
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, August 10th, 2011 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 10th, 2011, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division- Bismarck (via conference call); Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City 
Planning; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks City Planning; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Traffic 
Engineer; Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit; Rich Sanders, Polk County Engineer; and Brad 
Bail, EGF Consulting Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Lisa Atkinson, GF/EGF MPO Planning Technician; Bryan McCoy, GF/EGF MPO 
Intern: and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:   Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit Mobility Manager; Mike Anderson, 
Alliant Engineering; and Stephanie Hickman, ND Federal Highway Administration, Bismarck 
(via conference call). 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen introduced Lisa Atkinson, GF/EGF MPO Planning Technician, explaining that she has 
taken over the projects that Matt Leal had been working on prior to his moving back to 
California.  He asked that Ms. Atkinson give a brief introduction of herself for the committee, 
and that the remaining committee members please state their name, and the organization they 
represent as well. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen explained that until Brad Bail, EGF Consulting Engineer arrives we do not yet have a 
quorum, therefore he would like to suspend the agenda at this time to discuss the item Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks City Traffic Engineer, has under Other Business. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Grand Forks Quiet Zone Implementation 
 
Williams reported that they are currently nine and ten days away from implementation of the 
quiet zone.  She stated that on August 19th all of the quiet zones, at 12:01 a.m., will be 
implemented with the exception of the Glasston crossings.  She explained that the Glasston 
crossings are those crossings that parallel 42nd, and they will be implemented at 12:01 a.m. on 
August 20th. 
 
Williams commented that they are also in the process of preparing their request for 
reimbursement of funds from the grants we received from the State of North Dakota, so they are 
in the wind-down phase of the process. 
 
Williams stated that at last evening’s Service Safety meeting, Curt Kreun announced that there is 
another round of legislation taking place for some additional grant money.  She said that he isn’t 
sure we would be eligible for those additional monies, but we will be looking into it to make 
sure.  She reported that we do have several crossings that are not within a quiet zone that could 
be, so the additional monies would be most welcome. 
 
Haugen put up a slide illustrating where the different crossings are located, particularly those 
within the quiet zone, and went over each briefly. 
 
Haugen referred to the slide, and commented that there is a railroad crossing signal project 
scheduled to take place at the Central Avenue crossing in East Grand Forks, but, because of the 
government shut-down Minnesota experienced this year, he was wondering if it would get down 
this year or not.  Ellis responded that she has not heard anything one way or the other on that.  
She added that there was discussion on the possibility of the crossing on 3rd being brought in to 
the Railroad Safety program, but based on where they are at this time, it could be a while before 
anything would get done. 
 
Gengler asked how much of a reduction people should expect in terms of the blasts of the horns.  
Williams responded that there will be no horns blown.  She explained that there will still be 
lights and bells at the crossing themselves, but there will be no horns blown on the trains.  She 
added, however, that the Mill Spur is not included in the quiet zone at this time.  Haugen pointed 
out that the rail yard will also still have horns being blown to announce various rail activities.   
 
Haugen reported that each train engineer is required, should he feels there is a safety concern, to 
sound the horns at any crossing including those in the quiet zone, so there will still be horns in 
the community, just not because a train is going through a crossing.   
 
Information only.  
 
Bail reported present. 
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RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 13TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE JULY 13TH, 2011, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2012-2015 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we had anticipated, and scheduled for a public hearing at today’s meeting 
for consideration of approving the 2012-2015 T.I.P. document.  He said, however, that via e-mail 
and phone conversations with Mike Johnson, NDDOT, we were made aware of the fact that 
because North Dakota just released their Draft S.T.I.P. a couple of weeks ago, and have not 
completed their comment period, we need to wait to approve our Final T.I.P. document until our 
September meeting. 
 
Johnson commented that Mr. Haugen is correct, that they did hold conversations concerning the 
fact that, while the MPO can approve a Final T.I.P. document, they run the risk of changes 
occurring in the Final S.T.I.P. that would create a need for amendments to that T.I.P. document.  
He added that another issue discussed was that the Draft T.I.P. document was approved by the 
MPO back in April, at which time he was not yet part of Local Government so was unaware of 
that fact, and had not had the opportunity to review the document.  He added that after he visited 
with Federal Highway staff about the draft document, he found that they had not received copies, 
so, of course, they had not had the opportunity to review it either, so copies were forwarded to 
them at that time.   Hickman commented that she had been out of town three out of the last four 
weeks, so if it came in while she was out she did not see the draft, and has not had time to review 
the final document, and neither has Larry ???, who is the engineer for the Grand Forks area, and 
he needs to look at it as well.  She stated that she will gather Federal Highway’s comments and 
get them to Mike by the end of this week or the first part of next week. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that we are looking at addressing any comments people might have 
regarding the draft that was put out for public comment, and he is aware of a couple of changes 
that need to be made, by the end of August.  He said that we can then republish a notice, and 
schedule our public comment period for the revised T.I.P. document based on the comments we 
will hear today, and the comments we hope to receive within the next two weeks so that we can 
address the final document at our September Technical Advisory Committee meeting.  Johnson 
agreed that that timetable should be sufficient. 
 
Williams asked if this has anything to do with any funding that is being delayed.  Hickman 
responded that that is not the case from Federal Highway’s stand-point, it was just due to their 
being unable to review the document. 
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Haugen referred to Grand Forks Project #8, U.S. Highway 2 Landscaping Project, and explained 
that just recently NDDOT announced a significant funding increase on this project, an additional 
$352,000, so instead of it being a $200,000 project, it is now a $552,000 project, and he was 
wondering what the funding split will be.  Johnson responded that he visited with Ben Kubishta 
about this, and it is his understanding that the split will be 80% federal, 15% state, and 5% local, 
but he will check to make sure.  
 
Haugen referred to Appendix 1, FY 2011 Project Status, Grand Forks Project #7, 20th Avenue 
South Project, and commented that back in April it was anticipated that the project would be bid 
in June, but that has now been changed to November 2011.  Johnson stated that he has a PCN 
number for this project as well, PCN #19075.   
 
Haugen stated that he had some questions for MNDOT concerning some of the East Grand Forks 
projects, Projects 6, 7, and 8; but, unfortunately they are not here today.  He explained that he 
does not have any information for East Grand Forks Project #6, which involves work on 
Minnesota Highway 220 North; and the other two projects are projects that back in March/April, 
when we did the draft document, they were waiting for bid openings so it would be nice to know 
if they bid openings were held, or if they were delayed. 
 
Haugen referred to Appendix 2, FY 2010 Listing of Obligations, and explained that this is an 
attempt to show the difference, if any, between what was programmed and what was obligated 
for each project.  He pointed out that he needs this information for the transit projects for 2010. 
 
Williams referred to Grand Forks Project #17, and asked if there was a State Project number for 
it.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t think so but that he would check into it.  Williams 
explained that they are starting on the PCR for this project.  She asked if it was still two separate 
projects because one is on a state highway and one is not.  Johnson responded that he believes 
that is correct. 
 
Hickman referred to Appendix III, GF/EGF MPO Self-Certification, and commented that, 
although she doesn’t know what Minnesota’s requirements are concerning self-certification, she 
only needs the signed statement.  She said that a copy of the entire document should be kept in 
the MPO files, but it does not need to be part of the T.I.P. document.      
 
Haugen reported that we did notice an opportunity for the public to review the document, and to 
either appear in person or to submit written comments on it prior to 12:00 Noon today, and no 
one is present for discussion, nor were any written comments received. 
 
Haugen commented that we will schedule for final action to take place on this at the September 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting, and will update the document, so if anyone has any 
further comments, please get them to the MPO as soon as possible. 
 
Information only. 
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MATTER OF SOUTH WASHINGTON STREET CORRIDOR WELLNESS CENTER 
TRAFFIC STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Mike Anderson, Alliant Engineering, was present for a brief presentation. 
 
Anderson distributed copies of the Executive Summary (a copy of which is included in the file 
and available upon request), and went over it briefly.  He explained that this was all presented at 
last month’s meeting, and not much has changed since then.  He stated that the draft report has 
been available since mid-July.  He commented that they began the study in January, and have 
held three study committee review meetings, two public open houses, and submitted the draft 
report for review and comment in July.   
 
Anderson reported that the study area includes the South Washington Street corridor from 47th 
Avenue South to 32nd Avenue South, South 11th Street, 47th Avenue South (Washington Street to 
Cherry Street) and 40th Avenue South (Washington Street to Cherry Street).  He stated that the 
goal and objective of this study is to prepare a plan to help the MPO prioritize projects, to service 
the traffic safety and multi-modal needs for the Wellness Center opening in 2013; and to 
prioritize mid-term and long-term improvements out to 2035 to correspond with the 2035 Long 
Range Transportation Plan. 
 
Anderson distributed copies of the recommendations (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over them briefly.  He explained that they broke the 
recommendations out into three components:  1) the 2013 recommendations which are those 
recommendations necessary to accommodate the Wellness Center site construction; 2) the 2035 
recommendations which are intersection/road improvements that are necessary to accommodate 
vehicle demands; and 3) the multi-modal improvements that would correspond with the Wellness 
Center development as well. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Anderson referred to the Implementation Plan and Cost Estimate tables, and explained that they 
have been organized to provide all improvements listed on the figures, as well as when those 
improvements need to be implemented; what triggers the need for the improvement; identifies 
the agency that will either be the lead or the responsible party for the improvement; and the 
preliminary cost estimates for each improvement. 
 
Anderson commented that the draft report is available for review on the MPO web-page.  He 
stated that they are in the final stages of the study and are looking for final comments in order to 
be able to finalize the report. 
 
Ellis reported that there are a couple of things they have learned about since they wrote this.  She 
explained that she was told at a meeting last evening that in terms of the three trail connections 
from the site into the neighborhood; the townhouse association is planning on building a fence, 
so they will not be approving a trail connection.  She said that they will get more information on 
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this at today’s meeting.  She added that they would like to get more input from transit, and asked 
if transit representatives would be attending this afternoon’s meeting.  Bergman responded they 
would be attending.  Ellis stated that they would like to get more input on what the preferred 
alternative is, to hopefully get some shelters planned.  She added that she did get a site plan for 
the Wellness Center, so they know it is going in the center of the property, so anything to the 
north to 40th or to the south to 47th does not have anything planned at this time, so any sort of 
connections or trails that go in those areas will probably be moved to mid-term or long-term time 
frames.   
 
Ellis stated that there are a few other items they want to get clear, but, again, that was the whole 
purpose of the draft, and as they keep presenting it they get more and more information as to 
what will and won’t work.  She said that they will flesh those items out at the 3:00 meeting 
today. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report included in the packet, and explained that it discusses that this 
information was presented to the Grand Forks City Council Service Safety Committee last night.  
He stated that Grand Forks City Staff prepared a staff report, and they did have some comments 
on the draft study.   
 
Williams briefly went over the comments made by city staff. 
 
Haugen reported that the City of Grand Forks has submitted an FTA Livability Grant 
Application.  He stated that the total grant is $3.8 million dollars, and the Wellness Center is just 
a portion of that application.  He said that the Mayor’s Office is using his “Destination City” 
concept, and is trying to improve the multi-modal connections between his centers (the 
downtown, the University area, the Alerus Center area, 32nd Avenue area, and now the Wellness 
Center area), so there was an application submitted for $3.8 million dollars.  He commented that 
the Wellness Center site itself was seeking funds to do all the trail/sidewalk systems in that area, 
including putting in some bus shelters, the paving of 11th Street to allow for the bus to get into 
the site, etc..  He stated that should the grant be awarded, a good portion of the recommended 
improvements would be covered by those funds. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF AMENDMENT TO THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that in our work program we have an activity set aside to process an 
amendment to our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He said that the City of Grand Forks desires 
to advance the construction of four lanes on Columbia Road from 6th Avenue to the mid-term 
period rather than the long-term period.   
 
Haugen commented that both city and MPO staff looked through our listing of projects to ensure 
we maintained fiscal constraint by moving this project up.  He added that they tried to identify a 
project to swap with, one that was already in the mid-term and that was close in cost, and that 
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project ended up being the 17th Avenue Overpass Project.  He stated that Service Safety is 
recommending that the City Council approve the project swap, if that should occur then a formal 
amendment process will need to take place. 
 
Information only.   
 
MATTER OF UND CAMPUS SHUTTLE STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that back in mid-July URS Engineering came up and held a series of meetings 
with UND.  She said that they created a steering committee made up of staff, students, transit, 
and MPO, and came with a perspective of what the priorities are for their shuttle service.  She 
stated that they gave us some ideas on how it can be tweaked in order to make it run more 
efficiently.   
 
Kouba referred to a power point slide, and pointed out that the areas shown in red are the high 
priority areas, which includes Odegard, along University and the Hyslop areas, which is where a 
lot of people get on and off and need to get from one end of campus to the other.  She stated that 
that is exactly what staff at UND were saying, that they were having a hard time getting people 
from one end of campus to the other in a reasonable amount of time, especially on really nice 
days when people like to walk. 
 
Kouba pointed out that there are also some barriers, on 42nd they are crossing the railroad tracks 
twice when doing their northern loop, which goes around the Ralph Engelstad Arena, along 6th 
Avenue, south or north on 42nd, and then to University Avenue.  She added that in the middle of 
campus, east of the coulee, there is high pedestrian traffic, a great amount of classes held in that 
area which creates a lot of student crossings, so the amount of people traffic can be considerable. 
 
Kouba referred to a slide illustrating the timing issues with the shuttle, and went over it briefly.  
She explained that there is a minimum of two minutes to travel from one end to the other, but 
sometimes it takes over ten minutes so it can be a considerable problem when a student needs to 
get to class on time. 
 
Kouba commented that many things were discussed.  She said that there is definitely slight route 
changes that could occur, one being to continue to do an express route along the south end, from 
Campus Road to the parking lot across from the football stadium,  which would help get a lot of 
students from Odegard to the Hyslop area.  She reported that these particular traffic routes would 
allow a lot more buses along University, but it is still going to be congested along University.   
 
Kouba stated that the parking studies that have been done for the University have suggested lot 
assignments, and that suggestion was put out there to help prevent a lot of the lot hopping that 
happens.  She explained that a lot of students, those that have a lot of time between classes, will 
drive their vehicle from lot to lot instead of using the shuttle or walking. 
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Kouba said that another suggestion in some of the other studies was to have a more focused 
pedestrian crossing, which it is hoped would create a more group type crossings rather than 
single crossings at various locations. 
 
Kouba reported that this basic plan was the one that everybody in the steering committee felt 
would work the best until they can get a road through there, to keep the same routes they 
currently have. 
 
Williams asked if manual counts were done on University.  Kouba responded that they used what 
we had.  Haugen added that when NDDOT did their 48-hour tube counts we asked them to keep 
increments of 15-minutes, so when the University area was done, it was done that way so we 
have counts every 15-minutes.  Williams asked if they could ask them to break off the truck 
traffic from the other traffic.  Haugen responded that they could do that.  He added that they also, 
when doing turning movement counts, counted all the intersections in this area for turning 
movements, also using the 15-minute time frame.  He stated that they also have the bike/ped 
counts separated from those turning movement counts.  
 
Haugen reported that for the shuttle system itself, they don’t keep accurate tabs of how many 
students are riding, so we are basically meeting with the drivers that were available to get their 
perception of how many students they felt were loading and unloading on the shuttle system 
itself. 
 
Williams commented that every time she has been down at the University during the day, there 
are trucks that don’t need to be there, so she is wondering if prohibiting trucks during certain 
times of the day would help.   
 
Haugen reported that the last slide in the packet illustrates some implementation that can be done 
immediately if they want to address the issue they heard about the problem of getting from the 
Hyslop area to the Odegard area, and that would be to split their southern routes in half, so one 
bus focuses on University Avenue and the other dedicated to Campus Road.  He stated that on 
the north half the routes they are running are serviceable routes, just on the west end, as Teri 
mentioned, crossing the railroad track they do get caught by trains, and the road that she 
mentioned is a connecting of two parking lots that serve their married student housing area, 
which is something they are looking at but that probably won’t get done this fall.   
 
Haugen stated that it appears that Option B is the favored option if they can get a connecting 
roadway in place, with the splitting of the route on the south half and having two different routes 
operating on the north half.   
 
Haugen said that a draft report was submitted to the steering committee, and they are waiting for 
comments.  He added that URS will again review the operations when they come back once fall 
semester begins so that they can physically observe and ride the routes to see what the operations 
are, and what the conflicts are. 
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Haugen stated that the end result was that the current route structures aren’t really that bad, and 
there really isn’t an easy solution other than splitting the south routes in half and have one bus 
focus on Campus Drive to get those students with time constraints to get from one end of the 
campus to the other.   
 
Sanders commented that he thinks there will be a lot of flack if they put the proposed road in 
there.  He stated that there is family housing in three of those quadrants, and that is about the 
only green space they have.  Kouba responded that there have future plans of doing something 
different in that area, where the family housing is, specifically about removing it and doing 
something different.  Haugen added that they are also trying to identify ways to make sure it is 
just a campus connection, not a through city street facility.  He stated that in absence of that there 
really isn’t anything that gets them except for having to cross the railroad tracks twice and 
potentially being stalled by trains. 
 
Haugen reported that the other thing they worked with UND on was the fact that they are using 
40-foot Bluebirds, or school buses, which limits a lot of their ability to get into some of their 
streets and areas.  He stated that they worked with them, as part of the State of Good Repair 
Grant, on trying to get them 30-foot replacement vehicles, similar to the City’s, in order for them 
to have better access to some of the areas of concern. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen commented that this last presentation is the result of our working with the Grand Forks 
City on updating their Land Use Plan.  He said that a presentation was given to their Planning 
Commission, and it was felt it would be appropriate to give it to this body as well so that you are 
aware of where we are at on this Work Program activity.  He pointed out that a copy of the 
presentation was included in the packets. 
 
Atkinson reported that the web-site link is listed on the first slide.  She said that her presentation 
will be a quick overview on what has been accomplished with the update, where we are in the 
process.   
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Williams asked how this fits into the Long Range Transportation Plan, is this the first step in 
updating that plan as well.  Haugen responded that it was.  He explained that the Long Range 
Transportation Plan will be based on what both cities are saying in their Land Use Plans, where 
they plan on growing, etc..  He added that both cities have a tier system, so we know we 
shouldn’t be planning for huge developments in Tier 3; and with the 9% growth in Grand Forks 
and the 1.2% growth in East Grand Forks we can allocate housing stock and employment out 
into our traffic analysis zones based on what they are telling us they expect their land uses will 
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be out in those areas, and we will use those to help model our travel demand forecasting, and to 
help set up our transportation system. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Memorandum On Declassification Of 1st Avenue North 
 
Williams stated that she was wondering what the status is on the declassification of 1st Avenue 
North as they are looking at updating their map.  Haugen responded that he needs to meet with 
city and DOT staff to go over any other functional classification changes that might be 
anticipated.  He stated that once that occurs it will be up for consideration at next month’s 
Technical Advisory Committee.  Williams stated that she would be the contact person for the 
city. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 10TH, 
2011, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:04 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


