
 
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, September 11th, 2019 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the September 11th, 2019, meeting of the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee to order at 1:28 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; Stephanie Halford, Grand Forks Planning; Nancy 
Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Paul Konickson, MnDOT Planning Engineer; Ryan Riesinger, 
Airport Authority; Jason Peterson, NDDOT-Local District; Steve Emery, East Grand Forks 
Engineering; and Michael Johnson (via conference phone), NDDOT-Local Government. 
 
Absent:  Brad Bail, Jesse Kadrmas, Richard Audette, Darren Laesch, Dustin Lang, Ryan Brooks, 
Brad Gengler Dale Bergman, Paul Konickson, Lane Magnuson, Stacey Hanson, Mike Yavarow, 
Lars Christianson, and Rich Sanders. 
 
Guest(s):  Kshitij Sharma, Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; 
Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 14TH, 2019, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY HALFORD, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 
14TH, 2019, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL 2019 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICATION MAP 
 
Kouba referred to a map of the North Dakota side Functional Classification System and reported 
that all of the comments and/or corrections that were discussed at our last Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting have been incorporated and this is the map that we came up with; although 
she does see two slight errors on Washington and Columbia, south of 62nd Street, that should be 
labeled County Major Collectors instead of Minor Arterials.   
 
Kouba stated that staff is recommending approval of this map and staff will send the changes to 
the NDDOT along with the mileage numbers for their review and approval. 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2019 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION MAP 
SUBJECT TO NOTED CHANGES TO THE TWO ONE-MILE SEGMENTS TO REFLECT 
THEM AS COUNTY MAJOR COLLECTORS INSTEAD OF MINOR ARTERIALS. 
 
Voting Aye: Riesinger, Rood, Johnson, Kuharenko, Peterson, Ellis, Halford, Konickson,  
  and Emery. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Absent: None. 
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON EXISTING PLUS FUTURE FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICATION  
 
Haugen reported that as we’ve been discussing, with the action of the Existing Functional 
Classification Map and having this new limitation on only showing future coinciding with 
S.T.I.P./T.I.P. timelines, we have also been discussing bringing back a plan for a Future 
Functional Classification Map as well.  He said that included in the packet is the current map that 
was adopted roughly nine years ago to give you some sense of what the classifications were at 
that time; most of what we just changed were potential stubs or some things that weren’t fully in 
the plan for future areas, so this gives some sense of that, but added that since then Ms. Kouba 
has worked on some possible other things that should be included. 
 
Kouba referred to a Functional Classification Map and explained that it is just adding to having 
the existing and then using the previously used Future Road System Network for this map so all 
the dashed lines are the future roads that we have previously stated were probably going to 
happen.  She stated that what we are really looking at whether these are still viable and are there 
others that should be added in.   
 
Kuharenko pointed out that south of 62nd Avenue South there should probably be a north/south 
street between Belmont and South Washington; between South Washington and South 
Columbia; and then 34th and 38th should probably also be extended.  He stated that 34th and 38th 
are probably quite a ways out be he could see the extension of South 20th Street and Cherry 
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Street potentially being earmarked for development in the near future.  He said that beyond that 
south of 32nd Avenue and west of I-29 South 42nd Street and South 48th Street, going north/south, 
they would like see those extensions as classified street.  He added that they will probably have 
an east/west roadway in there similar to what they have at 40th Avenue as well.  Kouba 
commented that most of that should already be there although it may be a little hard to see on the 
map. 
 
Discussion on these additional roadways/corrections ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that they can get this figured out and have it available at our next meeting.  
He added that the intent wasn’t to have any action today, but just to start looking at it. 
 
Kuharenko stated that, unfortunately, that area on South 42nd Street, south of 32nd Avenue; until 
they find out if there is an interchange going in or not, and what the developer has planned for 
the area, it will kind of be up in the air as to how it will all connect down to the 47th Avenue area. 
 
Haugen asked Mr. Johnson; if you are looking at the map, 17th Avenue South west of the 
interstate, regarding stubs, does it matter if our future map shows stubs or not.  Johnson 
responded that that would be fine.  Haugen said, then, as a City do we think there will be a road 
that connects on the west side of the railroad tracks, 17th back up to DeMers before we get to the 
township road.  He stated that we have that functionally classified extension.  Kuharenko asked 
if that would be 62nd potentially.  Haugen responded that it would be more like 60th.   
 
Kuharenko asked what their land use plan shows for the next twenty five years, how much of this 
is in it.  Haugen responded that quite a bit is in the plan.   
 
Haugen commented that the only other question for Mr. Johnson is about Merrifield Road.  He 
explained that in all of the past plans we showed Merrifield becoming a Principal Arterial, 
extending South Washington and Columbia Road south as Principal Arterials, but then since we 
also have a bridge planned there we’ve extended the Principal Arterial all the way to the Red 
River on the North Dakota side, and knowing what we did with MnDOT and reclassifying on the 
Minnesota side it is unlikely it would become a Principal Arterial on the Minnesota side, so do 
you have any advice if it should be truncated as a principal at Washington and then carry it over 
as a Minor Arterial.  Johnson responded that that might be a good option. 
 
Haugen referred to the map and asked if there might be some consideration to upgrading 
Belmont from a Collector to a Minor Arterial between 62nd and Merrifield.  Kouba commented 
that she believes it already is although it might be a bit hard to see on the map because it is 
dashed green over the collector.   
 
Haugen stated that this is something to also give some thought to and engage our Minnesota 
friends.  He added that they did not really do a future map when they did the 2015 
Reclassification because they were also doing the Transportation Plan, but now that we have the 
Transportation Plan done we will be working with the City of Grand Forks, primarily to the 
south, on some of the classifications and roadway extensions.  
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Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON NEW PROPOSED SAFETY TARGETS  
 
Haugen reported that the information in the packet came late to you so Mr. Viafara has prepared 
a power point presentation that he would like to go over. 
 
Viafara stated that the purpose of this presentation is to introduce the 2020 Performance Measure 
Targets for the MPO area. 
 
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. 
 
Presentation continued.   
 
Kuharenko commented that the biggest concern he has with dropping some of these targets as far 
down as what you are showing here is if we are potentially setting ourselves up for failure.  He 
said that when you look at the data we are showing zero fatalities in 2015, zero in 2016 and as 
those years start to roll off if we end up having more fatalities in the future all of a sudden we 
aren’t going to be meeting our goals, and is part of that just because we set too high of a goal for 
ourselves, or too low of a goal, however you want to look at it.  He added that in looking at the 
DOT targets for both Minnesota and North Dakota you can see that they are changing, 
Minnesota saw some of their items staying the same or potentially going up a bit and on the 
North Dakota side you see a number of them going down.  He said that he would be curious to 
see what the proportion; what we should be seeing in the MPO area in relation to these two 
goals, if it would be comparable to what we might be seeing as potential targets.  Viafara 
responded that Mr. Kuharenko is the engineer, so that is why as a MPO, it is with your help, the 
help of the local governments, the local agencies that these targets are set, and the points that you 
are making for our consideration are really valid, so you need to think about what to do in that 
particular situation, he will leave this consideration to his supervisor to see, with his knowledge, 
what he can illustrate to see about what we can do in that regard. 
 
Halford asked if this was coming back next month for approval of the targets.  Haugen 
responded that it would, and reiterated that no action is being sought today, they are just 
introducing the topic, and showing you what the calculations come out to be.  He stated that the 
positive news is that the calculations are just looking at our MPO area and the State of North 
Dakota we are seeing good numbers; Minnesota is seeing a plateauing, two things involved, one 
is that they have been doing this a lot longer than North Dakota so they have been able to reap 
more benefits longer than North Dakota, and the other is that Minnesota changed how they 
reported serious injuries in 2016 and 2017 so their data is skewed comparison in these rates in 
the 2018 to 2020 time period, so because the serious injury change created 30 some percent more 
crashes identified as serious injuries in 2016 and 2017 so that isn’t reflected in their numbers. 
But that is our intent to request next month for action.  He added that we have until February, 
however this is no need from our perspective to wait until February, we have the numbers, and 
additionally we are supposed to be programming off of these targets and prioritizing for 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, September 11th, 2019 
 

5 
 

programs, but we will be making T.I.P. selections priorities and it makes sense to have the 
targets ahead of time and select our projects and identify what the target is.   
 
Halford asked if we don’t meet the targets is there any kind of negative impact.  Haugen 
responded that there isn’t at the MPO level.  He added that at the State level there are; Minnesota 
has been frank in saying that because of the change in how they classify serious injuries in their 
data set, that they don’t believe that they will be able to show significant progress, so they are 
anticipating that they will be have a penalty imposed on them, the penalty is that they will have 
to obligate out 100% of their HSIP dollars as a first step to show progress, if they still aren’t 
showing progress after that then they have to shift over some of their other program dollars as 
well.  Halford said you say that affects only at the State level, but that won’t roll down hill to the 
local level if we don’t meet our goals at all.  Haugen responded that the way it rolls down is 
Congress appropriates $100 million dollars, but they set an obligational limit of $90 million 
dollars; in the past you could play somewhat of a shell game and say that the NHS program is 
obligated at 100%, but then they Safety program is only obligated at 85% because you can’t go 
over $90 million dollars; this would say that you lose that flexibility and Safety would always 
have to be at 100% and you would have to shift the other programs down to reach the 
obligational limit, so it is that flexibility that is lost.  He explained that the Safety program is a 
good program, it has a lot of dollars to it, but in comparison to the other programs it is much 
smaller so 100% of the Safety dollars in either State is not a real significant hit on the programs 
and the flexibility.   
 
Rood said, then, that we are setting the targets annually, but are we being evaluated over the 
longer period time that you showed on the chart on the previous slide, because you could have 
one on here that really throws things off.  Haugen responded that on the PM one the target is set 
every year and the evaluation is over a four year period, at the State level, at the MPO level the 
evaluation is every five years, that is part of our Long Range Transportation Plan update process. 
 
Kuharenko asked for a reminder of how we came up with our targets in 2019, and those 
originally set in 2018; but then how did we redetermine what our goals would be in 2019.  
Haugen responded it was the same process that we are using today.  Kuharenko said we used the 
data.  Haugen responded we did, and added that the Technical Advisory Committee 
recommended; he believes the data was suggested that our non-motorized fatalities and injuries 
would have been less than the four that was identified, and the Technical Advisory Committee 
recommended that we have it at four.   
 
Kuharenko commented that the reason he asked that is because in looking at the data we have the 
number of serious injuries per million miles; in the data in the back we have the proposal of the 
3.9 but previously we had closer to 5.9, but in looking at the data on the last sheet it is a 4.4, so 
he is just trying to figure out what is different or how we are coming up with those numbers 
because they appear to be different than the data.  Haugen responded that Mr. Viafara will have 
an explanation next month. 
 
Haugen reiterated that we will take this item back and will work on providing some of the 
answers to the questions brought forward today. 
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Information only. 
   
MATTER OF PRESENTATION ON TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM 
 
Haugen commented that we have been enjoying our traffic count program, and Mr. Sharma is 
here today to give us an update and presentation on the program and some of the new features 
that they are implementing. 
 
Sharma introduced himself, stating that he is an Associate Research Fellow in the Traffic 
Operations Advanced Traffic Analysis Center at the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute; 
and that the Autoscope Data Collection & Analysis is a series of projects that he has had the 
opportunity to work on since 2013. 
 
Sharma 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. 
 
Sharma reported that in 2013 they began with one intersection, and there were some feasibility 
studies to see if this could be done.  He stated that the cameras that are out there at the 
intersections, the main purpose of them is to detect traffic and tell the traffic signal controller – 
hey, we’ve got traffic over here, but at the same time we can count traffic, and with the help of 
the MPO the City added 30 more intersections in 2014 and 2015, and in 2015 and 2016 another 7 
intersections.  He said that some of these situations that they have gone through have been to 
reset previously set intersections because things might have changed, there might be an 
additional left turn lane now, etc. and then kind of reset the entire approach if not the 
intersection. 
 
Sharma showed examples of the images from the old cameras versus the new Vision cameras 
that are located at nine intersections and explained how and why they are different.   
  
Presentation continued. 
 
Viafara asked how many new cameras are already being used in the network now.  Sharma 
responded that the older cameras are being swapped out throughout the network, for example at 
Columbia and 36th, Columbia and 40th, those had the Due cameras and now they have the Vision 
cameras, so he has a feeling that the City of Grand Forks is finding out that these are a lot better, 
especially for detection because you can see the vehicles better and are able to detect them better, 
and you can serve them better and not have so man false calls saying such things as the camera 
just shook and because of the context change that there was a vehicle, but there isn’t, and that 
movement is getting green and the person sitting at the cross street sees that there is no vehicle 
but he is waiting for the light so they call and say that they were sitting there for like five 
minutes, so they must be seeing a reduction in those calls at the intersections that have the Vision 
cameras. 
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Kuharenko commented that to follow up with that they do have a program whereby they are 
going through and swapping out the cameras, and it is exactly as Mr. Sharma said, they are 
seeing fewer calls at those intersection where the Vision cameras are located and the resolution is 
a lot better.  He added that they are seeing a lot less of the false positives for calls or missing 
calls because the camera can’t see or discern a vehicle that is there because there is a 
substantially better resolution with these new cameras. 
 
Sharma stated that another thing he should mention is that he has found out that these newer 
cameras are a little less susceptible to wind, which may have something to do with the fact that 
they are a little bit smaller so there is less area for the wind to hit, and it might even be lighter so 
the wind doesn’t move it as much, so there is less of an issue with wind movement with them. 
 
Information only.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2019 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Kuharenko said that he did bring this up last month, but he would like to see updating of those 
projected completion dates, getting that information in there.  He asked if they could actually see 
that for the completed projects as well, he knows that it looks like we are removing those now 
but it would be good information to have throughout the calendar year.   
 
Halford asked if this was all of the projects that we will see this year or are there other things that 
are being considered.  She said that she brought that question up, and the reason she is asking is 
they recently got an email from Mr. Viafara on the School Study, and that wasn’t on here saying 
that it was coming up or when it is supposed to be completed or anything like that, so she is 
asking if there are any other projects that they will be seeing coming down the line.  Haugen 
responded that there shouldn’t be.  He added that the School Study is in the Work Program itself. 
 
Information only. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY HALFORD, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 11TH, 
2019 TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING AT 2:55 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis, 
Office Manager 
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