will carry this as a
project cost down to River Road, and he believes that MnDOT and the City of East Grand Forks
are working on trying to connect to the Greenway Trail System in some fashion. Bail
commented that they are basically going to loop back and tie into the existing trail and try to
avoid the trees and bring it back to the existing trail.
Haugen said that the last thing was information concerning the proposed detour routes for the
project.
Laesch commented that they have been talking the last couple of weeks that once they get a
contractor on board they will try to get the message out about the project, do a little bit more
publicity, in order to keep the public informed on what is, and what will be happening during the
course of the project. He said that they will really put a big emphasis on keeping everyone
informed, and hope to have weekly update meetings to accomplish this and to try to stay ahead
of any concerns/problems that may arise.
Williams asked if the contractor will be responsible to get the traffic signal timing to her so she
can update the signals. Laesch responded that he doesn’t know the answer to that question, but
he will certainly check on it. Williams stated that she knows that in the agreement it says that the
locals will put it in, but she needs to know what to put in. Laesch reiterated that he will check on
this.
Williams reported that there are eight signals in Grand Forks, and three in East Grand Forks that
will need to be updated during the project construction. Laesch commented that he isn’t real
familiar with signal timing, so do they need to give you the sequence. Williams responded that
right now they run their entire system on a coordinated plan, and based on the traffic volumes
that they are expecting, they are going to have a much heavier movement south on Washington,
to east on DeMers and then west on DeMers to north on Washington; and if they run the timing
as it currently is, and don’t do anything with it, you will have traffic literally backed up to the
Interstate, because that is just the way it is meant to run, so she will need to know how much
green she will need to give both the main road and the side roads along the corridor.
Williams commented that they have existing timing plans that they can share with whomever
needs to see them. She said that they did a count yesterday at DeMers and Washington so that
they have a current traffic count, and it includes the harvest traffic so we at least kind of have an
idea of how much of an increase in traffic harvest adds to the system. She stated that their
concerns are that right now they have 55,000 vehicles a day going through that intersection, and
she doesn’t know how they are going to handle an additional 12,000.
Laesch stated that he does think the goal is to try to have those closures occur over a weekend,
with lower traffic times, but it will still be over a two to three day period so chances are they will
be over one of those big events. Williams agreed that that will be the problem, when they have
the big events, even if it is just for a couple of days at a time, it still is a concern. She added that
she would recommend adding the school district on their list of those MnDOT plans on
notifying; and also St Michael’s School as well. She said that she would definitely get them
involved because this is going to impact Central High School, Wilder, St. Michaels; and there is
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just going to be traffic everywhere because people will cut through different areas during the
construction of the bridge.
Laesch asked what the best way would be to get the message out as they begin this process, how
do we get the public informed of pending closures, etc., what has been successful in the past.
Williams responded that they can place the information on the City’s website. She also
suggested putting it in the newspaper, on the radio stations, etc. Lang asked if there was a
central communication center where all this information can be disseminated through. Ellis
suggested that they may want to give the information to the Grand Forks City Info Center.
Williams agreed, adding that she still would emphasize reaching out to the School District and
the radio stations just to make sure that they have the information. She asked about the
changeable message sign, are you going to put that there is going to be a road closure on such
and such a date on it. Laesch responded that he doesn’t know for certain, but they have done that
on a number of other projects so he would think they would with this one as well. Williams said
that she would highly recommend that that be done, and that you give people at least a one week
notice of the proposed closure because some, such as the truckers, they run on a weekly
schedule, so if it is only out for a couple of days they may miss it. Ellis commented that the
billboard at the corner of Central and Highway 2 in East Grand Forks, the electronic one, may be
an option as they have been willing to give the City of East Grand Forks some free advertisement
on it, so it might be worth contacting the owner and asking if they would mind showing this on
it. Williams suggested maybe looking at doing this on the electronic message board at
Washington and DeMers as well.
Williams suggested that MnDOT coordinate with NDDOT on their work on DeMers, which is
scheduled at the same time, because they are going to have lanes closed off and on as well.
Discussion on the coordination of project schedules ensued.
Information only.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DISCOVERY SCHOOL SAFETY REPORT
Viafara reported that Ali Parkinson, Discovery School Principal, and Patty Olson, Safe Kids are
here today, and it was with their assistance that the MPO has been able to advance for the last
eight months the Discovery School Project.
Viafara commented that the majority of staff members were given the report for their final
considerations, and no comments were received.
Viafara stated that the purpose of the Discovery School Project was to facilitate the movement of
children to and from school in a safe manner; to improve health; and to increase opportunities for
people to reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from school by allowing children to walk or
bike to school.
Viafara said that, generally speaking, the approach to the Discovery School Project, and to the
Safe Routes to School Program, is based on something called the Six “E’s”, which stand for
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education, engineering, enforcement, evaluation, encouragement, and equity. He stated that
these are the values that drive the Safe Routes to School Program.
Viafara commented that they have been fortunate enough to have, behind those six “E’s” a
number of stakeholders comprised of members from the GF School District, Safe Kids GF,
Community Resources Bureau, GF Police, GF/EGF Options Resources for Independent Living,
GF Engineering, GF Planning and the ND State University’s ATAC. He added that there are a
number of findings that are “site focused”, which means that we discuss issues that happen on
the premises or accesses or regresses from the school, so sometimes things tend to reverberate in
proximity to the school, but most of the focus on this has been on-site.
Viafara reported that in order for them to get to the final report several existing condition
analyses were done; one was a travel impact analysis prior to the school being built, after
construction another travel impact analysis was also conducted, and then they went ahead and
did a series of engineering based observations on the first day of school. He explained that the
first day of school is rather confusing because there is way too much movement and interaction
between pedestrians, bicyclists, bus drivers, and parents; so a lot of planning was done prior to
the first day through the school and through Safe Routes to School that minimizes opportunities
for any kind of interaction between vehicles and pedestrians.
Viafara stated that it is important to note that parents are always somewhat reluctant to let their
children go by themselves to school; so through a series of parent surveys, it was easy to find out
what issues sometimes prevent parents from allowing their children to go by themselves. He
said that one issue is distance, another is a concern that sidewalks are not always available, and
another is the situation with speed, and the need to improve safety at particular intersections.
Viafara said that these parent and student surveys were instrumental for them to be able to know
more about the existing conditions around the proximity of the various school sites. He added
that there was another survey given to the school administration staff called “Essential and
Medium Priority”, that assessed the programs that the Discovery Elementary would like to see
implemented to improve on the safety of the pedestrian and bicyclist on their way to and from
school.
Viafara reported that they created a Safe Routes to School Map that is available on the school
website. He said that copies of this map were distributed to students and parents on the first day
of school to help them find their way around the school.
Viafara stated that to summarize, the crux of this report is that safety continues to be a priority, it
is paramount for the MPO, it is paramount for the Stakeholders, and it is particularly paramount
for the school system, and everyone is working very hard to try to implement safety measures
around the school.
Ali Parkinson, Discovery School Principal, stated that she feels that Mr. Viafara did a wonderful
job summarizing what they have been working on over the last thirteen months. She explained
that Discovery School opened last fall, so they have had thirteen months to evaluate the traffic
patterns, the pedestrian patterns; and they are now at about 480 students, so they have just under
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500 cars, cyclists, walkers getting to and from the school every day, so of course safety is a huge
priority. She added that it has also been the School District’s wish, that, as our community
grows we look at the Columbia/40th Intersection; so that has been a major focus and major part
of the District’s conversation, specifically the issue of safety of that intersection. She added that
they did have a student hit last month, so it is, and continues to be, their number one worry at
Discovery, with the safe patterns, that is a very, very busy intersection that is only continuing to
get busier.
Parkinson commented that the one wonderful thing about Discovery, when we think about
neighborhood schools, is that they have a very high population of students that bike and walk to
school, so in the morning and after school they have a huge number of kids that are taking the
Safe Routes to School path that they have shared with them.
Parkinson stated that one of the unique things about the demographics of Discovery is how far
reaching; they are trying to figure out how to make things safe even off of school property, so,
for example 40th Avenue South and the Intersection of 32nd Street is a very highly traveled road,
specifically 40th off the roundabout, and that is quite a distance off of school property, it is
actually Park District land, but our priority is that our kids are safe. She added that they have
had lots of conversation in terms of crossing guards and such, about how do we make it safe for
kids, even though it is not technically on School District property.
Parkinson commented that they feel that on school property they have a really tight plan for
safety, routes, and procedures in place, but the existing surrounding area, because it is so highly
traveled, is a concern. She said that, regardless of this study being completed, that will be their
continuous push of the district and how we can educate the community in that growing
neighborhood. She added that one conversation, in light of the student that was hit last month,
some questions about the intersection at 32nd Street and 40th were raised, specifically whether the
flashing beacons could be moved because that isn’t attached to any intersections that are used by
the student population. Williams responded that she did get a request to look at this, but they
probably wouldn’t move them, they would most likely put in another because that one was
placed there specifically because of the park.
Parkinson stated that another request they got from parent feedback is, on 40th, off the
roundabout when going from east to west or west to south, that is a 30 mile an hour traffic zone,
and they are wondering if there is a way to make that a school zone speed even though it is
technically off of the school district property in an effort to slow it down since the roundabout is
such a widely traveled direction for all of our parents.
Parkinson said that these were just a couple of things she wanted to highlight, but there are many
other great things in the report as well. She added that these are two new things that they are
hoping they can tweak and change, and then continue to have conversations about 40th and
Columbia, which is worrisome, especially if they look at Columbia being expanded in the next
couple of years, and looking at the intersection of 47th, if there ever becomes an interchange,
because their walkers and cyclists will be dramatically affected at that intersection.
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Parkinson reported that they have worked for thirteen months extensively with Safe Kids
training, re-training; they actually take every single student on a walking field trip to highlight
our area, and show them how and where to cross, specifically at the roundabout, and that
education in a new neighborhood continues to happen. She added that they also have a holding
water pond right off the district land, and kids aren’t used to having that in their school area, and
we want to make sure they understand it isn’t a swimming area, so they have been really
intentional in educating our families and they have been wonderful.
Patty Olson, Safe Kids, stated that she feels that the education going on in the school is quite
comprehensive, and it isn’t just Ms. Parkinson asking Safe Kids to come in, it is every teacher,
every staff member; Discovery is taking ownership of their safety, so it is from the top down,
and from the ground up, and she applauds them on that.
Olson commented that when you do some of the walking field trips, a concern they talk to the
kids about is to not use the culverts to get across streets. She added that they talked to the kids
about walking their bikes across Columbia, and some of the older kids expressed concern about
having enough time to do that, they don’t feel they have enough time to get across as fast as they
can when riding their bike across. Williams responded that there is plenty of time to cross
because it is timed for pedestrians. Olson asked if it is timed for a child pedestrian or an adult
pedestrian. Williams responded that it is timed according to federal law, and that is plenty of
time. She explained that when the walk sign comes on you start across the street, and in reality
you can start across the street at any point, at the time when the flashing don’t walk sign comes
on, if you stepped off the curb at that moment you would still have enough time to get across the
street. Parkinson commented it is important to note that there may or may not be enough time,
but the kids’ perception is that there isn’t, and it is a real worry for them. So while she
respectfully hears what Ms. Williams is saying, she feels that we do need to listen to the
perspective of our 4th and 5th grade kids that live it every day. Olson agreed, adding that their
perception, and what the mandate is is just a little bit off and, as an educator, she needs to know
how to teach them how to do things safely when she isn’t there, or Ms. Parkinson isn’t there, or a
law enforcement officer isn’t there.
Olson stated that she thinks that we need to do more to educate those who don’t have kids in
school. She said that one of the interesting things about taking kids through the roundabout is
that drivers don’t know what to do with pedestrians in a roundabout; not necessarily parents
coming to the school because they did these field trips from 9:30 in the morning till 3:00 in the
afternoon, so they were going through the roundabout with kids of various ages every half an
hour, and they found that the drivers aren’t quite sure what to do, so whether that is Safe Kids
meeting that, or the City educating people through mailers or different ways, but she does think
that, while they learn how to drive through them pretty well, they don’t seem to know what to do
with pedestrians in a roundabout, so that makes things really challenging when teaching kids
safety measures because they are kids, and most of them are ten and under, which means that
their cognitive skills and visual skills aren’t fully developed in terms of making decisions, and if
our drivers aren’t making the right decisions, and the kids aren’t making the right decision, then
we might have a recipe for unfortunate incidences to occur.
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Viafara reported that the MPO is now considering a study that will entail the implementation of
safety recommendations around all the schools in town, so that will be three schools in East
Grand Forks and sixteen schools in Grand Forks.
Viafara stated that a component that is very important for us is that we will be able to find out,
from the parent surveys, that Safe Kids is helping us to administer the conditions that are
preventing parents from letting their children go by themselves to school. He added that they are
expecting that the concerns that you are bringing to our attention will be taken care of, we need
your advice.
Viafara said that he is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to give kind consideration to
this study, and in view of the Stakeholder’s comments and the report that has been brought to
your attention. Williams stated that in light of the fact that they only got the Executive
Summary, and haven’t been able to view the whole report, she would hesitate to approve the
report at this time.
Haugen said that we will table this item to the next Technical Advisory Committee for approval,
and will get a full copy of the report on the MPO’s website.
Johnson asked, because this is going to be a public document, and he knows this can sometimes
be a sensitive issue, and maybe you’ve addressed it, but was any permission given or gotten to
have students photos included in the document. Parkinson responded that they did not notify the
children or parents to get consent. Johnson said, then, that the MPO might want to consider
using pictures with no students, or get permission. Viafara said that he would make this change.
Item tabled to November Technical Advisory Committee meeting.
MATTER OF APPROVAL FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY
Haugen reported that, as we approved the scope of work for the addition to our work program we
identified that MnDOT would be providing the local match, so this first item is the contract with
MnDOT. He added that the second item is just notifying you of the consultant selection process.
Haugen commented that two proposals were submitted, and included in the packet were the jest
of those proposals.
Haugen stated that the recommended action isn’t so much approval of the study itself, it is just
approval of the MnDOT contract because the Selection Committee is meeting this Friday and
will be making a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board on which consultant to
consider hiring.
Haugen said, then, that staff is only requesting approval of the contract that allows MnDOT to
give us the local match. He added that normally on our contracts we require a monthly
reimbursement process, but MnDOT has altered this process to follow their regular procedure,
and that is the completion and acceptance with a 30/30/40 reimbursement schedule.
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MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE CONTRACT WITH MnDOT, AS SUBMITTED.
Voting Aye:

Lang, Ellis, Bail, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Rood, West, and
Riesinger.
Voting Nay: None.
Abstain:
None.
Absent:
Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
MATTER OF BIKE/PED SURVEY RESULTS
Viafara referred to the staff report, and explained that this is an update on the paper based
questionnaire. He said that, just to bring you back again, to the questionnaire, he listed the main
questions/scales.
Viafara commented that this survey was based on the results from a sample of University
Students; of people attending the Choice Recreational Center, of people attending Ride For a
Purpose (a charitable bike ride), and of members of the Bicycle Committee. He said that in total
they have a sample from 81 people.
Viafara referred to the staff report and went over the results of the questionnaire.
Williams referred to the staff report, Question #9, and stated that it would probably be more
meaningful if they could sit down and kind of group the responses together. She explained that
she knows that the list was put together in the same way the comments were received, but if we
are going to respond, because there isn’t enough information for some of the intersections, it
would be helpful to group them so we know where to put the emphasis. Viafara responded that
that is his next step. He added that there are too many comments, and they need to be organized
in terms of the elements of the system.
Williams commented that another issue is, unfortunately, you asked the question about
intersections; and a lot of the responses were just street names, not where at on the street, or
what, so they really can’t address it. Haugen responded that hopefully when they do the draft
document that shows where they are suggesting improvements, when they attend the public input
meeting, they see that we missed their comments and they give us more in-depth comments.
Williams said that that would be a good idea, to include a note that comments were furnished
without ample information, so if yours was one of them, please submit it again with more
information.
Viafara stated that a community involvement meeting will be held this evening, at 7:00 p.m.,
here in this room.
Information only.
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MATTER OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN
UPDATE
Haugen reported that earlier this month the Planning Commission in Grand Forks gave
preliminary approval of the Draft Grand Forks Land Use Plan document. He said that the full
document has been available for review on the Grand Forks website for roughly a month now.
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available
upon request), and explained that it is the same presentation that was given to the Committee of
the Whole this Monday.
Haugen commented that there is a consultant team that is working with us to develop a process.
He explained that it has been a cumulative type of a process where what we’ve been building on
throughout is public involvement; but as we’ve gone and focused on each of these steps we have
always gone back and they’ve helped us with the next step going up. So we are here at the final
implementation process.
Haugen went through the project timeline:
1)
2)

3)

Public kick-off back in September of 2015 at the Potato Bowl French Fry Feed.
On-line survey to which they received close to 300 responses, with the number one
response as to what is most important was more affordable housing, which is something
that Grand Forks has been addressing; and the next was more multi-modal improvement
in the community.
Pilot Site Workshops.

Haugen commented that, as with any planning document we do have our statement of goals,
objectives, policies, and strategic actions. He said that for the most part these haven’t been
changed significantly from the 2040 Plan, but they have been tweaked, particularly with an eye
towards implementing ladders of opportunity concepts.
Haugen pointed out that there are eleven individual goals, and explained that the one shown in
parentheses is something that was a major emphasis in the RFP and the Scope of Work, and that
is to use a more mixed use development in Grand Forks. He added that throughout the language
in the plan there are some other goals, and there is a lot of discussion on mixed use. He said that
one of the things that is being discussed right now is whether you should, maybe not pull it out of
these other ones, but create its own goal as a separate unit to give it more focus and more
attention as a desire of the City of Grand Forks.
Haugen reported that what to do with the population forecasts has been a majority of the
discussions we have had with the Planning Commission and the City Council. He pointed out
that since the inception of Grand Forks to 2010 there was a 2% per year annual growth; if you
look at what has been happening more recently you will notice, particularly in 2013, housing was
a real boon. He said that when you look at just these last few years since the 2010 official census
we get some really accelerated growth, annual percentage of growth rate, and it is too short of a
timeframe to go out another 30 years, so what was the approach we should take; in working with
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the Land Use Subcommittee and the consultant staff, we initially were recommending to use the
.9% rate because if we were to use our last couple of years annual growth estimate of 2.49% we
would be getting to a staggering population number. He said then, that the .9% rate is our
historic rate of growth since 1960, during that decade of the 2000s the City grew at a rate of .7%,
of the 1990s we had the flood event so we really don’t have good numbers for the last 20 years to
give us a real good rate barometer, but from 1960 to 2010 we felt was a long enough timeframe
to be able to suggest a .9% rate. He commented that the feedback they have gotten is, the current
plan calls for 1.2%, why don’t we stick with the 1.2%.
Haugen stated that how they created the tier mapping and the future land use mapping, they
don’t really feel there is a need to change them, so if the City Council and Planning Commission
really want to go 1.2%, it would mean adjusting some of the table language and graphs, but not
really doing any adjustments to the maps.
Haugen said, then, that since the 1970s the City has been using a growth management system
where they identify tiers. He explained that Tier 1 is the area contiguous to the current City
limits, and that is where all future growth is expected; Tier 2 is an area that they identified, just
adjacent to Tier 1, where, if for reasons justifiable, people wanted to build they are allowed to
but it would have to be using the Urban Lot Size standards; and then the bulk of the area, as it
has always been in land use plans, would be preserved for agricultural purposes.
Haugen stated that the City has also been, the last couple of years, looking at strategic growth
areas, which is highlighted in a graphic, that we are incorporating when we identify the Tier 1
properties.
Haugen commented that, to give an example of what a current 2040 map shows versus the
proposed 2045 map; they have scaled back a lot of the Tier 2 area, and some areas have been
converted over into Tier 1.
Haugen referred to a Future Land Use map, and pointed out that the area in purple is the mixed
use area, and it is a large item; and again it is trying to identify that the City wants to move away
from single use land uses to more mixed uses.
Haugen reported that something that they relied on throughout the process was incorporating and
maintaining the livability emphasis; and they are now incorporating the ladders of opportunity as
well so they have been following an interactive iterated process. He said that we need to keep in
mind that they have identified environmental justice populations in Grand Forks, shown on a
couple of maps in the document
Haugen stated that, one thing that the document is, is a lot of words. He explained that the
quotes are key phrases from the goals, objectives, and policies section; so “urban design”
“neighborhood commercial” “reduced land consumption” “mixed use”, etc., are all words but
they don’t really help us give a visualization, so we are trying to provide that with our pilot sites
because pictures are worth a thousand words, and that is why they went in and looked at the
three pilot site area, and worked with the property owners to try to give a visualization of what
those words are trying to convey in the plan. He said that throughout the process they have had
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some confusion as to what these pilot site concepts are portraying, they definitely aren’t
portraying anything that we are saying “build”, but what they are portraying is that when you are
thinking about developing or redeveloping a piece of property, here are some ideas of what to
include and incorporate into your document.
Haugen referred to drawings of the three pilot sites and pointed out that the first one is the Grand
Cities Mall area. He said that there are three things he would focus on with this utilization tool
and that is that we are really trying to get development up to Washington Street so as not have a
sea of asphalt between the building and the right-of-way. He stated that, included in it you will
see that there are a mixture of uses along Washington Street, and also with the asphalt we know
that redevelopment and stormwater regulations will require that there needs to be some
containment of stormwater, which is something that the property owner is very excited about, to
try to make that an amenity by having that water on-site. He said that the third thing is that they
are also very interested in incorporating housing into the current structure, redeveloping with
housing in mind as well.
Haugen stated that the Water Treatment site is a little smaller site, but it still has similar ideas,
including a water feature being used as an amenity on site, mixed uses appropriated in, housing
and public space. He said that they did suggest vacating 3rd so that they can make use of the
water and green space even though there is a greenway adjacent to it, but they felt that the access
to it is not prime, so they are suggesting an opening to service the site and the rest of the
neighborhood as well.
Haugen reported that the last site is the area near or around Discovery School. He said that,
again, you see an example of trying to do less single family development, and incorporating in
some higher density with mixed use, appropriating an integrated trail system throughout the
development and using the stormwater features a an amenity rather than just a sterile
infrastructure piece.
Haugen commented that the Pilot Site areas are not a new concept in their land use plan, it has
been done before, this is just to show that when you look at how these areas are being built
today, they didn’t just take this out of the planning document and use it as the development, so
these aren’t pictorial types of concepts that people have to follow, it gives them some
visualization of what the document text is trying to convey.
Haugen stated that the last piece of the plan is implementation. He said that they identified by
goal the particular policy within that goal that needs to be done and the timeframe for getting it
done.
Haugen said that there are some items, if you look at the document, that are listed out as
immediate. He explained that they do have the consultant under contract to draft ordinances to
assist with those immediate actions, and Mr. Gengler and his staff have them. He said that they
are fleshed out quite well, but are not a finished product, so at some point there will be a
transition from the consultant work to the staff needing to work and process those through for
consideration of adoption.
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Haugen stated that we are currently at the stage between Planning Commission preliminary
approval and City Council preliminary approval. He added that they are looking at having a
joint meeting of the Planning Commission and the City Council of Grand Forks to go over the
planning document; then there will be a public hearing on November 2nd, final approval from the
Planning Commission, and final approval from the City Council November 21st.
Information only.
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2018-2021 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS
Haugen reported that it is that time of year again where we begin our new T.I.P. cycle. He asked
that everyone keep their eyes open, and pointed out that there is some new information here that
might be interesting to you.
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available
upon request), and went over it briefly.
Haugen commented that this is still the same old same old; our study area is not just inside the
City limits so if you have projects that are outside City limits, in the gray shaded area, they
should be showing up, particularly if they have federal funding, in our T.I.P., including not only
things that are federally funded, but those that need federal action and those that are deemed
regionally significant should also be included in our T.I.P. document.
Haugen stated that, even though FAST is a couple of years old, there is still a lot of unknowns.
He said that the big thing to show here is that we have ascertained that this T.I.P. is not subject to
full compliance with FAST, the date of full compliance is May 27, 2018; so if things go on cycle
with this T.I.P. document, we will be adopting it well before May of 2018, so this is still not fully
addressing everything in FAST, but we are making progress towards it. He said that our next
T.I.P. cycle definitely will have to be in compliance with FAST.
Williams asked what has changed in terms of compliance. Haugen responded performance
measures and targets, and when we do a project we will be asking you all sorts of questions as to
how that is going to achieve our performance measures. Kuharenko commented that last he
heard they were looking at October for the performance measures or something like that.
Haugen responded that the only final rule that is out there is safety, with a timeline, safety, from
an MPO perspective, our drop dead date on safety performance measures and targets is February
27, 2018. He stated that that is the only date that we know of for performance measures. He
added that this May 2018 is when any action we take as an MPO regarding our plan or our T.I.P.,
it has to be in full compliance after that date, or if there are still some of those measures, based
on their timing; if their measures fall past that date then we’re allowed to go to the measures
date, but they are trying to get everything in place so there isn’t chaos.
Haugen stated that for the rate of growth for revenue on the North Dakota side there is an
increase, and that will show up substantially in the next slide.
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Haugen said the expenditure rate is remaining the same. He commented that on the North
Dakota side this is the results of what this increase is showing. He said that last year at this time
we were telling people that, for the Urban Road program the Forks MPO area was getting $2.4
million in funding; but it increased this year to $2.6 million, and then for each successive year it
goes up. He pointed out that the grand total shows almost a $1 million increase available,
particularly for the 2021 year, however in communicating with Stacey Hanson with NDDOT
Central Office, they are receptive to projects currently programmed, if there is a cost escalation
identified, that they might be receptive to increasing the federal participation; or if there is a
project that is of high priority that isn’t programmed that we want to try to squeeze in, they might
be receptive to that as well. He commented that on the Minnesota side the guidance typically
doesn’t come out until December so, hopefully the results are similar.
Haugen then went through the individual programs, and their timelines.
Haugen reiterated that they are soliciting for projects for the 2017-2021 T.I.P., formal letters to
the individual agencies will be released tomorrow.
Haugen reported that he talked to Mr. West before the meeting; on the North Dakota side the
County projects are in a different timeline than the rest of the program, but for the most part for
North Dakota December 7th is an important date, which means applications will have to go
through the City Council prior to that date. He stated that on the Minnesota side it varies, and
right now we are just looking at safety projects and transportation alternatives projects. He said
that the subtarget for East Grand Forks is 2018, so 2022 would be the next go around for those
funds, and that is beyond this current cycle.
Haugen stated that the last thing he would add about the TA program on the North Dakota side,
in particular, is that even though FAST has opened up the applications to more eligible agencies,
North Dakota is requiring, just has Minnesota has always required, that everything gets shuffled
through either a county or a city, so, for instance, in the past, under the TE program the School
District could apply directly for funds, but during MAP-21 the school wasn’t really an eligible
recipient, now under FAST they are an eligible recipient but are required to go through the City
of Grand Forks with their applications.
West commented that the County did one of these for the School in Northwood, they were the
sponsor. Williams asked who pays the local share on those. West responded that the school
does. He explained that they had an agreement, and they punted everything to them and just
basically passed the paperwork along. He said that the NDDOT sends them a bill and they send
it right to the School District. Haugen stated that this is something that Minnesota has been
doing for quite a long time, but he doesn’t know how well it has worked. Laesch responded that
it works pretty good. He said that some of the counties don’t appreciate getting pulled into some
of the projects, but it works for getting those federal dollars transferred. Williams asked if,
technically isn’t the local entity responsible for the local share unless they have an agreement, so
they would actually be on the hook for the local share if there isn’t an agreement made.
Information only.
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OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen stated that Mr. Viafara has provided an updated monthly progress table for your
information.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER
12TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:00 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the November 9th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks
Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport Authority;
Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang,
NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Nathan Viergutz, Grand
Forks Cities Area Transit; and Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office
Manager.
Guest(s) present: Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Haugen declared a quorum was present.
INTRODUCTIONS
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they are representing.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 12TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Johnson referred to Page 9 of the October 12th, 2016, Minutes and pointed out that the role count
vote shown is incorrect. He explained that only the voting member present for each entity
should be listed as voting Aye, Nay, or Abstaining; and only the name of the voting member of
an entity that has no member present should be listed as absent.
MOVED BY JOHNSON, SECONDED BY LANG, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 12TH,
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO
REQUESTED CHANGES TO VOTING SUMMARY.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the staff report, there was no information available for
inclusion in the packet, however if anyone has anything they would like to share on either bridge,
they are welcome to do so.
Sorlie Bridge
Yavarow reported that they replaced the controller two or three weeks ago, and then two of the
walkway lights failed, but have been replaced as well. He stated that the company was supposed
to be doing an analysis of the old controller to see what the problem was, but we have not heard
yet what the problem was, so at a minimum the 90-day warranty period has started again on the
bridge. He added that this has been going on for a year.
Kennedy Bridge
Konickson reported that the plans for the Kennedy Bridge went out for bids last Friday, and the
bid letting is scheduled for December 2nd. He added that there will be a pre-lighting meeting on
November 17th.
Johnson stated that both DOTs are still working on the maintenance agreement, and have been
going back and forth trying to get it finalized. Konickson commented that he did get some
updates on that to so he knows the City of Grand Forks has signed their sheet so he will need to
send it back to the City of Grand Forks too, but to-dates updates their staff is fine with and want
to keep this moving forward. Grasser asked if Mr. Konickson could explain what that might
mean, exactly, as he is trying to determine if, once it is sent back to the City, is it something that
will have to be brought back to the City Council. Konickson responded that the part that was
revised was the section that was maybe on the venue, it was something Minnesota, supposed to
be in Ramsey County and the jurisdiction was the State of Minnesota with regards to East Grand
Forks, so he doesn’t know if that would affect Grand Forks or not. Grasser said that they could
just consider that an administrative minor change.
Viafara asked if the bicycle and pedestrian access is still being discussed. Konickson responded
that on the East Grand Forks side they are pretty much where they were at before they had what
is in the plan, and he doesn’t know what East Grand Forks’ plan is. He stated that he did see the
minutes from the last meeting, but he hasn’t seen any final ideas on how to make the connection.
Ellis commented that she was told that the City of East Grand Forks was working with Mr.
Konickson. Konickson responded that he has talked with Mr. Bail about it in the past, but he
hasn’t seen any proposed layout or route, but he assumes it is just towards the bottom of the
ramp and connects directly to the trail, but he can’t say for certain because he hasn’t seen the
plans. Ellis asked who they should be contacting. Konickson responded they probably should
contact himself. Ellis asked if they should contact him about the funding as well, as it is a
separate issue than the design. Konickson responded that they can contact himself or Mr.
Laesch.
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Haugen stated that one of the big topics last month was signal coordination and timing plans. He
asked if there has been any follow up on trying to identify that work, and how it would be
coordinated. Williams responded that she hasn’t heard anything on this. Konickson commented
that they have had some internal meetings, just understanding that MnDOT does the signal
timing on those signals anyway, but his understanding is that there are more signals and more
coordination, and they have looked at whether or not they want to get the consultant on board, so
this is something they need to have meetings on, and invite their traffic engineer.
Williams commented that a meeting would be good because they have coordination plans, and if
they want to retime the signals and take advantage of the fact that they can coordinate the signals
in a whole area, that would be beneficial. Konickson asked if Grand Forks uses a consultant for
their signal timing. Williams responded that they do, and they typically use Alliant Engineering
for it. Konickson said that check on their contracting process on this. Williams added that they
have several different contractors/consultants that have worked on it, but Alliant is the most
recent firm doing it. Konickson suggested that they might want to try to set up a meeting for
this.
Information only.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DISCOVERY SCHOOL SAFETY REPORT
Haugen reported that in your packet Mr. Viafara included some information, but he also has a
power point presentation that he would like to give today as well.
Viafara stated that a number of comments were received and have been addressed in the report.
He explained that he worked very closely with those that made the comments, to ensure that we
grasped their ideas and/or concerns, and included them in the report. He said that we are now
submitting the final report for the Technical Advisory Committee’s approval.
Viafara referred to the power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request), and went over it briefly.
Grasser stated that, going back to the survey results; we have five of them there, basically at the
upper end of 60 something, with the highest one around 69, and the lowest around 64 or 65; are
those statistically significant in bringing those responses. Viafara responded that what basically
happened was that the survey was designed by Safe Routes to School, by the National Program.
He added that they have a data base that we link to the parents, and the parents can then respond
to it. He said that they also took the survey to all the students present when the school opened,
and this is their responses. He added that the response rate was around 60%.
Viafara stated that they will do this again because it is important to try to relay how things are
changing over time. He said that it is his expectation that we will probably do that as soon as we
start a new School Safety Program, so there could be some changes to the perception of the
parents, particularly if they have been following what has been happening at the school.
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Grasser asked, then, if this is a baseline measurement, will you will do a comparable one to see if
the bar has changed. Viafara responded that that is the idea, because the school is new so this is
the first one, but fortunately we have baselines for other years for other schools, but this year we
are planning to do metro wide surveys and get more or less a comparison, establish a comparison
analysis to see what is happening, because a series of recommendations to improve safety,
access, and mobility around all the schools in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks took place in
2014 and 2015, but we haven’t gone back again to see how things are happening, so the first step
for us is to do, again, these surveys for all schools, and then embark into an analysis of the sites.
Grasser commented that he thinks it is important, maybe, to help, but his concern is; when he
looks at this, is that he doesn’t want somebody to look at it and say “well if you just did
something to the intersections, everybody would ride their bikes” because his interpretation of
this is that you can take out every traffic consideration in here and you are still going to have
distance and weather that is going to limit how many people are going to ride the bikes, that is
his concern so he doesn’t want it to be misinterpreted that, because the intersection was the
highest bar, by doing a little, and if you do something with it everything would be fine. He
added, though, that he thinks it is a measuring tool, and he agrees that that is fine. Viafara
responded that it is important for them, when they use a tool, to remember that it is based on
perceptions, those are the perceptions of the parents, and those issues sometimes can be very
variable. He added that the point here is that many of the parents don’t live across from the
school, they live a distance away, so it is how can we navigate this, or how they see navigation to
the school.
Williams stated that one element missing out of here is “age”. She said that she doesn’t care if
they did all sorts of stuff out there, and there were crossing guards, she would not let her
kindergartner walk to school, or her first grader, or even her third grader; so she thinks there is an
element in here that is missing that, out of those seventy, if you just look at the overall school
age of the children, the majority of them are in third grade or less, and would it be reasonable to
even ask those children to walk to school by themselves; so that’s one of the things that needs to
be considered and she knows that this is just a survey that they came up with nationally, but to
really answer some of our questions, and be able to point to something that gives us direction as
far as something that we need to respond to, we need to have all the information. Viafara
responded that he does have this, and it is included in the report. Williams said, though, that it
doesn’t say how many of those students, of the 69% that responded safety at the intersections,
how many of those responses were regarding children that were less than third grade, and that’s
kind of the element, because some of that is never going to change, and that could be related to
the distance, also.
Viafara commented that what he finds important, for us, is to take it as a third party view of
something that is affecting us, such as if somebody comes and says “oh, point to something from
far away”, let’s take it as kind of an observation of something that merits a kind of consideration
and we start moving from there, not to be super inflexible, but to take it as a point of departure
into a more profound analytical approach.
Williams stated that there is one thing to discuss regarding the report itself. She referred to Page
37/38 of the report, and pointed out that there is a reference to the public notification that was
sent out during a project advertising period asking for comments; and it says that “it appears the
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notice was sent to Buildings and Grounds”, and that is not true, it isn’t a statement at all, it was
never sent there, it was a question as to whether or not it was sent to Building and Grounds, not
that it appeared that it did because it did not, it is contradictory into what is said in the next
sentence where it clarifies the answer to it, it was just a question on where the notification was
sent. Viafara responded that he appreciates this information. Yavarow clarified that it was not
sent to Discovery School, and he has a copy of the address label, it was sent to the main school
district building on 47th Avenue; and what they did with it after that he doesn’t know, and this
information is taken from the GIS and it is sent to the owner of the parcels; and in that area
Useldinger’s might have had fifty parcels, but it is sent once to the particular building property
owner. Williams added, then, that the consultant followed up with some personal e-mails after
that, and then that leads into the next sentence. Yavarow stated that that was a notice for a public
meeting, which was held at Choice Fitness, and a lot of people attended, and after that there were
a lot of public comments. Viafara asked for direction on what they would like him to do to
address this. Williams responded that she thinks it just needs to be word-smithed so that it
doesn’t say that it appears that it was sent to Buildings and Grounds because it was never
apparent that it was sent to Buildings and Grounds, it has always been sent to the School District,
so what it was is that a question was raised as to where it was sent, so that is the statement:
“There was a question as to where it was sent”; and if you want to put in there that if it was sent
to Building and Grounds, just because that is what was brought up, but that is just a very
confusing thing and it looks like they weren’t following the correct procedure in where they sent
the notices. Grasser suggested that it could just be simplified to say that the question was “where
was the notification to the School made”, and give the address.
Williams commented that in addition to that, they didn’t receive responses from either one; the
letter that was sent out or the e-mails that were sent out, so that is another statement that should
be included; that they didn’t receive any feedback. Viafara asked how they would like him to
address that when he has another person saying exactly the contrary. Williams stated that they
do not have any responses to the information they sent out. Viafara said, though, that at one of
the meetings a person came and told him about the whole incident, and he personally don’t have
the ability to prove anything. Williams stated that there has never been a notice sent to the City
of Grand Forks requesting it. Yavarow added that there is an official time period in which
people have to respond to public notices, and there was no official response received by that
date, or, as far as he knows, after that. Williams stated that by the time their meeting came
around that response date was three, four, or six months past due, so there was a long period of
time for responses to be submitted. Yavarow said that the meeting was in August, and the
official response time was September 12th. Williams added that the response time had already
been closed and they had not responded to it, so that’s the issue. Haugen said that it appears that
you reopened the comment period based on this October 22nd e-mail. Yavarow responded that
the October 22nd e-mail was just to make sure that the various primary parties, and whomever
else was involved in the project and the detours, were kept informed.
Grasser said that the purpose of this discussion is, he guesses he is just going to ask that you note
that the comment period was such and such a date to such and such a date, and to add a list of
responders, a list of those that got letters, and that the comments received are in the appendix, we
don’t need to get into, necessarily, all this discussion.
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Haugen asked if all that discussion was in the minutes, which are already part of the appendices.
Viafara responded that that is correct.
Viafara said that he will heed this advice and will work with Ms. Williams to try to find out a
way to solve this issue. Williams suggested that instead of saying “it appears it was sent to
Buildings and Grounds” it just needs to say that there was a question as to where the notice was
sent, that’s it; and then if they want to get into more detail, the minutes are attached and they can
go through and read them.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE DISC OVERY SCHOOL SAFETY REPORT SUBJECT TO THE CHANGE
IN WORDING AS DISCUSSED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Williams, Riesinger, and Viergutz.
None.
None.
West, Bail, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN
Haugen reported that last Wednesday night the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission
met and gave approval to the draft that was available to them. He pointed out that, as noted in
the staff report, there were two changes identified. He stated that he was in Bismarck so was
unable to attend the meeting, but hopefully Ms. Erickson can give an update on this.
Haugen stated that included in the packet was the letter the team received from the Grand Forks
Airport. He explained that they have a land use compatibility as part of their planning document,
which is now eight years old; and included in that there are some zones of types of land uses. He
referred to a map and explained that the closer you get to the airport and its landing strips the less
land uses are compatible, and as you get even further out there are boarder compatibilities of
land uses, but still some concerns. He pointed out that the area that is the main topic of
discussion, as highlighted in the overall airport influence compatibility zoned area; as well as
where it is located on the map in the land use document, and explained that there has been some
discussions held prior to a letter being mailed out between the land use planning team and the
airport and its consulting team.
Haugen commented that the Land Use Consultant did prepare a response to staff to consider
presenting to the Planning Commission. He explained that the City has been working for several
years on their strategic growth areas, and this has been identified as a place where they wanted to
do investment to allow for growth, and so the response to that with the Land Use Plan is to
respond to it having been identified as a growth area by assigning the type of land uses the City
would like to see grow in that area.
Haugen pointed out that there is some text that was added to the Planning Document, and this is
where he hopes that Ms. Erickson can offer some assistance.
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Haugen referred to the Residential Goal section, and pointed out that they added text about the
noise; and one of the concerns expressed by the Airport was that with the residential density
being proposed here they might receive a lot of complaints about airplane noise flying overhead,
so the planning document is trying to address that with this additional language. He said that the
next page talks about the Commercial/Industrial areas, and he isn’t sure which one of the two
language options is the original language and which is the updated language. He explained that
the language was modified based on the Planning Commissions discussion.
Erickson reported that there was a lot of back and forth discussion on the concern that whomever
might build in that area might have complaints about the noise, and the fact that they need to be
made aware of it prior to their construction. Haugen said that the difference is that one of the
language options is talking about an overlay zoning district; while the other is talking about
including the airport staff on the review. He asked if Ms. Erickson knew which one they went
with. Grasser responded that he thinks they were talking about doing something to the overlay
district, so there is some language in there for a zoning overlay ordinance. Haugen said, then,
the intent of the Planning Commission was to include this language in place of this language that
was there. He added that also in the body of the planning document, some additional text was
added to flesh out this letter, and what the response is within the plan.
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and
available upon request) and explained that it is the presentation that was given to the Planning
Commission. He briefly went over the changes made to the draft document.
Haugen pointed out that a couple of changes that the Planning Commission made was to
formally adopt the 1.2% growth rate, and then also to change a small triangle of industrial
property on the east side of Washington from Industrial to Suburban/Rural Residential.
Haugen stated that his understanding is that the discussion was to keep all the Industrial on the
westerly side of Washington and not have any extend over to the east, and that is what this map
shows.
Haugen said there was some language added to clarify what exactly the Pilot Sites concepts were
about, and, as they were presenting it to you they aren’t about “take this plan and build”, but are
more about taking a plan and getting ideas on what could be done.
Haugen reported that the plan is now up for final approval from the City Council on Monday,
November 21st, with these minor changes. He said that if you go to the Grand Forks 2045
Website you can see the document in its entirety with these changes incorporated into the text.
Haugen stated that staff is seeking approval from the Technical Advisory Committee with the
knowledge that these changes are being processed, and likely finalized on November 21st. He
added that there is a set of ordinances that have been drafted and presented to City Staff that
would revise the current Land Development Code to help implement what this plan is putting
forth. He said that the intent of the contract scope of work was not to have those adopted by the
City by the time this got wrapped up, but to have them to a point where City Staff could take
them through their review and approval process for implementation.
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Grasser said that, from a process standpoint this document would go to the City Council meeting
and they would affirm Planning and Zonings comments, but what if they don’t concur with these
recommendations. Haugen responded that if they don’t agree with Planning and Zoning then it
shifts back to Planning and Zoning as the City Council can’t override Planning and Zoning, they
have to give the Planning and Zoning Commission another opportunity to agree that the changes
aren’t appropriate, or are appropriate; and then if they still don’t agree then it takes a super
majority of council to override the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendation.
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN, SUBJECT TO CHANGES, AS
DISCUSSED.
Riesinger commented that he would like to just give a brief update from the Airport. He said
that all the memos and letters are accurate from the standpoint that they were cooperating and
having discussion back during the June and July timeframe, but he was made aware that there
were not any changes made so he did reach out to Erin Purdue, Consultant, and had a
conversation about that and she felt that the best approach was for them to write a letter with
their comments just to document them, so that is why he did what he did. He added that he
realizes that their Compatibility Plan doesn’t necessarily have any teeth to it, but they want to
make sure that people are aware of some of their concerns, so that was the reason for the letter,
and he is comfortable with this moving forward with the changes that have been made.
Grasser stated that, just a note on the drawing GF Engineering distributed at the meeting; first he
sees there are a couple of streets that are mislabeled, 62nd and 61st, those need to be updated. He
added that part of this, Council is asking about long long term, beyond this current Land Use
Plan, and so they want to be able to have clarity and detail in this area, to produce their
residential in the long long term, because as you can see it cuts off at 17th Avenue, so as they
plan and want to continue growing the City west, from a residential standpoint, it should
probably be one of their focus areas, but in the meantime they have gotten a lot of access issues
fixed, but long term they need to try to keep it as clean as they can.
Haugen referred to the drawing, and asked if a specific area was the one that Mr. Grasser was
speaking about. Grasser responded that he was referencing the area that cuts off at 17th Avenue
South, and it shows where they see some conflicts. Lang asked if Mr. Grasser was saying it
should extend South of 17th Avenue South. Grasser responded that he is saying that in the long
term, if they were to still, because right now they aren’t, to him there are still questions as to
what is going to be commercial and residential as they grow out in that area, particularly to the
west; in consideration of the airport residential would be better off being focused South of 17th,
and ideally some of our industrial park, he isn’t suggesting we change that on this plan, but he
just wants everyone to be aware of this.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Williams, Riesinger, and Viergutz.
None.
None.
West, Bail, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2017-2018 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK
PROGRAM
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that only three project request were submitted
for consideration during project solicitation; and in addition to our normal tasks, those three
project requests have also been incorporated into the work program.
Haugen reported that we have three major categories to our work program each year; the 100
level, the 200 level, and the 300 level. He stated that 100 and 200 levels are basically our
support and administrative types of requirements we have to do; and the 300 level is where you
see a lot of our special studies and other activities.
Haugen said that you will notice that for 2017 we are including the Near Southside Traffic Study
that the City of Grand Forks requested we do, and we are continuing with our traffic count with
ATAC, and are also continuing on with the U.S. #2/U.S. Business #2 Study we are currently
starting. He added that we also have our T.I.P. Element, and there will still be some funds set
aside for the Land Use Plan in the event there is a request to consider any amendments to the
Land Use Plan that we are finishing up right now, but it isn’t very much compared to the
$250,000 we just dedicated to it last year.
Haugen commented that our Special Studies still include the FAST Implementation that is
coming forth on us so we set aside work activities to allow us to keep up to date on what those
changes might be. He said that the School Safety Study is also included.
Haugen stated that some other things that you will notice is that there were some things that were
taken out of our 2016 Work Program that we are not adding back in, such as equipment,
technical assistance, and corridor preservation activities. He added that we are also including
interns again, which we did not include last year.
Haugen said that those will be our 2017 work activities, and the next table shows our 2018 work
activities. He commented that we are assuming that our carry overs are concluded and our
studies that we started in 2017 are done, and we introduce the Air Photo Update and also, then,
the Skewed Intersection at U.S. 2 and Highway 81, which was a study that we had originally
programmed to do in 2016, but we repurposed those funds to the I-29 Study that we are about to
finish up.
Haugen stated that those are all the smaller things that we are doing. He said that the major
activity, as described in the work program, is updating our Long Range Transportation Plan. He
commented that we are finishing up the Bike/Ped Plan and the Transit Development Plan, and
will be seeking consultant assistance to update the Street and Highway Element, and then we will
role those three elements into our Multi-Modal Long Range Transportation Plan.
Haugen reported that one of the things that is looming over our efforts is the implementation of
FAST and MAP-21. He explained that one of the things to note is that, when he wrote the work
program, the Pavement Management and Bridge Management Measures were not identified, but
he believes they have not been finalized; but when he wrote this only safety measures and targets
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were the only ones that had been finalized, with a date of when they had to be absolutely done by
the MPO, they can be done sooner than that date but not later than it, and that will be within our
two year time cycle. He said that he doesn’t have the date, but we do know that under the
planning rule that after the end of May of 2018, if we are going to do any adoption or any
amendment it has to be fully compliant with FAST, and again our timeline would have us
normally adopting a Long Range Plan by the end of 2018, so since our timeframe is gearing us
towards the end of 2018, which will be past the end of May of 2018, our document will end up
having to be fully FAST compliant, but between now and then there are a few more performance
measures that are yet to be finalized. He stated that because of this he did try to leave some
wiggle room in the budget to allow for any necessary adjustments, and when he does draft the
RFP he will try to incorporate some language that gives everyone fair warning that the scope of
work likely will have an amendment or two made to it to adjust, based on what may or may be
promulgated by our federal agencies.
Haugen referred to the tables and went over them briefly.
Williams stated that she has a question on the staff report; right after the list of major activities it
says “Additional staffing hours will need to be available for MPO activities…”, and she is
wondering if you are talking about this being for consultants or what does it mean. Haugen
responded that this is just a carry-over from his initial solicitation staff report where it used to
say that we had $200,000 available to do other studies, and we can’t put our whole budget into
studies, we have to keep some of our hours for our staff tasks that have to be done.
Grasser commented that this is little piece of information in the front part right now, and he is
wondering on that summary sheet where you’ve got the work plan, an observation is the user
item, and the request is can we take the Long Range Transportation Plan items and kind of group
them and show what is in this fiscal year, and tentative completion dates per fiscal year, basically
some of the information you have in there, but so that one can see a kind of date stamp a little
better of what some of these activities might would be, and track them. He explained that, again,
it goes back to the summary sheet that gets updated monthly, maybe put that in there in that
format because he thinks it would be helpful because these elements get spread out over so many
years that it is difficult sometimes to see how they are assembling together, and he thinks we
need to be reminded of that, how they come together.
Grasser said that the other question he had, being FAST compliant; what is that going to mean to
the plan, how will it affect us, is it going to complicate things. Haugen responded that the
NDDOT and the three MPOs have had that discussion, the thing that you haven’t stated that is
probably of more concern is the T.I.P. document, that same date applies to the T.I.P. document,
so the T.I.P. that we do the next cycle, normally we would be adopting that after May, and even
though our Long Range Transportation Plan may not be FAST compliant, our T.I.P. document
will have to be FAST compliant, so that is a date for both programming and planning.
Haugen commented that the thing that is really looming out there is what does FAST compliant
really mean; we don’t know about these measures, we know that we have to do measures and we
have to do targets, and we know what they are going to be measuring, and reliability is one of the
measures that is still out there, what do they mean by reliability, we don’t know that yet, but we
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know we will have to measure. He stated that they are still working on the Transit side, but have
a better understanding what the transit measures are as they have been finalized as well.
Williams asked if the NDDOT has considered or thought about moving up the solicitation dates,
maybe back it up to August, and make it clear that it is all based on assumed funding, then we
could work on it earlier, is that something that has been talked about. Johnson responded that it
has not specifically been talked about, but there is nothing prohibiting the locals to actually do
that activity, and you could just make an assumption on your funding levels, but you could get a
fairly good estimate just on past years. Williams asked if doing this would help, if they got their
stuff in in November rather than December. Haugen responded that they did have a brief
discussion about approving the Draft as a final document. Johnson agreed that it was discussed,
but no decision to do so was made, it would be a director decision.
Haugen commented that they did identify that they were going to have a tight funding window,
and that we wouldn’t have a whole lot to squeeze in, but we did get what was requested squeezed
in, but, again, for the next two year our focus will really be on the Street and Highway Element,
and on MAP-21 and FAST compliance.
Haugen stated that, again, as always, by the end of 2017 we will be revisiting whether what is
programmed is still the focus.
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE 2017-2018 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM, SUBJECT TO ANY
COMMENTS OR CORRECTIONS FROM THE NDDOT.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Williams, Riesinger, and Viergutz.
None.
None.
West, Bail, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL UPDATE
Kouba reported that they are just gearing up with our Travel Demand Model, making sure that
everything is alright. She said that they have been talking to Engineering staff about the street
networks, and have taken out some of the street networks that they are modeling and put in a few
as well, mostly down by the Discovery School.
Kouba commented that they had their 2010 model, on which 48th wasn’t all the way in, but
shortly thereafter it was, so that needed to be put in; but not too many other additions were
required.
Williams said that in regard to the discussion Ms. Kouba and herself had the other day, none of
those streets that are being deleted out of the model are classified, correct. Kouba commented
that none of them are classified streets, they are all collectors or higher, that are being modeled.
Kouba added that there are a few local streets being modeled as well, but they have taken out
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some of the extraneous ones, especially in the downtown area and the older neighborhoods. She
stated that she knows that Ms. Williams has also pointed out a few of the other intersections that
weren’t quite pulled in in some of these areas, and she will be sending her copies of what she
has, but they have let ATAC know what improvements were done, and any other things like
lights, roundabouts, etc.
Kouba commented that the biggest change that took place is that we are currently in the process
of, now that we have established our TAZs, we are trying to put in the employment and housing
data into the two TAZs. She stated that they ended up purchasing employment data in
conjunction with the State of North Dakota and the other two MPOs. She explained that we
purchased historical data as opposed to current data. She said that what they presented to us was
current data, and that is where there is a big difference. She explained that historical data has a
lot of non-combined information, a lot of older information, things of that nature, which she is
now in the process of going through and deleting any duplicate and/or multiple listings, so that is
taking a lot of time, but they hope to have this part of the project done by the end of the year, but
because of all the delays we did put in an amendment to the scope of work for the housing data
so that ATAC can verify that everything is in the proper location, etc., since it is historical data,
and also so they can generate it up into a TAZ level so we can see with the housing outlook is.
Discussion on data accuracy issues and classification ensued.
Johnson asked if Ms. Kouba has been tracking these issues at all, or documenting them in any
way, not like very specifically, but in general. Kouba responded in generality this is pretty much
how she tracks the information. Johnson stated that it is up to her, but what he would offer is to
write some of this information down, maybe say that this is all the data and these are the issues
we are seeing, and then give some examples and list how many man hours it took to fix them,
just some of those kinds of bullets so that five years from now if you’re gone, or even if you
aren’t, you have a report to say that if we buy this data again, we have it written down. Kouba
said that what her suggest would be is that at the end of whatever year you want to do your
model, purchase the current data for it so that you get it the way you want to see it. Johnson
suggested that it would be worth documenting that, and just say that next time buy current data.
Haugen reported that what this is all working towards is a 2015 Base Travel Demand Model. He
explained that where we are at in that process is we’ve modified the TAZ structures, we’ve
synced 99% of the street network that existed in 2015, with the latest information we are trying
to populate the TAZs with employment and household data, and once that is completed than
ATAC can provide us with our first run of what the 2015 model compares to the ground counts
that we are basing off of, and then the last piece of information that we will purchasing for
validation and calibration of that 2015 model is the OD Study, and the MPOs met yesterday with
the NDDOT and we are hopefully releasing that draft RFP in December and we will be
purchasing essentially GPS captured data for the month of October. He added that instead of
doing bridge intercept surveys and trying to find out where people are coming and going from,
we will use technology to tell us this information.
Haugen stated that sometime in the first quarter of 2017 we should be presenting you with the
Base 2015 Model, calibrated and validated.
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MATTER OF MnDOT REQUEST TO REVIEW NHS INTERMODAL CONNECTORS
Haugen reported that this is just to give the Committee a heads up that MnDOT is asking its
MPOs to look at intermodal connectors. He stated that included in the staff report was the fact
that he sent this out with just the presentation, but Monday he attended a meeting with Minnesota
MPOs and MnDOT and got a little more information on this.
Haugen commented that there is a need to update these intermodal connectors for several
reasons; one is that when they reclassified roadways in Minnesota some things that were
previously identified on the NHS System are no longer identified, such as some Principle
Arterials were changed to minor arterials or collectors, but there might be these types of facilities
where they should be located on a connecting segment. He said that there is also the flip side in
which there are a lot of things that no longer fit, or are identified as connectors that need to be
removed.
Haugen stated that included in the language of CFR 470, is an explanation that gives us all the
detailed information as to what type of facilities would be appropriate to identify on the NHS
Connector Roadway.
Haugen asked, why would we want to really try to get something identified, well the bulk of the
federal funding is programmed for the National Highway Program, and by having them
designated as an NHS Connector they are then eligible for that program, so that is why we want
to update this information.
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side he isn’t sure if there has been much, if any
discussion about doing a similar update, but on the Minnesota side they aren’t giving us much of
a timeline to look at this, they are asking us to have something done by the end of the year,
therefore he already forewarned the Minnesota staff people that we would be trying to arrange
meetings in short order before the holidays to try to get something done.
Haugen stated that the first thing that comes to mind on the Minnesota side would be the beet
plant, and determining whether or not it meets the criteria to be included on the NHS System.
Haugen commented that somewhat related to this, and he didn’t have prior knowledge of it
before Monday, is the fact that there is the National Freight Program as part of the FAST Act and
it has funding behind it where MAP-21 had a freight program without funding, so on the
Minnesota side, while it isn’t a huge amount of money compared to hundreds of millions of
dollars, but it is a program specific to what you can do, and you have to have things identified as
being part of the freight network, and so related to what we are doing with the connectors, we
might be trying to address critical rural freight corridors or critical urban freight corridors, and
congress has intentionally limited the amount of mileage that can be identified, and therefore
eligible for this funding program. He said that in the State of Minnesota there is only 75 total
miles available inside urbanized areas, and when you think of Minnesota you think of the Twin
Cities, 75 miles can be eaten up really fast.
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Haugen stated that the other important thing that MnDOT told us was that these 75 miles or even
150 miles can be treated as floating miles so that you can identify, for instance, that segment of
U.S. Business #2 between U.S. #2 and the beet plant as a critical freight corridor, get your
money, get your project done, then you can transfer that mileage to another location, so the NHS
Connector routes, some of those things were designated decades ago and probably some don’t
even exist as facilities any longer, and they are there forever, where this is now saying that you
play the game of getting the project done and move on and identify other corridors.
Haugen said that there is no timeline on this, the only timeline is the fact that these amounts can
only be spent on that network, and right now the only network identified on the Minnesota side,
or anywhere, is the Interstate System, so that is where these monies are now being spent,
however once the identification of critical urban freight and rural freight corridors can be
completed, because they are off the Interstate Systems, once identified this program can fund
projects on them.
Haugen reported that, as he stated, once your project is done you can relocate or reallocate that
mileage to a different location, but he would imagine, unless they continue this program past
2020, your first designation is going to eat up all the money, so we will have to wait until the
next Transportation Act to see if it is something that carries on. He said that when we work on
the Minnesota side, on the connector, we will probably also be trying to introduce and discuss
whether we think we can make an argument for any of these.
Haugen said that we must ask Mr. Johnson to take back to his shop to see what they might be
doing with this issue. Johnson responded that he knows that they have started the discussion, but
nothing has been formally developed.
Haugen added that one other thing is that we have to bring our freight plan up to FAST
compliance, and Minnesota just completed their freight plan but they now have to go back,
reopen it, and cross all the t’s and dot all the i’s that FAST requires; so North Dakota will more
than likely have to reopen its freight plan as well.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen stated that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE NOVEMBER 9TH, 2016,
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by Peggy McNelis, Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the December 14th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical
Advisory Committee to order at 1:39 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks
Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference call); Paul Konickson, MnDOTDistrict 2; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks
District; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer;
and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, 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 NOVEMBER 9TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY LANG, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 9TH, 2016,
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen reported that there was a meeting held last week on, again, trying to finalize the
language of the Decorative Lighting Plan. He said that his understanding is that the initial draft
presented allowed for some temporary events to be signed off on by the Mayors from both cities,
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but the Historic Preservation Committee did not approve of that language, so the second draft
included their approval as well.
Haugen asked if anyone present had attended the meeting and could give an update on what may
have transpired at the end of it. Konickson stated that he believes that both cities are going to
make recommendations, via e-mail, to committee members when they want to make changes to
the lighting of the bridge, and then there will be a certain time-frame for which responses can be
made before the changes are implemented, so there will be some more changes made to the
language, and an updated draft will be sent out shortly.
Grasser commented that he likes the concept of “unless you hear otherwise, it’s good to go”
otherwise you will be dealing with that trap of not being able to get responses in time, or at all,
so he likes that process. Konickson said that he agrees, adding that this is really a local bridge,
and the cities will know the local issues, so unless someone has a real issue with a proposed
lighting change, it should make it easy to implement any changes either City would like to see
done in a timely manner.
Information only.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen reported that he received an e-mail late Friday regarding the project bidding process. He
asked that Mr. Konickson give an update on this.
Konickson commented that he believes they received five bids; with Zenith Tech, out of
Waukesha, Wisconsin being the low bidder. He stated, however, that nothing has been approved
yet, but their bid was somewhere around $15,600,000 while the others were between
$16,500,000 and $17,000,000, with one even higher. He said that most of them were a little
lower than what was budgeted, so they are reviewing the bids now and will hopefully complete
the process in the next month or so.
Kuharenko asked what the Engineer’s estimate was for this project. Konickson responded that
he hasn’t seen the final Engineer’s estimate, so he doesn’t know for sure, but he believes it was
higher than the bid amounts. Haugen commented that we show the estimate at $18,000,000 in
our work program. Konickson stated that he thinks that is the programmed amount.
Haugen commented that last month we also talked about the traffic timing, was there any
advancement on that. Konickson responded that he talked to their traffic engineer, and gave her
the contact information for Grand Forks, but he doesn’t know if any conversations have been
held on that yet, but if not please let him know and he will pass it on to their contact person. He
added that they have talked about getting a consultant contract set up to help work this issue out,
and he thinks they have a list that they can pick from, so they want to see this worked out.
Information only.
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MATTER OF 2018-2021 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS
a.

FTA 5339 Capital Grant Program

Kouba reported that staff is looking for approval of the list that we have from Cities Area
Transit. She explained that they are looking to; the first two priority items are replacement
buses, the second two are basically maintenance to fix the HVAC and the roof on the
transportation facilities.
Kouba said that the bus replacement is part of our plan, and the maintenance items are part of our
TDP by association as they were going to be done as part of an expansion and remodel project,
but because we do not have the funding to do that project, we are now taking it in two bite-sized
pieces instead.
Kouba stated that staff recommends approval of the priority order given.
Rood commented that this was presented to the City Council, and there were no questions and
they concurred with the priority listing presented.
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE FTA 5339 GRANT REQUEST AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Grasser asked if he is correct that they are only going to do maintenance to the portion above the
offices. Rood responded that that is correct. She explained that they sat down with Bev Collings
and the EAPC, and determined that replacing the worst section, which is over the offices, in such
a way that it wouldn’t be a waste if two years from now we replace the entire roof; and with this
dollar amount, as the fourth priority that would be a better chance of getting it funded instead of
trying to get the entire project funded. She added that it was a decision that was based on design,
and likelihood of getting it funded.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:
b.

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
TA Program

Viafara reported that the Grand Forks Engineering Department submitted three projects for
consideration; they are: 1) shared use path along 6th Avenue North from North 40th Street to the
English Coulee; 2) shared use path along 47th Avenue South from South Columbia Road to
South 20th Street; and 3) shared use path along South Columbia Road from 40th Avenue South to
47th Avenue South.
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Viafara commented that these three shared use paths are all to be included as elements of the
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and if approved will certainly provide a number of benefits to the
community, in general. He stated that one of those benefits, particularly for the 6th Avenue
North path, would be the ability to provide access and mobility to a number of residents located
in what we call ‘environmental justice’ areas, and will afford them opportunities for walking and
access to transit and other destination around the City.
Viafara stated that the path on South Columbia Road, again, will afford, in the long range future,
land use access to those areas currently being developed; and including some destinations like
the Discovery School.
Viafara said that these are the three projects. He stated that he would like to bring your attention
to the path on 47th Avenue South, because this also affords an element of connectivity to a
number of destinations that are attractors, in terms of trips, like the softball complex, Kings Walk
Golf Course, Choice Fitness, and South Middle School.
Viafara stated that in terms of a positive decision; there is the fact that 6th Avenue North, for
some reason due to designing issues and land use ownership; is limited in terms of basically
short and generates kind of a gap in the system so that is a consideration that needs to be
addressed in the future to see how we can really provide complete access rather than having a
gap that is being, at the moment, suggested.
Grasser asked what gap Mr. Viafara is referring to. Viafara responded that on 6th Avenue there
is, due to design consideration, the available space between the street pavement and the crossing.
Erickson asked if he is talking about the segment before 42nd. Kuharenko commented that it is
the section between 42nd and 40th he is talking about. He said that he can actually address this
one, and explained that they are currently planning on reconstructing 6th Avenue North next
summer, and will be looking at trying to widen that area up, and then they can have a shared use
path going across 42nd to North 40th Street. Viafara said that that is a positive commentary on the
issue and we appreciate the effort, but on behalf of the community, to try to eliminate those gaps
that are there is important, and, a comment as well, is on South Columbia, that has to do with the
fact that in the past when the road was scheduled for design, you did this community
engagement, and most of the focus was based on the roadway, the motor vehicle access and
mobility, now we have you applying for the components for the access of the bicyclists, so this is
positive; however he is asking whether we may in the future discuss some impediments through
the ordinances that are kind of preventing these facilities from being built at the time when the
roadways are being built, so rather than doing them piecemeal we can have the elements built at
once. He added that there is apparently a situation with the ordinances, there are situations
involving cost, and we are aware of that but let’s see how we can, as much as we can eliminate in
the future that situation.
Viafara stated that staff is recommending, for consideration, and then approval to forward this to
the Executive Policy Board for their approval.
Grasser said that he is still confused, and asked what the problem is with 47th Avenue South,
where they aren’t doing it properly according to the code. Viafara responded that he meant
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South Columbia, from 40th to 47th. Grasser stated that the City Council specifically took action
against that, so are you suggesting that we write a code that the City Council can’t override this.
Viafara responded that he was not aware of that situation. He added that this is based on the
federal legislation; the idea is for the city to afford opportunities for mobility and access to all the
modes of transportation, including bicycle and pedestrian. Grasser stated that they understand
that, but the discussion with the City was that if we did that, put blinders on and just built what
you’re interpreting, we have a destination that doesn’t bring anybody anyplace, and we have
facilities of which substantial pieces would end up having to be torn out and replaced because the
area wasn’t developed in order to identify what the grades and all the terminal points are, so
you’d have a substantial investment that would have to be torn out. He said that he is, maybe,
taking a little bit of issue with that criticism because that was all discussed and brought to the
City Council and they actually ruled on it. Viafara responded that he appreciates that, and added
that he was not aware of that ruling; and we abide and respect that ruling, so at least for the
record this is clear. He said, though, that what he is trying to tell you is that because we are
dealing with federal funding, in the future, as much as we can, we need to coordinate the
construction of all the facilities at the time that roadways are being designed and built, if it is
possible, as much as we can, this is the recommendation they are suggesting. He commented
that they appreciate that there are some constraints. Grasser stated that the problem with that is
that it infers that they aren’t doing this, and he believes that they already are, so he will just leave
it at that.
Kuharenko commented that he was also under the impression that the bike and pedestrian
facilities had to be considered, but not necessarily implemented during a federal aid project.
Haugen said that he thinks the point that Mr. Viafara is trying to make is, you’re asking for
federal funds to install a facility that you just decided you needed now. Grasser responded that
that is why it is ranked #3, is because it is questionable whether, but again there is a little more
growth that is going on there, that was part of the question; and it also looks like there is a
question about it now in the CIP whether 47th was going to be coming in, and it does look like it
is, so we would at least then have a terminus that would move, those were more uncertain two or
three years ago when they had those discussions then they are today, so it is a dynamic change,
and they need to exercise some judgement with those things.
Viafara stated that they will take that response in good faith, and they understand; but the
recommendation that they are bringing to your attention is if it is possible that whenever these
facilities need to be built, counting on federal funding, to make every single effort to
accommodate all the modes of transportation, if it is possible, or as much as possible. Grasser
responded that this feels like it keeps getting thrown at them, and he thought it was properly
addressed, and he will just leave it at that. Viafara responded that that is fine, and thanked him.
Kuharenko said that another point he would like to throw out there for 6th Avenue North is that
that segment was also a segment that the City has gotten comments from the public on in the
past, looking for a shared use paths. He stated that he believes, also, that during the Bike/Ped
plan public input, Mr. Viafara also received some comments regarding 6th. He added that in
addition to having the Lake Agassiz Elementary School, as well as the School for the Blind,
those were some of the reasons why they ended up having that as a first priority. He explained
that it is in an established neighborhood, so getting in there and doing a special assessment
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project could be a little more difficult as well, so having the federal funding associated with it
could prove to be very beneficial.
Kuharenko reported that with the reconstruction project planned for the summer, they would
hopefully have their connection connecting to the bike lanes that are currently on 42nd, and
depending on what the plan is for a reconstruction of 42nd, whatever the facilities are once that
gets reconstructed.
MOVED BY ERICKSON, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE TA GRANT REQUEST FOR THE THREE SHARED USE PATHS AS
BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN
THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
West asked if it would be beneficial to change any of the language in the report to address the
City’s concerns. Grasser responded that that would be his preference. He explained that when he
reads about 6th Avenue, and again maybe he is just getting sensitive on the connotations, it is a
proposed project, constructed shared use path, and it talks about it will likely, the consideration
there is that there is going to be a gap; well according to the plan right now there is no gap
because what this is going to do is to connect, by the time this is built, it will connect an existing
bikepath at the coulee to an existing bikepath that will be terminated, essentially, at 40th, and so
he thinks that explanation should be expanded because it makes it look like does the
application… Haugen asked if the application provide that explanation. Kuharenko responded
that he believes it does. Grasser said that it makes it look like they missed something, and he
doesn’t believe they did miss anything, and they have a plan that is complete, it doesn’t leave
gaps, those types of things. Kuharenko referred to the application and pointed out that it does
state “it is anticipated that when 6th Avenue North is reconstructed near this crossing viable
options will be explored for widening the existing sidewalk from 42nd Street to North 40th Street
to better accommodate multiple modes and non-motorized transportation”. Grasser added that
there is no guarantee in life, but that is the plan right now, that there wouldn’t be any gaps in the
system.
Grasser commented that the reason they are doing this is to try to eliminate the railroad out of the
federal process because they are so hard to deal with, if we do need to deal with them, otherwise
they might not be able to get this project done within this timeline, so they are trying to deal with
that piece at a local level, and the federal component with this. Haugen stated that this is a little
different than what was just discussed at this meeting, so is there a reason why you weren’t as
definitive in the application as you were now, because as this gets looked at the Governor’s Task
Force will have the statement that it might be addressed in the future as some point, where you
guys have a more definitive answer that. Kuharenko responded that he supposed some of that
might have come from that fact that that reconstruction project will be a special assessment
project and is subject to protest, so he thinks that is where some of that ended up coming from,
so they are going to do their best, and it is planned, and they will be doing what they can in that
area. Haugen said that he knows that on the North Dakota side they don’t allow you to come and
make a presentation of your proposal, while Minnesota does allow you to make oral arguments,
so it might be worth the consideration of taking a look at how this is worded and try to make it
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less iffy in that sometime in the future there will be an effort made to close the gap. Grasser
asked if they can reword the application because their intention is more than to make an effort,
they are going to have some sort of connection through there, and he thinks the only question in
their minds is, working with the railroad, of the options is it all going to be ten feet or will they
have to squeeze in a seven or eight foot section. Haugen responded that there is the opportunity
to make changes as they don’t have to be turned in until the end of the month. Grasser asked that
the language be changed to reflect what the full intent is.
Rood asked if the motion needs to be changed to include the change in language in the
application. Viafara responded that the priority remains, it is a matter of interpretation only, but
overall they are pleased with the application and the benefits that the application is bringing to
our attention. Lang asked if he is saying, then, that the motion has no effect on what is going to
end up being changed. Erickson asked if they need to put it in the motion. Haugen responded
that it is up to the Technical Advisory Committee but he thinks that it would become rather a
cumbersome motion as the project isn’t changing, just the wording in the application.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

Haugen reported that he will be doing the next three items together. He pointed out that included
in the packet is the stuff we always do when we talk about our T.I.P., and that is the areas that we
cover, what projects should be in there, the process; and we still have FAST being implemented
as well as MAP-21 being implemented, so what we do today is subject to any changes made to
them. He said that we do know that this T.I.P. is not subject to full compliance with FAST, and
it might be the last one for which we enjoy that benefit.
Haugen commented that North Dakota raised its rate of growth for federal revenue to a 2.2%
growth rate; and the rate of expenditure/inflation is still at 4%. He explained that what this
meant for the Grand Forks Urban Program portion is, you can see that over three years there is
about $1,000,000 more available funding. He stated that, as we discussed when we solicited,
projects can be squeezed in each year, or it can be used as a lump sum at the end.
Haugen stated that he just threw in that Recreational Trails is just being solicited now, and are
due at the end of December, and we will look at them in January.
c.

HSIP Program

Haugen reported that we received two applications: 1) one from the City which, is a two-phased
project on 32nd Avenue; and 2) from the County on Airport Road or County 5.
Haugen explained that there was a safety audit done for the 32nd Avenue project and that is
where the recommendations are coming from. He referred to maps of the area and pointed out
what is being done in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project. He stated that the total cost of the
project is just shy of $7.5 million, with a 90/10 split.
7

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, December 14th, 2016

Haugen reported that Grand Forks County 5, the intersections of DeMers Avenue and 32nd
Avenue, the County had KLJ do a safety and traffic operation study on that corridor at these
intersections. He referred to a slide with a page from KLJ’s report and pointed out that it
identifies the new geometrics that would go out there. West commented that this report shows
signals out there, and they will not be putting signals out there, just turning lanes.
Grasser asked if they can do the widening without doing any earth work and such, would you
just widen out the shoulder or do you have to widen the embankment. West responded that they
will have to move the ditch out a little bit, and then fill the embankment in.
Haugen stated that he did ask Mr. West, although too late on Friday, but in the local road safety
program there was signage and lighting being suggested for these intersections, and he was
wondering if that was included in these costs. West responded that signage would be, but
lighting would not. Haugen said, then, that the total cost estimate for this project would be $1.7
million.
Haugen commented that these are the priority order that staff is recommending be approved.
West asked if there is any way to split out urban and rural. Haugen responded that he did ask
that question and the answer is no that it cannot be slip, it is an HSIP Program that is statewide.
He explained that there is a 50/50 share of that, with 50% of the funds on the State System and
50% are shared by the urban rural program, so our direction was that we can’t split them out, we
have to rank them against each other.
Grasser asked, if we have to rank them in that manner, should we be showing Phase 2 for the
City side, because we would only be applying for one; so would our priority be Phase 1 City, that
is what Mr. West is asking, right, how do you prioritize that then if they both go in together.
West responded that that is correct, it is kind of apples versus oranges, but he isn’t going to
dispute that 32nd is more important than County 5. Haugen asked if they are two separate
applications or are they one application with two phases to it. Grasser responded that they are
two applications. Haugen said, then, that there are three projects. Grasser responded that they
aren’t asking for Phase 2 at this point, so really there would only be one from the City, but it
would be the $4.42 million and not dealing with the $2.9 as it is really a future project, they
aren’t asking for $7 million, they are asking for $5 million. Haugen stated that they would then
eventually take out Phase 2 as being listed as a candidate project, so why is Phase 2 being
submitted into the process this year. Grasser responded that that is kind of the question, because
they aren’t looking for it in the same year, does it become priority three, for lack of anything
better. Haugen responded that this is an unusual project since the State approached us,
essentially, and said they wanted to invest heavily on 32nd Avenue to address safety problems,
and they put together the safety report, and said that these are the things we think should be done,
so it is already outside of the box as to how it fits the normal HSIP Program, and they’re looking
for HSIP projects and they also indicated that they were will to invest a large amount on 32nd
Avenue.

8

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, December 14th, 2016

Grasser commented that these aren’t set up in years like the Urban Program is, because primarily
the Council’s action was to actually ask to prioritize, or somehow advance the first phase of 32nd
Avenue, and he doesn’t know if that is possible or if it changes the application here at all, but if
you are able to get Phase 1 in say 2018, and the County is in 2019, they wouldn’t actually be
competing with each other in the same manner; these are all questions they have. Haugen
responded that they usually don’t have a year attached to them, they try to say that it is just for
the last year of the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P, but in reality they try to plug it into whatever year they can,
especially as both of these are large amounts for the HSIP Program.
Grasser stated that, for whatever it is worth, they did ask to expedite Phase 1 as quickly as we
can, as far as the funding piece of it, just because of the accidents we are experiencing.
West asked, at the State level does each project compete against every other project in the State,
and the State would prioritize them then. Haugen responded that the State will review all of
them, yes, but they will consider the priority order we give them as well.
Haugen commented that his understanding, having worked with the 32nd Avenue audit, it was his
thought that it was two 32nd Avenue phases in one big project instead of pieces of it, they were
interested in funding it knowing it would be a large project as the safety audit report came back
from them as a large project, they didn’t have any cost estimates in the report. Lang agreed,
stating that we did the work in 2013 and the goal was to have a major traffic operations project in
the early 2020s. Grasser stated that that was and is generally correct, he thinks that the idea
when we did the maintenance was that we were going to try to buy five or six years because we
are deficient in geometry, and we are also deficient in structure on the pavement, as far as
maintaining it, but then what happened with the updated Long Range Transportation Plan was
emphasis on maintenance only as opposed to capacity, we are still missing some capacity
components, and the HSIP, as he understands it, they kind of put it together as really only
addressing the safety component, it’s not adding some of the turn lanes and other geometric
improvements that really otherwise need to happen, and the catch-22 on all this is that these are
needed right away, but from a capacity, he thinks in the Long Range Plan, by 2025 we are
talking poor levels of service and things on 32nd so we really should probably have, in his
opinion, we should have them looking at that reconstruction within that time period, but as we
discussed last year trying to push it up to 2021 we couldn’t find the projects to take out of the
plan to move it up that far so it isn’t kind of sitting out there in 2030 or something like that and
complicating it further, there probably needs to be a maintenance project put in there somewhere
in-between, but the bottom line the HSIP we don’t think is giving us the geometric
improvements that we need to really reach that original intention.
Kuharenko reported that Phase 1 addresses, he believes 31st, 34th, and Columbia; mainly realigns
the left turns for east bound/west bound traffic; and also a double left on Columbia. He said that
all three of those intersections are on the high crash list, which is kind of why we are looking at
the large dollar amount associated with it, we kind of wanted to make that our first priority, and
they weren’t exactly sure because of that large dollar amount what the best way to split this out
would be, so having it in two different phases allows the DOT and Selection Committee an
opportunity to decide that while they don’t have enough money for both of them combined, we
can do this one, or it can be stripped down further if needed.
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Haugen commented that, as we discussed, and as you heard, you aren’t addressing, probably the
capacity that they would desire, the County might be termed a flip-flop; the County, he isn’t sure
the report identified the crash issue, but it is addressing some potential future geometry, some
existing and future geometry rates, that will obviously have an impact. He added that they aren’t
high crash locations, they aren’t critical crash rate intersections. He said that the Local Road
Safety Program identified some lower cost, roughly $100,000, improvements at both of these.
West said that you mentioned signage at those locations, and they have done just about
everything they can do for signage, other than maybe putting a larger stop sign as a last resort.
Haugen commented that they talked about illuminating the intersections, and some advance stop
methods. West said that there are rumble strips, there is advance stop, there are strips on the
posts, the only thing you can do is illuminate the stop sign and illuminate the intersection.
Grasser asked if they were still getting people blowing through the intersections. West
responded that they aren’t. He added that those projects, by capacity today, turn lanes are
warrented, but they do not have a crash problem there today mainly because the movements are
parallel. He said, though, that the traffic volumes are predicted to more than double in this area,
so they are trying to be proactive and separate out those movements. He added that they do have
some capacity issues, some projected capacity issues, but today it is okay.
West reported that from a County standpoint, if this was ranked #3 it wouldn’t be all bad. He
said that you would probably think that 32nd would be a better place to spend $3 million dollars
versus the County’s $1.7 million because today it is functioning okay versus your intersections
already have a high rated high crash issue. Grasser responded that this is the problem they are
dealing with, is that they do show up on the high crash report year after year.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE HSIP PROGRAM REQUEST AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:
d.

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
Urban Program

Haugen said that this is also an opportune time, if there are any changes for whatever reason to
current programmed projects, to identify those. He added that none were submitted so we are
just dealing with the new years of the T.I.P. for the Urban Program, and that is North Columbia
Road, essentially between the bridge and 2nd Avenue, a complete reconstruction and realignment
work. Kuharenko commented that it actually goes a little bit north of University Avenue. He
referred to a map and pointed out that you have the overpass, then you have the intersection of
2nd and the intersection of University, so it goes almost to the intersection of 4th.
Haugen stated that the estimated cost of the project is $6.24 million; $5 million on federal funds.
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Haugen reported that this is on the NHS System, it is obviously a state of good repair project.
He stated that it was not identified in our Long Range Transportation Plan as a significant
project; Columbia Road Overpass is a significant project, so the City was asked if this big
increase in what this project is going to do, is it going to harm or delay that project, and their
answer was that it should not harm it.
Haugen referred to a graphic, and commented that he recalls there was a fencing proposal in this
area and he is wondering if that will be looked at with the project development. Kuharenko
responded that he wasn’t aware of a fencing proposal. Haugen said that the University and the
City at one time looked at a proposal to put up fencing to help stop ped traffic in this area.
Kuharenko said, again, that he wasn’t aware of that. Grasser asked if that needs to be listed
somehow in the application, or is that just following the bike/ped facility component. Haugen
responded that probably should be looked at with the project development portion.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE URBAN PROGRAM REQUEST AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:
e.

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
Regional Program

Haugen reported that there was one project for the Regional Program, and that is the
reconstruction of the Washington Street Underpass. He explained that this is a project that we
requested for funding consideration last year, but it was not funded in the S.T.I.P.
Kuharenko commented that the cost estimate should actually be $17.6, which is what they had in
the scoping report.
Haugen referred to slides illustrating the conceptual designs from the corridor study that was
done for this.
Grasser commented that if he remembers correctly, on some of this discussion some of the
challenges on the cost estimate had to do with what we may have to do keep the railroad
functioning during the course of this project. He said that they are running into this more on
these regional projects, and we almost need to have a scoping report almost before we can do the
estimate to put it on the list. He asked if there is any opportunity for state monies to the MPO, or
not through the MPO to do that type of an analysis so that maybe next year or the year after we
can update this number because right now this number has a high degree of variability because
he isn’t sure exactly what was assumed as far as the construction techniques and things that we
need to deal with. He added that a shoo-fly can be a million dollar write-in just by itself.
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Haugen responded that there is an estimate included for the shoo-fly. He explained that the
shoo-fly is, for railroad operations they prefer it on the south side, but for all commercial
vehicles there probably isn’t the availability to allow them to continue to use the roadway while
the shoo-fly is in place, so the preference in terms of traffic operations would be to have it on the
north side. He added that there would also be the issue of possible property purchases on the
south side of the Xcel facility, while on the north side there aren’t any structures impacted.
Kuharenko said that he thinks there are actually four buildings impacted on the north side.
Haugen stated that this was done not as a PEL study, so he isn’t sure if going the PEL route
would allow planning dollars to go into that issue a little more or not, but otherwise a line would
most likely be drawn by our federal partners. Johnson agreed that you would probably be
crossing a slippery slope with something like that, and he doesn’t know if there is any solution to
what Mr. Grasser is getting at, but they just did have a railroad grade separation in Devils Lake
on North Dakota Highway 20, that was just bid in October and it included similar conditions in
that a shoo-fly was constructed and then the structure will be constructed and the shoo-fly
removed, and the engineers estimate was around $15 million.
Grasser commented that another alternative would be to work through these issues during the
project development, which is okay, but he is wondering if they should engage the project
development a bit earlier than we might otherwise, and catch it that way.
Haugen stated that North Dakota always asked for one year beyond the actual T.I.P. cycle, so
this will be a 2022 submittal, and that will be upgrading traffic signals in the City. He said that
this will be coordinated with the Urban City request as well. Kuharenko commented that the
cost estimate is $6.2 million, not $1.8 as shown.
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE REGIONAL PROGRAM REQUESTS FOR FY2018-2021 T.I.P., AS BEING
CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE
PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Lang asked if there was a north/south lineage determination made as far as how much of
Washington is actually going to be reconstructed with the underpass structure. Haugen
responded that in the corridor study there is a delineation. Kuharenko commented that it stops
short of DeMers. Lang said that he thought the study had the structure and DeMers as one phase
together. Haugen stated that it shows this as an alternative to consider.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE 2017-2018 UPWP TO
CARRYOVER THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY
Haugen reported that the I-29 Traffic Operations Study was not identified as being carried over
into 2017, so this amendment would allow us to continue uninterrupted with work on the I-29
study that we are currently working on.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO THE 2017-2018 UPWP TO CARRYOVER THE I-29
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY INTO FY2017.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF RFP FOR ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA
Haugen reported that this item is work on our Travel Demand Forecasting. He explained that the
three MPOs along with the NDDOT are, again, working together on an RFP. He said that they
worked together for the socio economic data that we purchased, and we are not going to be
working together for Origin/Destination data purchase as well.
Haugen explained that the federal funding would come from the consolidated planning grant that
was de-obligated a couple of years ago. He said that the three MPOs asked the State if they
would consider the use of those dollars to purchase this data rather than having us use our current
program planning funds, and they agreed to allow this usage of those dollars.
Haugen stated that Bismarck/Mandan is the lead on the drafting of the RFP, so it is in their RFP
format. He referred to the document and reported that the three MPOs and the NDDOT have
reviewed it and feel it is ready to be sent out. He explained that there is a bit of a timing issue;
because of the three MPOs working together and there being different approval dates, we are
asking to allow that instead of having to go back to each MPO Executive Board in January that
we are given authorization to go ahead and executive purchase of the contract once a vendor is
selected rather than having to go individually to our Boards to do this.
Haugen commented that by doing this jointly we are estimating a savings of at least 30% in total
cost to the ND MPOs, and rather than doing a bridge intercept survey we will be getting GPS
tracked data of origin destinations. He added that our metropolitan area will also be getting
some from our periphery area for sort of a general direction of external trips as well.
Grasser asked if as part of this data we will get a sense of how many people are commuting back
and forth to work from outside the area. Haugen responded that we would, however we won’t
get a sense of where they are actually from, but we will get a sense of how many are coming into
the area.
13

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, December 14th, 2016

Grasser asked if this would be one day of data. Haugen responded that it will be one month of
data, October 2015 data. West asked if they would be accounting for the sugar beet truck traffic
during that month. Haugen responded that there would be some accounting for that traffic. He
added that, if you will recall, our Travel Demand Model is going to be upgraded to have a freight
component in it. He said that MAP-21 created a freight program but didn’t fund it, FAST
continued the program and funded it and then placed some planning requirements on us to beef
up our freight plan, so this is one of the ways we are going to be doing that, adding freight to our
travel demand model. West asked, though, if it will subtract that traffic because if you do your
counts in October you are going to get an unusually high freight number, and that wouldn’t be
fair to the rest of the year. Haugen responded that the October tube count is factored for the
month it collected in already from a state-wide perspective, so it is factored downward, probably,
because of how it compares to, say March, so that is all factored in when that count comes from
the NDDOT; seasonal adjustment factors, monthly factors, etc. will all be accounted for.
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE RFP FOR ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA, AS SUBMITTED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF MINNESOTA NHS CONNECTORS
Haugen reported that we discussed the Minnesota NHS Intermodal Connectors at our last
meeting and MnDOT asked us to give them something by the end of December.
Haugen referred to a map, and explained that, because of the beet facility here; and the tonnage
that it processes, and both the truck and rail movement coming out of it, the existing NHS routes
are shown in black on the map, and the proposed connectors are shown in red. He pointed out
U.S. Business #2 and 5th Avenue N.E. are being proposed be added.
Haugen stated that, as noted in the staff report, he did have a question for the DOT concerning
the truck/rail that was assigned to 4th, and what exactly that will that mean; will we need to have
a ?? connection to it, or was it just a truck/rail facility with the agricultural product. He said that
MnDOT has not replied with an answer to that question, so any motion made today will be
cognizant of MnDOT responding to that question.
Haugen referred to a map, and went over the current and proposed NHS connectors.
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY KONICKSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE PROPOSED MINNESOTA NHS INTERMODAL CONNECTORS, AS
SUBMITTED.
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Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE
Kouba reported that they are coming into the home stretch. She said that they finished all of the
preliminary work and got a lot of ideas and pertinent information and are now bringing forward
some of their recommendations.
Kouba commented that one thing they did was to add a few performance measures due to MAP21 and FAST requirements.
Kouba stated that they looked at different plans that are out there and gathered data from the
public, from the transit agencies, and from their Study Review Committee. She added that they
then asked the Study Review Committee to prioritize some of the issues discussed, and
determined that the main issue was system effectiveness and performance.
Kouba referred to the packet and went over some of the key issues briefly.
Kouba reported that they also come up with some proposed changes to give the system the
ability to maintain the main service area. She added that the base routes are fiscally constrained
to the current budget with the route timings remaining basically the same. She went over the
proposed changes and respective cost estimates briefly.
Rood commented that the BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) System includes a lot of roadway work, in
excess of $100 million. Kouba agreed, adding that the cost that they have proposed in the study
was just for the roadway work at a cost of over $40 million, so it doesn’t include the extra buses
or the frequency of service, operations, maintenance, stations, collections, etc.
Kouba reported that because of the cost of the BRT System; with Route 4, using the streets that
are already in place, to increase the frequency we would only have to purchase three more buses,
and operate three more routes, and the cost would be much less so that would probably be one of
our recommendations; as in incremental step, to improve our current transit service to the point
where you have a lot of ridership that needs only a very few stops in certain areas.
Rood asked when the draft is expected to be completed. Kouba responded that the draft
probably won’t be available until the March 10th timeframe.
Grasser asked if the BRT between downtown and the Student Union, or the Alerus. Erickson
responded that it is between downtown and the Alerus Center. Rood explained that the idea that
came up a few years back was between downtown and the Alerus, and to maybe aim for UND as
a Phase 1 and then try to expand it, but there are things that we can do from now until then to
improve the frequency as Teri said, but the grand vision that came up from a few individuals was
things like designated roadways, green lights all the way for the buses, a quick few minute trip
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from here to there, and promote it as a tourism and economic development tool, and it is a very
intricate idea. Kouba added that it also includes the development of the warehouse area as well.
Grasser said that he is just wondering if there is a way of getting close to that; and maybe that
should be an option on the City Council side, do you want to buy an additional bus, you can just
simply run, say Phase 1 from downtown to the Memorial Union or such, and just run that. He
added that there is at least one person that is toting the idea pretty hard, and he thinks that some
of it may end up in our Long Range Transportation Plan outlook too, but he is wondering if there
is a way to try to replicate some of that service, and again you can make it an option for the city
to run that extra bus a day and a night shift. In any event he is just trying to figure out how to
deal with this issue. Rood commented that they have never received the “go ahead and run a
pilot, here’s your funding” because they don’t have access to the federal funding to run a pilot or
add a route because that would involve taking away another route, and would involve the public
input process, and justification; but she thinks the expectation is that if we put a big plan together
we will get 80% of this federally funded, but the programs that most communities are looking to
for BRT, they are proving that they’ve got a 5 million ridership per year, and we are nowhere
near that.
Grasser commented that there are the same exact issues in engineering on a number of projects;
there’s that disconnect, and a lot of times it is not even an official action, but there seems to be an
expectation that builds and a disappointment when something doesn’t happen, so he is just
wondering if there is a way to try to deal with that. Kouba stated that with Route 4, if you put an
extra bus onto it you would get 30 minute headways, and if you put three extra buses on it you
would get 15 minute headways; so it gets you that same frequency as that BRT is talking about.
Rood added that that is as good as it gets in this area, is 15 minute headways. Kouba said that in
reality a 30 minute headway is the golden standard around here. Grasser asked if on Route 4 you
took away some of the zig-zagging you could probably cut another five minutes off the route, but
he doesn’t know if you could pick it up on some other route, probably not, but that would come
closer and then you could actually measure how long it is and with it being straighter, how much
time could you gain.
Haugen referred to a slide that explains what a BRT System is, and pointed out that ported that
this is the most likely federal program that would fund it, 5309 small starts. He explained that
that if you go back to what they fund, you need to have a system that operates in these five ways,
so over 50% of your route needs to be a dedicated bus route, the route must have defined
stations, the route must provide faster passenger travel times, the route must provide short
headway service, and the provider must apply a separate and consistent brand identity to stations
and vehicles.
Haugen commented that what we will currently add with UND, and this cost neutral, is a 60minute headway service; cost plus we are asking for a quarter million dollars for peak period
times gets 30-minute headways for UND from downtown. Rood added that she doesn’t see us
implementing the cost neutral, which would reduce service to UND, she thinks we will commit
to raising the funds or budgeting somehow to implement the cost plus, otherwise we will
continue as is, or maybe make partial changes.
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Grasser asked if, through this process is there a way that get some of this information into,
because he thinks if we try avoid the issue of the BRT it will keep getting pushed. Rood added
that engineering keeps being asked why they aren’t incorporating some BRT elements into road
projects. Grasser agreed, and said that he is just suggesting we should think about how we can
somehow address that because he thinks it will consistently keep coming back up. Kouba
responded that we need to improve the current system before we can really get into the BRT, so
that would be the final statement in the report.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen stated that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.
Grasser commented that he has people asking him about the Long Range Transportation Plan,
and we deal with components like land use, which has been going on for a year; and he is
wondering if it would be worthwhile to put together almost like a second section that deals with
the entire Long Range Transportation Plan, and its different components; those that are going on,
and those that will be going on, the timelines for each cell, so that people can be informed
because there is a big disconnect between, when we get to the end, between maybe a land use
plan that happened maybe three years prior to that, so at least people can kind of see how it
comes together, it might be helpful.
b.

AMPO Newsletter

Haugen reported that on Friday, AMPO sent out an e-mail saying what they think is going to
happen with the performance management systems yet to be promulgated. He said that they
were expecting OMB to publish something today on bridge and pavement; and something by the
end of the month on the performance measures on the NHS and Interstate system
ADJOURNMENT
THE DECEMBER 14TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ADJOURNED AT 3:24 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,

Peggy McNelis, Office Manager
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the December 14th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical
Advisory Committee to order at 1:39 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks
Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference call); Paul Konickson, MnDOTDistrict 2; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks
District; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer;
and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer.
Staff present: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, 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 NOVEMBER 9TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY LANG, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 9TH, 2016,
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS
Sorlie Bridge
Haugen reported that there was a meeting held last week on, again, trying to finalize the
language of the Decorative Lighting Plan. He said that his understanding is that the initial draft
presented allowed for some temporary events to be signed off on by the Mayors from both cities,
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but the Historic Preservation Committee did not approve of that language, so the second draft
included their approval as well.
Haugen asked if anyone present had attended the meeting and could give an update on what may
have transpired at the end of it. Konickson stated that he believes that both cities are going to
make recommendations, via e-mail, to committee members when they want to make changes to
the lighting of the bridge, and then there will be a certain time-frame for which responses can be
made before the changes are implemented, so there will be some more changes made to the
language, and an updated draft will be sent out shortly.
Grasser commented that he likes the concept of “unless you hear otherwise, it’s good to go”
otherwise you will be dealing with that trap of not being able to get responses in time, or at all,
so he likes that process. Konickson said that he agrees, adding that this is really a local bridge,
and the cities will know the local issues, so unless someone has a real issue with a proposed
lighting change, it should make it easy to implement any changes either City would like to see
done in a timely manner.
Information only.
Kennedy Bridge
Haugen reported that he received an e-mail late Friday regarding the project bidding process. He
asked that Mr. Konickson give an update on this.
Konickson commented that he believes they received five bids; with Zenith Tech, out of
Waukesha, Wisconsin being the low bidder. He stated, however, that nothing has been approved
yet, but their bid was somewhere around $15,600,000 while the others were between
$16,500,000 and $17,000,000, with one even higher. He said that most of them were a little
lower than what was budgeted, so they are reviewing the bids now and will hopefully complete
the process in the next month or so.
Kuharenko asked what the Engineer’s estimate was for this project. Konickson responded that
he hasn’t seen the final Engineer’s estimate, so he doesn’t know for sure, but he believes it was
higher than the bid amounts. Haugen commented that we show the estimate at $18,000,000 in
our work program. Konickson stated that he thinks that is the programmed amount.
Haugen commented that last month we also talked about the traffic timing, was there any
advancement on that. Konickson responded that he talked to their traffic engineer, and gave her
the contact information for Grand Forks, but he doesn’t know if any conversations have been
held on that yet, but if not please let him know and he will pass it on to their contact person. He
added that they have talked about getting a consultant contract set up to help work this issue out,
and he thinks they have a list that they can pick from, so they want to see this worked out.
Information only.
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MATTER OF 2018-2021 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS
a.

FTA 5339 Capital Grant Program

Kouba reported that staff is looking for approval of the list that we have from Cities Area
Transit. She explained that they are looking to; the first two priority items are replacement
buses, the second two are basically maintenance to fix the HVAC and the roof on the
transportation facilities.
Kouba said that the bus replacement is part of our plan, and the maintenance items are part of our
TDP by association as they were going to be done as part of an expansion and remodel project,
but because we do not have the funding to do that project, we are now taking it in two bite-sized
pieces instead.
Kouba stated that staff recommends approval of the priority order given.
Rood commented that this was presented to the City Council, and there were no questions and
they concurred with the priority listing presented.
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE FTA 5339 GRANT REQUEST AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Grasser asked if he is correct that they are only going to do maintenance to the portion above the
offices. Rood responded that that is correct. She explained that they sat down with Bev Collings
and the EAPC, and determined that replacing the worst section, which is over the offices, in such
a way that it wouldn’t be a waste if two years from now we replace the entire roof; and with this
dollar amount, as the fourth priority that would be a better chance of getting it funded instead of
trying to get the entire project funded. She added that it was a decision that was based on design,
and likelihood of getting it funded.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:
b.

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
TA Program

Viafara reported that the Grand Forks Engineering Department submitted three projects for
consideration; they are: 1) shared use path along 6th Avenue North from North 40th Street to the
English Coulee; 2) shared use path along 47th Avenue South from South Columbia Road to
South 20th Street; and 3) shared use path along South Columbia Road from 40th Avenue South to
47th Avenue South.
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Viafara commented that these three shared use paths are all to be included as elements of the
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and if approved will certainly provide a number of benefits to the
community, in general. He stated that one of those benefits, particularly for the 6th Avenue
North path, would be the ability to provide access and mobility to a number of residents located
in what we call ‘environmental justice’ areas, and will afford them opportunities for walking and
access to transit and other destination around the City.
Viafara stated that the path on South Columbia Road, again, will afford, in the long range future,
land use access to those areas currently being developed; and including some destinations like
the Discovery School.
Viafara said that these are the three projects. He stated that he would like to bring your attention
to the path on 47th Avenue South, because this also affords an element of connectivity to a
number of destinations that are attractors, in terms of trips, like the softball complex, Kings Walk
Golf Course, Choice Fitness, and South Middle School.
Viafara stated that in terms of a positive decision; there is the fact that 6th Avenue North, for
some reason due to designing issues and land use ownership; is limited in terms of basically
short and generates kind of a gap in the system so that is a consideration that needs to be
addressed in the future to see how we can really provide complete access rather than having a
gap that is being, at the moment, suggested.
Grasser asked what gap Mr. Viafara is referring to. Viafara responded that on 6th Avenue there
is, due to design consideration, the available space between the street pavement and the crossing.
Erickson asked if he is talking about the segment before 42nd. Kuharenko commented that it is
the section between 42nd and 40th he is talking about. He said that he can actually address this
one, and explained that they are currently planning on reconstructing 6th Avenue North next
summer, and will be looking at trying to widen that area up, and then they can have a shared use
path going across 42nd to North 40th Street. Viafara said that that is a positive commentary on the
issue and we appreciate the effort, but on behalf of the community, to try to eliminate those gaps
that are there is important, and, a comment as well, is on South Columbia, that has to do with the
fact that in the past when the road was scheduled for design, you did this community
engagement, and most of the focus was based on the roadway, the motor vehicle access and
mobility, now we have you applying for the components for the access of the bicyclists, so this is
positive; however he is asking whether we may in the future discuss some impediments through
the ordinances that are kind of preventing these facilities from being built at the time when the
roadways are being built, so rather than doing them piecemeal we can have the elements built at
once. He added that there is apparently a situation with the ordinances, there are situations
involving cost, and we are aware of that but let’s see how we can, as much as we can eliminate in
the future that situation.
Viafara stated that staff is recommending, for consideration, and then approval to forward this to
the Executive Policy Board for their approval.
Grasser said that he is still confused, and asked what the problem is with 47th Avenue South,
where they aren’t doing it properly according to the code. Viafara responded that he meant
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South Columbia, from 40th to 47th. Grasser stated that the City Council specifically took action
against that, so are you suggesting that we write a code that the City Council can’t override this.
Viafara responded that he was not aware of that situation. He added that this is based on the
federal legislation; the idea is for the city to afford opportunities for mobility and access to all the
modes of transportation, including bicycle and pedestrian. Grasser stated that they understand
that, but the discussion with the City was that if we did that, put blinders on and just built what
you’re interpreting, we have a destination that doesn’t bring anybody anyplace, and we have
facilities of which substantial pieces would end up having to be torn out and replaced because the
area wasn’t developed in order to identify what the grades and all the terminal points are, so
you’d have a substantial investment that would have to be torn out. He said that he is, maybe,
taking a little bit of issue with that criticism because that was all discussed and brought to the
City Council and they actually ruled on it. Viafara responded that he appreciates that, and added
that he was not aware of that ruling; and we abide and respect that ruling, so at least for the
record this is clear. He said, though, that what he is trying to tell you is that because we are
dealing with federal funding, in the future, as much as we can, we need to coordinate the
construction of all the facilities at the time that roadways are being designed and built, if it is
possible, as much as we can, this is the recommendation they are suggesting. He commented
that they appreciate that there are some constraints. Grasser stated that the problem with that is
that it infers that they aren’t doing this, and he believes that they already are, so he will just leave
it at that.
Kuharenko commented that he was also under the impression that the bike and pedestrian
facilities had to be considered, but not necessarily implemented during a federal aid project.
Haugen said that he thinks the point that Mr. Viafara is trying to make is, you’re asking for
federal funds to install a facility that you just decided you needed now. Grasser responded that
that is why it is ranked #3, is because it is questionable whether, but again there is a little more
growth that is going on there, that was part of the question; and it also looks like there is a
question about it now in the CIP whether 47th was going to be coming in, and it does look like it
is, so we would at least then have a terminus that would move, those were more uncertain two or
three years ago when they had those discussions then they are today, so it is a dynamic change,
and they need to exercise some judgement with those things.
Viafara stated that they will take that response in good faith, and they understand; but the
recommendation that they are bringing to your attention is if it is possible that whenever these
facilities need to be built, counting on federal funding, to make every single effort to
accommodate all the modes of transportation, if it is possible, or as much as possible. Grasser
responded that this feels like it keeps getting thrown at them, and he thought it was properly
addressed, and he will just leave it at that. Viafara responded that that is fine, and thanked him.
Kuharenko said that another point he would like to throw out there for 6th Avenue North is that
that segment was also a segment that the City has gotten comments from the public on in the
past, looking for a shared use paths. He stated that he believes, also, that during the Bike/Ped
plan public input, Mr. Viafara also received some comments regarding 6th. He added that in
addition to having the Lake Agassiz Elementary School, as well as the School for the Blind,
those were some of the reasons why they ended up having that as a first priority. He explained
that it is in an established neighborhood, so getting in there and doing a special assessment
5
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project could be a little more difficult as well, so having the federal funding associated with it
could prove to be very beneficial.
Kuharenko reported that with the reconstruction project planned for the summer, they would
hopefully have their connection connecting to the bike lanes that are currently on 42nd, and
depending on what the plan is for a reconstruction of 42nd, whatever the facilities are once that
gets reconstructed.
MOVED BY ERICKSON, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE TA GRANT REQUEST FOR THE THREE SHARED USE PATHS AS
BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN
THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
West asked if it would be beneficial to change any of the language in the report to address the
City’s concerns. Grasser responded that that would be his preference. He explained that when he
reads about 6th Avenue, and again maybe he is just getting sensitive on the connotations, it is a
proposed project, constructed shared use path, and it talks about it will likely, the consideration
there is that there is going to be a gap; well according to the plan right now there is no gap
because what this is going to do is to connect, by the time this is built, it will connect an existing
bikepath at the coulee to an existing bikepath that will be terminated, essentially, at 40th, and so
he thinks that explanation should be expanded because it makes it look like does the
application… Haugen asked if the application provide that explanation. Kuharenko responded
that he believes it does. Grasser said that it makes it look like they missed something, and he
doesn’t believe they did miss anything, and they have a plan that is complete, it doesn’t leave
gaps, those types of things. Kuharenko referred to the application and pointed out that it does
state “it is anticipated that when 6th Avenue North is reconstructed near this crossing viable
options will be explored for widening the existing sidewalk from 42nd Street to North 40th Street
to better accommodate multiple modes and non-motorized transportation”. Grasser added that
there is no guarantee in life, but that is the plan right now, that there wouldn’t be any gaps in the
system.
Grasser commented that the reason they are doing this is to try to eliminate the railroad out of the
federal process because they are so hard to deal with, if we do need to deal with them, otherwise
they might not be able to get this project done within this timeline, so they are trying to deal with
that piece at a local level, and the federal component with this. Haugen stated that this is a little
different than what was just discussed at this meeting, so is there a reason why you weren’t as
definitive in the application as you were now, because as this gets looked at the Governor’s Task
Force will have the statement that it might be addressed in the future as some point, where you
guys have a more definitive answer that. Kuharenko responded that he supposed some of that
might have come from that fact that that reconstruction project will be a special assessment
project and is subject to protest, so he thinks that is where some of that ended up coming from,
so they are going to do their best, and it is planned, and they will be doing what they can in that
area. Haugen said that he knows that on the North Dakota side they don’t allow you to come and
make a presentation of your proposal, while Minnesota does allow you to make oral arguments,
so it might be worth the consideration of taking a look at how this is worded and try to make it
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less iffy in that sometime in the future there will be an effort made to close the gap. Grasser
asked if they can reword the application because their intention is more than to make an effort,
they are going to have some sort of connection through there, and he thinks the only question in
their minds is, working with the railroad, of the options is it all going to be ten feet or will they
have to squeeze in a seven or eight foot section. Haugen responded that there is the opportunity
to make changes as they don’t have to be turned in until the end of the month. Grasser asked that
the language be changed to reflect what the full intent is.
Rood asked if the motion needs to be changed to include the change in language in the
application. Viafara responded that the priority remains, it is a matter of interpretation only, but
overall they are pleased with the application and the benefits that the application is bringing to
our attention. Lang asked if he is saying, then, that the motion has no effect on what is going to
end up being changed. Erickson asked if they need to put it in the motion. Haugen responded
that it is up to the Technical Advisory Committee but he thinks that it would become rather a
cumbersome motion as the project isn’t changing, just the wording in the application.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

Haugen reported that he will be doing the next three items together. He pointed out that included
in the packet is the stuff we always do when we talk about our T.I.P., and that is the areas that we
cover, what projects should be in there, the process; and we still have FAST being implemented
as well as MAP-21 being implemented, so what we do today is subject to any changes made to
them. He said that we do know that this T.I.P. is not subject to full compliance with FAST, and
it might be the last one for which we enjoy that benefit.
Haugen commented that North Dakota raised its rate of growth for federal revenue to a 2.2%
growth rate; and the rate of expenditure/inflation is still at 4%. He explained that what this
meant for the Grand Forks Urban Program portion is, you can see that over three years there is
about $1,000,000 more available funding. He stated that, as we discussed when we solicited,
projects can be squeezed in each year, or it can be used as a lump sum at the end.
Haugen stated that he just threw in that Recreational Trails is just being solicited now, and are
due at the end of December, and we will look at them in January.
c.

HSIP Program

Haugen reported that we received two applications: 1) one from the City which, is a two-phased
project on 32nd Avenue; and 2) from the County on Airport Road or County 5.
Haugen explained that there was a safety audit done for the 32nd Avenue project and that is
where the recommendations are coming from. He referred to maps of the area and pointed out
what is being done in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project. He stated that the total cost of the
project is just shy of $7.5 million, with a 90/10 split.
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Haugen reported that Grand Forks County 5, the intersections of DeMers Avenue and 32nd
Avenue, the County had KLJ do a safety and traffic operation study on that corridor at these
intersections. He referred to a slide with a page from KLJ’s report and pointed out that it
identifies the new geometrics that would go out there. West commented that this report shows
signals out there, and they will not be putting signals out there, just turning lanes.
Grasser asked if they can do the widening without doing any earth work and such, would you
just widen out the shoulder or do you have to widen the embankment. West responded that they
will have to move the ditch out a little bit, and then fill the embankment in.
Haugen stated that he did ask Mr. West, although too late on Friday, but in the local road safety
program there was signage and lighting being suggested for these intersections, and he was
wondering if that was included in these costs. West responded that signage would be, but
lighting would not. Haugen said, then, that the total cost estimate for this project would be $1.7
million.
Haugen commented that these are the priority order that staff is recommending be approved.
West asked if there is any way to split out urban and rural. Haugen responded that he did ask
that question and the answer is no that it cannot be slip, it is an HSIP Program that is statewide.
He explained that there is a 50/50 share of that, with 50% of the funds on the State System and
50% are shared by the urban rural program, so our direction was that we can’t split them out, we
have to rank them against each other.
Grasser asked, if we have to rank them in that manner, should we be showing Phase 2 for the
City side, because we would only be applying for one; so would our priority be Phase 1 City, that
is what Mr. West is asking, right, how do you prioritize that then if they both go in together.
West responded that that is correct, it is kind of apples versus oranges, but he isn’t going to
dispute that 32nd is more important than County 5. Haugen asked if they are two separate
applications or are they one application with two phases to it. Grasser responded that they are
two applications. Haugen said, then, that there are three projects. Grasser responded that they
aren’t asking for Phase 2 at this point, so really there would only be one from the City, but it
would be the $4.42 million and not dealing with the $2.9 as it is really a future project, they
aren’t asking for $7 million, they are asking for $5 million. Haugen stated that they would then
eventually take out Phase 2 as being listed as a candidate project, so why is Phase 2 being
submitted into the process this year. Grasser responded that that is kind of the question, because
they aren’t looking for it in the same year, does it become priority three, for lack of anything
better. Haugen responded that this is an unusual project since the State approached us,
essentially, and said they wanted to invest heavily on 32nd Avenue to address safety problems,
and they put together the safety report, and said that these are the things we think should be done,
so it is already outside of the box as to how it fits the normal HSIP Program, and they’re looking
for HSIP projects and they also indicated that they were will to invest a large amount on 32nd
Avenue.
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Grasser commented that these aren’t set up in years like the Urban Program is, because primarily
the Council’s action was to actually ask to prioritize, or somehow advance the first phase of 32nd
Avenue, and he doesn’t know if that is possible or if it changes the application here at all, but if
you are able to get Phase 1 in say 2018, and the County is in 2019, they wouldn’t actually be
competing with each other in the same manner; these are all questions they have. Haugen
responded that they usually don’t have a year attached to them, they try to say that it is just for
the last year of the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P, but in reality they try to plug it into whatever year they can,
especially as both of these are large amounts for the HSIP Program.
Grasser stated that, for whatever it is worth, they did ask to expedite Phase 1 as quickly as we
can, as far as the funding piece of it, just because of the accidents we are experiencing.
West asked, at the State level does each project compete against every other project in the State,
and the State would prioritize them then. Haugen responded that the State will review all of
them, yes, but they will consider the priority order we give them as well.
Haugen commented that his understanding, having worked with the 32nd Avenue audit, it was his
thought that it was two 32nd Avenue phases in one big project instead of pieces of it, they were
interested in funding it knowing it would be a large project as the safety audit report came back
from them as a large project, they didn’t have any cost estimates in the report. Lang agreed,
stating that we did the work in 2013 and the goal was to have a major traffic operations project in
the early 2020s. Grasser stated that that was and is generally correct, he thinks that the idea
when we did the maintenance was that we were going to try to buy five or six years because we
are deficient in geometry, and we are also deficient in structure on the pavement, as far as
maintaining it, but then what happened with the updated Long Range Transportation Plan was
emphasis on maintenance only as opposed to capacity, we are still missing some capacity
components, and the HSIP, as he understands it, they kind of put it together as really only
addressing the safety component, it’s not adding some of the turn lanes and other geometric
improvements that really otherwise need to happen, and the catch-22 on all this is that these are
needed right away, but from a capacity, he thinks in the Long Range Plan, by 2025 we are
talking poor levels of service and things on 32nd so we really should probably have, in his
opinion, we should have them looking at that reconstruction within that time period, but as we
discussed last year trying to push it up to 2021 we couldn’t find the projects to take out of the
plan to move it up that far so it isn’t kind of sitting out there in 2030 or something like that and
complicating it further, there probably needs to be a maintenance project put in there somewhere
in-between, but the bottom line the HSIP we don’t think is giving us the geometric
improvements that we need to really reach that original intention.
Kuharenko reported that Phase 1 addresses, he believes 31st, 34th, and Columbia; mainly realigns
the left turns for east bound/west bound traffic; and also a double left on Columbia. He said that
all three of those intersections are on the high crash list, which is kind of why we are looking at
the large dollar amount associated with it, we kind of wanted to make that our first priority, and
they weren’t exactly sure because of that large dollar amount what the best way to split this out
would be, so having it in two different phases allows the DOT and Selection Committee an
opportunity to decide that while they don’t have enough money for both of them combined, we
can do this one, or it can be stripped down further if needed.
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Haugen commented that, as we discussed, and as you heard, you aren’t addressing, probably the
capacity that they would desire, the County might be termed a flip-flop; the County, he isn’t sure
the report identified the crash issue, but it is addressing some potential future geometry, some
existing and future geometry rates, that will obviously have an impact. He added that they aren’t
high crash locations, they aren’t critical crash rate intersections. He said that the Local Road
Safety Program identified some lower cost, roughly $100,000, improvements at both of these.
West said that you mentioned signage at those locations, and they have done just about
everything they can do for signage, other than maybe putting a larger stop sign as a last resort.
Haugen commented that they talked about illuminating the intersections, and some advance stop
methods. West said that there are rumble strips, there is advance stop, there are strips on the
posts, the only thing you can do is illuminate the stop sign and illuminate the intersection.
Grasser asked if they were still getting people blowing through the intersections. West
responded that they aren’t. He added that those projects, by capacity today, turn lanes are
warrented, but they do not have a crash problem there today mainly because the movements are
parallel. He said, though, that the traffic volumes are predicted to more than double in this area,
so they are trying to be proactive and separate out those movements. He added that they do have
some capacity issues, some projected capacity issues, but today it is okay.
West reported that from a County standpoint, if this was ranked #3 it wouldn’t be all bad. He
said that you would probably think that 32nd would be a better place to spend $3 million dollars
versus the County’s $1.7 million because today it is functioning okay versus your intersections
already have a high rated high crash issue. Grasser responded that this is the problem they are
dealing with, is that they do show up on the high crash report year after year.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE HSIP PROGRAM REQUEST AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:
d.

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
Urban Program

Haugen said that this is also an opportune time, if there are any changes for whatever reason to
current programmed projects, to identify those. He added that none were submitted so we are
just dealing with the new years of the T.I.P. for the Urban Program, and that is North Columbia
Road, essentially between the bridge and 2nd Avenue, a complete reconstruction and realignment
work. Kuharenko commented that it actually goes a little bit north of University Avenue. He
referred to a map and pointed out that you have the overpass, then you have the intersection of
2nd and the intersection of University, so it goes almost to the intersection of 4th.
Haugen stated that the estimated cost of the project is $6.24 million; $5 million on federal funds.
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Haugen reported that this is on the NHS System, it is obviously a state of good repair project.
He stated that it was not identified in our Long Range Transportation Plan as a significant
project; Columbia Road Overpass is a significant project, so the City was asked if this big
increase in what this project is going to do, is it going to harm or delay that project, and their
answer was that it should not harm it.
Haugen referred to a graphic, and commented that he recalls there was a fencing proposal in this
area and he is wondering if that will be looked at with the project development. Kuharenko
responded that he wasn’t aware of a fencing proposal. Haugen said that the University and the
City at one time looked at a proposal to put up fencing to help stop ped traffic in this area.
Kuharenko said, again, that he wasn’t aware of that. Grasser asked if that needs to be listed
somehow in the application, or is that just following the bike/ped facility component. Haugen
responded that probably should be looked at with the project development portion.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE URBAN PROGRAM REQUEST AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:
e.

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
Regional Program

Haugen reported that there was one project for the Regional Program, and that is the
reconstruction of the Washington Street Underpass. He explained that this is a project that we
requested for funding consideration last year, but it was not funded in the S.T.I.P.
Kuharenko commented that the cost estimate should actually be $17.6, which is what they had in
the scoping report.
Haugen referred to slides illustrating the conceptual designs from the corridor study that was
done for this.
Grasser commented that if he remembers correctly, on some of this discussion some of the
challenges on the cost estimate had to do with what we may have to do keep the railroad
functioning during the course of this project. He said that they are running into this more on
these regional projects, and we almost need to have a scoping report almost before we can do the
estimate to put it on the list. He asked if there is any opportunity for state monies to the MPO, or
not through the MPO to do that type of an analysis so that maybe next year or the year after we
can update this number because right now this number has a high degree of variability because
he isn’t sure exactly what was assumed as far as the construction techniques and things that we
need to deal with. He added that a shoo-fly can be a million dollar write-in just by itself.
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Haugen responded that there is an estimate included for the shoo-fly. He explained that the
shoo-fly is, for railroad operations they prefer it on the south side, but for all commercial
vehicles there probably isn’t the availability to allow them to continue to use the roadway while
the shoo-fly is in place, so the preference in terms of traffic operations would be to have it on the
north side. He added that there would also be the issue of possible property purchases on the
south side of the Xcel facility, while on the north side there aren’t any structures impacted.
Kuharenko said that he thinks there are actually four buildings impacted on the north side.
Haugen stated that this was done not as a PEL study, so he isn’t sure if going the PEL route
would allow planning dollars to go into that issue a little more or not, but otherwise a line would
most likely be drawn by our federal partners. Johnson agreed that you would probably be
crossing a slippery slope with something like that, and he doesn’t know if there is any solution to
what Mr. Grasser is getting at, but they just did have a railroad grade separation in Devils Lake
on North Dakota Highway 20, that was just bid in October and it included similar conditions in
that a shoo-fly was constructed and then the structure will be constructed and the shoo-fly
removed, and the engineers estimate was around $15 million.
Grasser commented that another alternative would be to work through these issues during the
project development, which is okay, but he is wondering if they should engage the project
development a bit earlier than we might otherwise, and catch it that way.
Haugen stated that North Dakota always asked for one year beyond the actual T.I.P. cycle, so
this will be a 2022 submittal, and that will be upgrading traffic signals in the City. He said that
this will be coordinated with the Urban City request as well. Kuharenko commented that the
cost estimate is $6.2 million, not $1.8 as shown.
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE REGIONAL PROGRAM REQUESTS FOR FY2018-2021 T.I.P., AS BEING
CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE
PRIORITY IDENTIFIED.
Lang asked if there was a north/south lineage determination made as far as how much of
Washington is actually going to be reconstructed with the underpass structure. Haugen
responded that in the corridor study there is a delineation. Kuharenko commented that it stops
short of DeMers. Lang said that he thought the study had the structure and DeMers as one phase
together. Haugen stated that it shows this as an alternative to consider.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE 2017-2018 UPWP TO
CARRYOVER THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY
Haugen reported that the I-29 Traffic Operations Study was not identified as being carried over
into 2017, so this amendment would allow us to continue uninterrupted with work on the I-29
study that we are currently working on.
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO THE 2017-2018 UPWP TO CARRYOVER THE I-29
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY INTO FY2017.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF RFP FOR ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA
Haugen reported that this item is work on our Travel Demand Forecasting. He explained that the
three MPOs along with the NDDOT are, again, working together on an RFP. He said that they
worked together for the socio economic data that we purchased, and we are not going to be
working together for Origin/Destination data purchase as well.
Haugen explained that the federal funding would come from the consolidated planning grant that
was de-obligated a couple of years ago. He said that the three MPOs asked the State if they
would consider the use of those dollars to purchase this data rather than having us use our current
program planning funds, and they agreed to allow this usage of those dollars.
Haugen stated that Bismarck/Mandan is the lead on the drafting of the RFP, so it is in their RFP
format. He referred to the document and reported that the three MPOs and the NDDOT have
reviewed it and feel it is ready to be sent out. He explained that there is a bit of a timing issue;
because of the three MPOs working together and there being different approval dates, we are
asking to allow that instead of having to go back to each MPO Executive Board in January that
we are given authorization to go ahead and executive purchase of the contract once a vendor is
selected rather than having to go individually to our Boards to do this.
Haugen commented that by doing this jointly we are estimating a savings of at least 30% in total
cost to the ND MPOs, and rather than doing a bridge intercept survey we will be getting GPS
tracked data of origin destinations. He added that our metropolitan area will also be getting
some from our periphery area for sort of a general direction of external trips as well.
Grasser asked if as part of this data we will get a sense of how many people are commuting back
and forth to work from outside the area. Haugen responded that we would, however we won’t
get a sense of where they are actually from, but we will get a sense of how many are coming into
the area.
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Grasser asked if this would be one day of data. Haugen responded that it will be one month of
data, October 2015 data. West asked if they would be accounting for the sugar beet truck traffic
during that month. Haugen responded that there would be some accounting for that traffic. He
added that, if you will recall, our Travel Demand Model is going to be upgraded to have a freight
component in it. He said that MAP-21 created a freight program but didn’t fund it, FAST
continued the program and funded it and then placed some planning requirements on us to beef
up our freight plan, so this is one of the ways we are going to be doing that, adding freight to our
travel demand model. West asked, though, if it will subtract that traffic because if you do your
counts in October you are going to get an unusually high freight number, and that wouldn’t be
fair to the rest of the year. Haugen responded that the October tube count is factored for the
month it collected in already from a state-wide perspective, so it is factored downward, probably,
because of how it compares to, say March, so that is all factored in when that count comes from
the NDDOT; seasonal adjustment factors, monthly factors, etc. will all be accounted for.
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE RFP FOR ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA, AS SUBMITTED.
Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF MINNESOTA NHS CONNECTORS
Haugen reported that we discussed the Minnesota NHS Intermodal Connectors at our last
meeting and MnDOT asked us to give them something by the end of December.
Haugen referred to a map, and explained that, because of the beet facility here; and the tonnage
that it processes, and both the truck and rail movement coming out of it, the existing NHS routes
are shown in black on the map, and the proposed connectors are shown in red. He pointed out
U.S. Business #2 and 5th Avenue N.E. are being proposed be added.
Haugen stated that, as noted in the staff report, he did have a question for the DOT concerning
the truck/rail that was assigned to 4th, and what exactly that will that mean; will we need to have
a ?? connection to it, or was it just a truck/rail facility with the agricultural product. He said that
MnDOT has not replied with an answer to that question, so any motion made today will be
cognizant of MnDOT responding to that question.
Haugen referred to a map, and went over the current and proposed NHS connectors.
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY KONICKSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY
APPROVE THE PROPOSED MINNESOTA NHS INTERMODAL CONNECTORS, AS
SUBMITTED.
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Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstain:
Absent:

Lang, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Rood, and West.
None.
None.
Ellis, Riesinger, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders.

MATTER OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE
Kouba reported that they are coming into the home stretch. She said that they finished all of the
preliminary work and got a lot of ideas and pertinent information and are now bringing forward
some of their recommendations.
Kouba commented that one thing they did was to add a few performance measures due to MAP21 and FAST requirements.
Kouba stated that they looked at different plans that are out there and gathered data from the
public, from the transit agencies, and from their Study Review Committee. She added that they
then asked the Study Review Committee to prioritize some of the issues discussed, and
determined that the main issue was system effectiveness and performance.
Kouba referred to the packet and went over some of the key issues briefly.
Kouba reported that they also come up with some proposed changes to give the system the
ability to maintain the main service area. She added that the base routes are fiscally constrained
to the current budget with the route timings remaining basically the same. She went over the
proposed changes and respective cost estimates briefly.
Rood commented that the BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) System includes a lot of roadway work, in
excess of $100 million. Kouba agreed, adding that the cost that they have proposed in the study
was just for the roadway work at a cost of over $40 million, so it doesn’t include the extra buses
or the frequency of service, operations, maintenance, stations, collections, etc.
Kouba reported that because of the cost of the BRT System; with Route 4, using the streets that
are already in place, to increase the frequency we would only have to purchase three more buses,
and operate three more routes, and the cost would be much less so that would probably be one of
our recommendations; as in incremental step, to improve our current transit service to the point
where you have a lot of ridership that needs only a very few stops in certain areas.
Rood asked when the draft is expected to be completed. Kouba responded that the draft
probably won’t be available until the March 10th timeframe.
Grasser asked if the BRT between downtown and the Student Union, or the Alerus. Erickson
responded that it is between downtown and the Alerus Center. Rood explained that the idea that
came up a few years back was between downtown and the Alerus, and to maybe aim for UND as
a Phase 1 and then try to expand it, but there are things that we can do from now until then to
improve the frequency as Teri said, but the grand vision that came up from a few individuals was
things like designated roadways, green lights all the way for the buses, a quick few minute trip
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from here to there, and promote it as a tourism and economic development tool, and it is a very
intricate idea. Kouba added that it also includes the development of the warehouse area as well.
Grasser said that he is just wondering if there is a way of getting close to that; and maybe that
should be an option on the City Council side, do you want to buy an additional bus, you can just
simply run, say Phase 1 from downtown to the Memorial Union or such, and just run that. He
added that there is at least one person that is toting the idea pretty hard, and he thinks that some
of it may end up in our Long Range Transportation Plan outlook too, but he is wondering if there
is a way to try to replicate some of that service, and again you can make it an option for the city
to run that extra bus a day and a night shift. In any event he is just trying to figure out how to
deal with this issue. Rood commented that they have never received the “go ahead and run a
pilot, here’s your funding” because they don’t have access to the federal funding to run a pilot or
add a route because that would involve taking away another route, and would involve the public
input process, and justification; but she thinks the expectation is that if we put a big plan together
we will get 80% of this federally funded, but the programs that most communities are looking to
for BRT, they are proving that they’ve got a 5 million ridership per year, and we are nowhere
near that.
Grasser commented that there are the same exact issues in engineering on a number of projects;
there’s that disconnect, and a lot of times it is not even an official action, but there seems to be an
expectation that builds and a disappointment when something doesn’t happen, so he is just
wondering if there is a way to try to deal with that. Kouba stated that with Route 4, if you put an
extra bus onto it you would get 30 minute headways, and if you put three extra buses on it you
would get 15 minute headways; so it gets you that same frequency as that BRT is talking about.
Rood added that that is as good as it gets in this area, is 15 minute headways. Kouba said that in
reality a 30 minute headway is the golden standard around here. Grasser asked if on Route 4 you
took away some of the zig-zagging you could probably cut another five minutes off the route, but
he doesn’t know if you could pick it up on some other route, probably not, but that would come
closer and then you could actually measure how long it is and with it being straighter, how much
time could you gain.
Haugen referred to a slide that explains what a BRT System is, and pointed out that ported that
this is the most likely federal program that would fund it, 5309 small starts. He explained that
that if you go back to what they fund, you need to have a system that operates in these five ways,
so over 50% of your route needs to be a dedicated bus route, the route must have defined
stations, the route must provide faster passenger travel times, the route must provide short
headway service, and the provider must apply a separate and consistent brand identity to stations
and vehicles.
Haugen commented that what we will currently add with UND, and this cost neutral, is a 60minute headway service; cost plus we are asking for a quarter million dollars for peak period
times gets 30-minute headways for UND from downtown. Rood added that she doesn’t see us
implementing the cost neutral, which would reduce service to UND, she thinks we will commit
to raising the funds or budgeting somehow to implement the cost plus, otherwise we will
continue as is, or maybe make partial changes.
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Grasser asked if, through this process is there a way that get some of this information into,
because he thinks if we try avoid the issue of the BRT it will keep getting pushed. Rood added
that engineering keeps being asked why they aren’t incorporating some BRT elements into road
projects. Grasser agreed, and said that he is just suggesting we should think about how we can
somehow address that because he thinks it will consistently keep coming back up. Kouba
responded that we need to improve the current system before we can really get into the BRT, so
that would be the final statement in the report.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2016 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen stated that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.
Grasser commented that he has people asking him about the Long Range Transportation Plan,
and we deal with components like land use, which has been going on for a year; and he is
wondering if it would be worthwhile to put together almost like a second section that deals with
the entire Long Range Transportation Plan, and its different components; those that are going on,
and those that will be going on, the timelines for each cell, so that people can be informed
because there is a big disconnect between, when we get to the end, between maybe a land use
plan that happened maybe three years prior to that, so at least people can kind of see how it
comes together, it might be helpful.
b.

AMPO Newsletter

Haugen reported that on Friday, AMPO sent out an e-mail saying what they think is going to
happen with the performance management systems yet to be promulgated. He said that they
were expecting OMB to publish something today on bridge and pavement; and something by the
end of the month on the performance measures on the NHS and Interstate system
ADJOURNMENT
THE DECEMBER 14TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ADJOURNED AT 3:24 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted by,

Peggy McNelis, Office Manager
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