
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 11th, 2011 – 1:30 p.m. 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A-101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 11th, 2011, 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:  Stacey Hanson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division-Bismarck; Joe McKinnon, MNDOT-Bemidji; Nancy Ellis, East Grand 
Forks City Planning; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks City Planning; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand 
Forks District; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Traffic Engineer; Dean Rau, Grand Forks Assistant 
City Engineer; Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit; Michael Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division-Bismarck; 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; Matt Leal, GF/EGF Planning Technician; Drew Flanagin, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:   Stephanie Hickman, FHWA-Bismarck; Bobbi Retzlaff, MNDOT-St. 
Paul; Deborah Ellis, MNDOT-St. Paul; Bruce Fuchs, NDDOT-Bismarck; and Sara Aultman, 
MNDOT-St. Paul (via conference call). 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen requested that, because there are some new faces here today, everyone please state their 
name, and the organization they represent. 
 
FAREWELL 
 
Haugen said that he regrets to inform the committee that both Matt Leal, MPO Planning 
Technician; and Drew Flanagin, MPO Intern have resigned their positions.  He stated that, in-
fact, today’s meeting will be the last for both men.  He asked that Matt and Drew give a brief 
overview on their future plans. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 9TH AND APRIL 13TH, 2011, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE0 
 
Hanson referred to the April 13th, 2011, minutes and requested that her title be changed from 
“Planning Division” to “Local Government Division”.   
 
MOVED BY SANDERS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROV E THE FEBRUARY 9TH 
AND APRIL 13TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
SUBJECT TO THE REQUESTED CORRECTION.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
MATTER OF PRESENTATION OF TRAFFIC CHANGES 2000 TO 2010 
 
Haugen reminded the committee of the presentation given at last month’s meeting on traffic 
changes from FY2000 to FY2010.  He explained that Drew Flanagin, MPO Intern, had intended 
to give a GIS presentation at that time, however, because there were problems with the GIS 
system an abbreviated power point presentation was given instead.  He stated that they have 
since solved the problems with the GIS system, but we now have some additional problems to 
present today.   
 
Flanagins said that he would be going over traffic changes that have occurred in the Grand Forks 
and East Grand Forks area over the last decade.  He stated that he would briefly go over the 
previous presentation information for those not present at last month’s meeting, and would then 
continue on with new information. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Flanagin commented that they did run into some problems when putting this presentation 
together.  He pointed out that a lot of the population blocks changed shape, so they were unable 
to correct, or match things up with the proper GEO coding.  He stated that this is all confusing, 
but he will try to illustrate it as best as he can for the committee.  Haugen reported that this issue 
was discovered with their TAZ/TAD delineation software as well, and that in addition to this 
issue, they also found that there aren’t any population figures for Grand Forks for the Year 2000, 
so they are trying to work this out with the Census Bureau.  Flanagin reported that they have also 
contacted the State Data Bureau concerning these issues as well, and it sounds like we might be 
one of the first people looking at a block-by-block comparison, however there is a lot of track-
by-track comparisons available.   
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Flanagin pointed out that they used a little different number of years for East Grand Forks, 
mainly because the traffic counts were not taken in the same sequence as Grand Forks, so they 
used the Years 2009 to 2001, and 2009 to 2005.  Haugen commented that the numbers shown are 
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essentially 48-hour tube counts that are factored by month, year, day of week, etc., to give us the 
average annual daily traffic numbers.  He said that they then compare those numbers to the data 
colleted in 2000 and 2010 to see what the difference might be in Minnesota in 2001 and 2009.  
He stated that they are still trying to identify and get a better feel as to why there is so much red 
showing in the built-up areas as the housing units haven’t changed, and they aren’t seeing, at the 
aggregate level, a huge difference in the population information, but we do show a considerable 
increase in the percent of traffic volume on the streets. 
 
Haugen stated that as we go into our next Street and Highway Plan Update, with our traffic 
modeling, we will need to take into account what has occurred over these past ten years on some 
of these roadways, and will need to work with A.T.A.C. on the model to see if it can reflect some 
of the past ten year history.  He commented that because of the huge flood event in 1997, our 
data for the 1990’s is skewed, so we will need to take that information with a grain of salt, 
however we do have 10-years of data, where the state’s have provided us with traffic counts, and 
with the City’s data bases we can now track where permits were issued, and if we can get this 
down to the block level we can start identifying whether or not there are significant changes to 
the persons per household to help us identify and track some of the changes.  
 
Haugen pointed out where some of the changes have occurred that may have attracted traffic 
away from some of the areas showing a decrease, but, again, when we get into some of the areas 
showing an increase, there haven’t been the improvements that would really warrant the 
increase.  Sanders asked how this has affected the bus ridership.  Haugen responded that it has 
been increasing.  Sanders said, then, that transit could be taking that type of traffic away to some 
extent.  Bergman reported that in April 2010 we had 23,000 riders, and in April 2011 we had 
28,000 riders, and overall in 2011 we have already seen a 17% increase over 2010.   
 
Williams asked if, in 2000, on Cherry, were there any estimates or percentages of trucks using 
that roadway because that would have been when they were doing the construction of the dike.  
She said that there would have been a significant amount of truck traffic, and every truck counts 
as two and a half cars, so that would have made a big difference.   
 
Various scenarios that could affect counts were discussed, including gas prices, truck traffic, 
flood events, etc.   
 
Leal stated that it might be good to explain that these are all percentages, so a percentage of four 
might be different as far as numbers go.  Flanagin agreed, adding that these percentages can be 
misleading, so it might have been better if they had used raw numbers instead.  
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the three bridge crossings, and noted that each side treats 
the river crossings somewhat differently.  He pointed out that the Kennedy Bridge shows that 
Minnesota indicates an increase in traffic and North Dakota a decrease; that the Sorlie, right in 
the middle shows an increase on both sides; and that the Point Bridge shows a decrease on one 
side and an increase on the other.  Sanders stated that he would think that if the counts were done 
at the same time on both sides you would probably see either an increase or a decrease on both 
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sides.  Lang asked what the time difference for counts is on the two sides.  Haugen responded 
that North Dakota usually does them in the fall and Minnesota does them when they can.   
 
Haugen stated that they would probably be asking for help from our DOT and federal highway 
partners on the census block issue, and if others are having the TAZ issue as well. 
 
Information only. 

 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA JARC AND NEW FREEDOM APPLICATIONS 
 
Kouba reported that they only received one application for JARC and one for New Freedom 
from the Cities Area Transit.   
 
Kouba explained that the JARC application is for renewal of the operational grant for Route 
12/13; and the New Freedom application is for funding of the new Mobility Manager position.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROV E FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE JARC APPLICATION FOR CONTINUED FUNDING OF ROUTE 12/13; 
AND THE NEW FREEDOM APPLICATION FOR FUNDING OF THE MOBILITY 
MANAGER POSITION FOR TRANSIT.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF MINNESOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL 
APPLICATION 
 
Ellis reported that she would like to discuss two things today, the first is the announcement of the 
Minnesota Safe Routes To School solicitation for infrastructure projects only.  She stated that at 
this time they are not soliciting for non-infrastructure projects.  She commented that they have 
gone through one round, five years, of safe routes to school funding for both non-infrastructure 
and infrastructure projects.   
 
Ellis commented that it is typically a fall application for both, but she thinks they are waiting to 
see how it will be funded.  She stated that there is a deadline of June 15th for submittal of an 
application, and it requires the City, or some other type of governmental entity to sponsor any 
project submitted. 
 
Ellis stated that East Grand Forks has been successful in having their projects funded in the past, 
and, in-fact, have had been awarded two infrastructure grants in those five years of project 
awards.   
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Ellis reported that this year’s application requires a more extensive evaluation component to the 
application.  She explained that it requires a walk/bike survey that is sponsored by the National 
Safe Routes To School.   
 
Ellis explained that the East Grand Forks School District, the City of East Grand Forks, and the 
MPO will work closely together to determine whether a project is worthy of an application; to 
prepare narratives, maps, and Minnesota Safe Routes To School applications; and to support the 
construction, maintenance, training and continued enforcement for any projects granted funding. 
 
Ellis stated that at this time the City of East Grand Forks is looking at projects, notifying 
everyone that solicitation is open, so if anyone has any projects they would like considered, 
please contact her. 
 
Ellis said that the second part of this discussion today is in regard to the Non-infrastructure Safe 
Routes To School Program, which, again, is not soliciting for projects at this time, however there 
is a possibility that they could do so in the fall.  She added that on the North Dakota side, Mr. 
Haugen and herself participated in a conference call on May 5th, with NDDOT’s Safe Routes 
Coordinator, and others present.  She stated that North Dakota has only solicited two years of 
their non-infrastructure projects, so there is still funding available for other years, so part of the 
discussion was to try to figure out what makes a successful program, and how to evaluate those 
types of programs they previously funded.  She said that they are looking at putting out an RFP 
for a consultant to look at the first year’s program to determine why it was successful, and then 
comparing a program itself for other rural areas.   
 
Ellis commented that we have a very successful Safe Kids Program right now, and it has 
received non-infrastructure funding.  She said that they have been very successful in getting the 
bikepaths in, as well as getting other safety issues taken care of, so, from a City standpoint, we 
are more anxious to see the funding become available, than of seeing how a program is 
successful because we have a successful program already. 
 
Hanson reported that Ms. Ellis gave a pretty good summary of the meeting.  She stated that their 
Safe Routes To School Coordinator is currently working on preparing a summary of the meeting, 
as well as putting some information together from comments she received from the three MPOs, 
as well as from the Safe Routes Advisory Committee, and that information will be disseminated 
to the MPOs as soon as it becomes available.  She added that, ultimately, they will have a 
document prepared for their Director so that they know how to move forward with the non-
infrastructure program. 
 
Haugen stated that the infrastructure solicitation for North Dakota took place last fall, so that is 
why they are not doing a North Dakota project solicitation at this time.  He added that their Safe 
Kids Program is successful enough at the national level that they are participating in a webinar at 
the end of the month that will highlight how we can get bicycling integrated into the Safe Routes 
Program.  He commented that if you look at the National Safe Routes website you will see that 
Patty Olson, a Grand Forks resident, is presenting along with other national bike names, so kudos 
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to our Safe Routes personnel in their ability to be recognized at the national level for what they 
are doing. 
 
Ellis reported that the National Safe Routes to School Conference will take place in Minneapolis 
this year, and Safe Kids and herself submitted a proposal for a presentation at that conferences to 
talk about the collaboration between government, engineering, and Safe Kids, and how we have 
such a successful program in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, and how those entities work so 
well together.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF PROJECT CHANGES SINCE DRAFT 2012-2015 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that earlier this morning the MPO went through a Mid-Year Review, and this 
topic was discussed briefly at that meeting.  He stated that we just want to identify and ensure 
that we are following the correct process required to amend the Draft 2012-2015 T.I.P. to include 
additional projects.  He stated that in the past our practice was to wait until the draft Final T.I.P. 
document was processed for approval before adding in projects, and he wants to ensure that this 
is still the appropriate method to follow.  
 
Haugen commented that we have adopted a Draft T.I.P. document, but since then we have been 
notified of that there are a couple of projects that need to be included in the Final Draft T.I.P.  He 
stated that he just wanted to ensure that our past practice is still acceptable, or if there is a 
different method we should be using.  He said that they came to the conclusion that the method 
we have been using is fine. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side, shown in blue on the slide, they identified to us, 
after we approved the Draft T.I.P., that they were going to be doing some ADA curb cut ramps in 
East Grand Forks.  He stated that this project shows up in Minnesota’s Draft A.T.I.P., but does 
not show up in the MPO’s Draft T.I.P., and it consists of $120,000 in federal funds, and $30,000 
in state funds.  He said that another project, entailing some minor concrete panel replacement on 
US Highway 2 and MN 220, had originally been listed as two but was then rolled into one, and 
the project cost changed, so it needs to be amended into the T.I.P. as such as well, but we will 
wait until July, when we start drafting the Final T.I.P., to do so.   
 
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side we have a project that is a little unusual, in that 
there has been a twenty-plus-year attempt to get a grade separation on 42nd Street.  He said that 
they are currently doing an environmental assessment document on this project, and as part of 
some recent clarification from Federal Highways, it needs to be included in the T.I.P. so that they 
can address that document.  He commented that the City of Grand Forks has subsequently 
requested that we include into our T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. documents the purchase of additional right-
of-way.  He stated that the question here is whether or not we wait for the final T.I.P. and 
S.T.I.P. to be processed and approved, which would be in October, or do we go ahead and make 
an amendment to our current T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. document, and then roll it in as a continuation of 
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a project already included in the T.I.P.  He said that his advice would be that, instead of having a 
new T.I.P. and Environmental Assessment hit everyone at the same time for approval, we 
address the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. issue in May or June, so that when they get the Environmental 
Assessment there won’t be a question as to how it sits in the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P.  He stated that, if 
he understood correctly, the consensus at today’s Mid-Year Review was to do an amendment to 
get this project into our current T.I.P. and S.T.I.P., so next month we will process at least one 
amendment to our current T.I.P. to get this right-of-way project put in. 
 
Hanson commented that her office does have a couple of concerns with this project as it was not 
included in prior requests for federal aid, so it is coming in at a time when they already have their 
programs set, and all of their funds programmed for projects.  She added that when the City’s 
consultant brought this project to them, they were never given a dollar amount to begin looking 
for funds, so when the Technical Advisory Committee packet came out it was the first time that 
they knew the cost of the right-of-way was $300,000.  She stated that a number of concerns were 
raised when their staff started looking at the project, one being whether or not they can program 
a project for right-of-way purchase but not have the project advance to construction in a timely 
manner.  She explained that when they program money for right-of-way, they don’t actually pay 
the funds out until the project goes into a construction contract, so she isn’t sure this solution 
really solves the problem, but they didn’t have time to coordinate this with federal highway.  She 
added that some of these are state policies, and some are federal, but, again she isn’t sure this is 
something they can actually accommodate, nor do they know if sufficient funding is available to 
be able to proceed as they have all of their dollars identified through 2015.   
 
Haugen stated that, as he recalls his discussion with Mark Walker, Assistant City Engineer, their 
first choice would be to use federal funds as part of the Urban Road Program, but if that isn’t 
feasible they are interested in putting this in with local dollars.  He added that this will be 
identified in the project list as being done in 2014, which is the last year of our T.I.P./S.T.I.P.  He 
stated that, as identified in the staff report from the City to the City Council, there was a 20-year 
repayment clause when they received the advance purchase right-of-way funds, and 2014 is that 
20th year.  He asked if Ms. Hanson could follow up with the questions they need answers from 
NDDOT on, staff will try to get answers for the questions they can answer.  He added that he 
feels this is exactly why we need to try to get this T.I.P./S.T.I.P. issue resolved before fall when 
we are trying to submit a document for approval. 
 
Haugen reported that one of the questions they need an answer for is whether or not they can use 
funding from the Rural Road Program to reimburse the feds for the advanced purchase of right-
of-way when they know the construction won’t occur in the near future.  Hanson responded that 
her gut feeling would be that you can’t use federal aid to repay a federal aid loan.  Stephanie 
Hickman agreed that you cannot use federal aid to repay a federal aid loan.  Haugen stated, then, 
that they will work on getting a TIP amendment prepared, and one way or the other, in June, it 
might be all local funds.  
 
Information only.  
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MATTER OF STUDY UPDATES 
 
Haugen explained that this is just an update on all the studies the MPO has going on; which 
include the Transit Development Plan, the South Washington Street Wellness Center Traffic 
Study, the 47th Avenue South Corridor Study, the N.W. East Grand Forks Street Network Study, 
the South Washington Street and Underpass Study, and the Downtown Parking Study. 
 

1. Transit Development Plan Update 
 

Kouba reported that back at the end of March, URS started in on our Transit Development Study.  
She said that they came out here the 25th, 26th, and 27th, and the 25th and 26th we were out on 
buses doing ridership surveys.  She added that they had their kick-off Steering Commission 
meeting, with various Stakeholders for both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, mostly to try to 
get an understanding of where some gaps are, where we’re looking to focus in on what are the 
main problems that the shareholders are looking at as being problems, as well as establishing 
how one would take care of them.  She stated that they kind of did a survey of what gaps they 
found are out there, and put together a combination of which ones were most needed, in 
everyone’s opinion; of course everyone had a different one they felt was the most important, but 
it gives us a good idea, overall, of where we will probably be focusing out transit on over the 
next five years.  
 
Haugen commented that some of the gaps identified by the stakeholders include:  1) more 
frequency; 2) better night transportation; 3) Sunday service; and 4) determine future funding.  He 
stated that they are still sifting through the surveys, and will keep everyone updated. 
 

2. 47th Avenue South Corridor Study 
 
Ellis reported that they held their first public open house in March.  She stated that they took all 
of the traffic analysis that the consulting group had and prepared a presentation that went over 
the analyses they have so far, specifically where we see concerns in terms of school letting out, 
turning movement counts, and level of service deficiencies.  She added that they also looked at 
the bike/ped facilities, and as this is currently just a rural two-lane roadway with ditching on the 
sides, we looked at how we can urbanize it to address bike/ped traffic as there is a school, and 
large softball facility out there, and on the very eastern side of 47th is where the new Wellness 
Center is going, so we will need to accommodate that type of traffic. 
 
Ellis stated that they are at the very beginning stages of this study; addressing issues and 
concerns, looking at where the traffic is moving, looking at the ADTs, meeting with the school 
district, etc..   She added that the consultants actually went into the classroom one day to get 
input from the students as well. 
 
Ellis commented that they are waiting to begin the process of setting up recommendations as to 
how we are going to urbanize that roadway, and discussions have been held already with public 
works, and will continue on things like snow removal, etc.. 
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Ellis reported that this study is tied with the South Washington Street Corridor/Underpass Study, 
as the Wellness Center will be located at the corner of South Washington Street and 47th Avenue 
South, so we will need to look at what the 2035 traffic patterns will be once the center is 
constructed. 
 

3. South Washington Street/Wellness Center Traffic Study 
 
Ellis reported that the Park District is planning on building a new Wellness Center, to be 
completed by 2013, at the corner of South Washington Street and 47th Avenue South.  She added 
that also being proposed; on the very north-end of 40th, is an ice facility with two arenas that the 
Blue Line Club is raising money for; and a facility for Altru Health Systems, as well, although 
she doesn’t know how far into the planning process for either facility they have gotten.   
 
Ellis stated that now that they have received the site plans for the Wellness Center, it was time to 
look at the traffic patterns and do a traffic analysis.  She said that they held their first public open 
house in late February/early March, and did obtain issues and concerns, visited with the facility 
across South Washington to the west, which is the Aurora Medical Park facility, and the multi-
family units, to discuss how we can safely mobilize an ambulance to South Washington with 
traffic control.  She stated that they also looked at transit routes because you have a wellness 
center that is going to be used by the community, and you have a hospital and clinic facility that 
will be, and is being used by the community, and transit will be a real key component for both. 
 
Ellis commented that what was included in the packets are the first set of draft recommendations 
for not only traffic control, but possible bus routes as well.  She stated that they will also be 
trying to collaborate with the Transit Development Plan.  Hickman asked they would be looking 
at any sort of traffic operation study.  She explained that their new Safety, ITS, and Traffic 
Operations Engineer will be on board at the end of May, early part of June, and this might be a 
good opportunity to get him involved.  Ellis stated that that would be great, and they would 
certainly send the information to him once he is on board. 
 
Ellis reported that their second open house will be next Wednesday, May 18th, at which they will 
discuss these recommendations.  She added, however, that the comment period will be open until 
the end of June.   
 
Discussion on recommendations ensued. 
 
Ellis commented that the second public input meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 18, 
2011 at 6:30 p.m. at South Middle School.   
 

4. N.W. East Grand Forks Street Network Study 
 
Ellis reported that a full intersection at the intersection of 5th Avenue N.W. and U.S. Highway 2 
in East Grand Forks is currently programmed in our Long Range Transportation Plan, and in our 
T.I.P., however the City of East Grand Forks has asked that the project be revisited to ensure it is 
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still a viable project.  She stated that we will be looking at traffic analysis for the corridor itself in 
order to address traffic issues; improvements along the corridor; improvements at different key 
intersections; improvements at the large, four-pronged intersection so that traffic can enter and 
exit more smoothly.   
 
Ellis explained that there are some issues that need to be addressed including multi-modal 
concerns; and the Transportation Enhancement project that is currently planned to occur based 
on a full-intersection being constructed at 5th; so whether we do or don’t do it, or we do a 
combination of things, we still need to address the multi-modal need there, specifically transit.   
 
Ellis reported that they hope to hold their first public meeting in June. 
 

5. South Washington Street/Underpass Study 
 
Haugen reported that the first public input meeting was held on May 5th.  He said that there are a 
couple of key issues with this study; NDDOT and the City of Grand Forks asked that the MPO 
help them identify how to sequence some improvements that may be necessary along this 
corridor.  He stated that one of the key things is the condition of the underpass structure, which 
will really be the foundation on which some of the other recommendations will be based.   
 
Haugen explained that the underpass is actually two separate structures.  He stated that there was 
a two-lane underpass built in the early 1930s, and the additional two lanes to the east were added 
in the 1960s, so there are two different aged structures combined into one.   
 
Haugen pointed out that there are definitely some condition issues, but the question is whether or 
not it can be rehabbed and kept in place, which means we would be constrained by it’s current 
geometry as well; or if there is an opportunity to replace it would we need to replace everything, 
or since there are two structures of different ages, could we replace one half and rehab the other. 
 
Haugen reported that the real capacity constraint issues involve the southbound traffic, and 
fortunately the west half is the oldest half of the structure, so if we do have to replace that half 
we could also address some of our capacity constraint issues that lead to the DeMers/Washington 
intersection.    
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating all the access points along the corridor, and explained that 
they did spend some time with the public discussing access management, and what happens 
when you have too many driveways, and how it interferes with the functionality of an 
intersection, how it increases accident potential, etc.. 
 
Haugen stated that they are also looking at some off-set intersections, such as 8th Avenue North, 
that they are going to try to address by either better aligning them or closing them. 
 

 10 
 

 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, May 11th, 2011 
 
 
Haugen commented that there are also some ADA issues that need to be addressed.  He 
explained that there are structures located in the middle of a sidewalk, condition problems, and 
numerous driveways along the sidewalk facility, as well. 
 
Haugen stated that a key thing is what is the future of the underpass, if it can be rehabbed for x 
amount of dollars, a portion of it rehabbed and a portion replaced for a different amount of 
dollars, or totally replaced for even more dollars. 
 
Haugen said that the last issue is the DeMers/Washington intersection and how much more 
capacity can we squeeze out, whether we are constrained by the current underpass or not, and if 
we can come up with a funding plan to show how all the recommended improvements can be 
sequenced in. 
 
Gengler asked if the consultants have given us an idea of, in the case of a straight-out 
replacement of the underpass, how long the railroad would be shut down.  Haugen responded 
that it wouldn’t be shut down, and a shoo-fly would need to be constructed, at a cost as well. 
 
Lang asked if a member of NDDOT was present at the public input meeting.  Haugen responded 
that Arden Striefel was present at the meeting.  He added that the Steering Committee has a 
representative from both Bismarck and our local office, who is Les Noehre. 
 

6. Downtown Parking Study 
 
Haugen reported that a survey was done for both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, and we 
found that there is an ample supply of parking, however utilization seems to be the problem.  He 
referred to slides of graphs illustrating this, and went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that one thing we have been asked to do, when the City develops downtown they 
have a separate zoning code requirement for parking stalls required, is to look into this and try to 
update it.  He added that this also ties into how the assess for upkeep and maintenance of the 
parking downtown, whereby they give credit to a business if they are able to meet any of these 
code requirements regarding their own parking spaces. 
 
Haugen said that the draft report shows that we do have some blocks where there is some pretty 
intense usage as there is little off-street parking available.  He stated that some of the 
recommendations are: 

a) to try to implement more pedestrian enhancement activities in the backways; and 
b) because the parking ramps aren’t close to all the businesses we are trying to enhance 

the environment so that when people park their cars they become pedestrians; and  
c) we are encouraging more bike usage by providing a better and more secure method of 

parking  bikes in the downtown; and   
d) we have our transit hub located in the downtown, thus our current transit system 

pulses out of the downtown every half hour so we are trying to get more people to 
utilize it; and 
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e) identify and update signage; and 
f) pump up enforcement as little effort is dedicated to the parking rules set. 

 
Haugen commented that we do have some issues with our parking ramps.  He explained that, 
although the City has invested some funding into upgrading the lighting and painting, there are 
still some structural problems that have been identified that we need to address.  He added, 
however, that these additional costs have upset some of the business owners because they feel 
they are paying to something they don’t use. 
 
Haugen stated that another thing the City asked us to look at is their method of how they are 
paying for their parking.  One suggestion is that the City convert to assessment based on 
property, not business. 
 
Haugen reported that they are doing a similar study in East Grand Forks, with similar results. 
 
Haugen stated that the final recommendations will be available next week. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 11TH, 2011, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:48 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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