
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, October 12th, 2011 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 12th, 2011, 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:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division- Bismarck; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; Ryan Brooks 
(Proxy for Brad Gengler), Grand Forks City Planning; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Traffic 
Engineer; Kirby Becker (Proxy for Joe McKinnon), MNDOT-Statewide Multi-Modal Planning 
St. Paul (via conference call); Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks; and Ali Rood (Proxy for Dale 
Bergman), Cities Area Transit. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Nancy Wills, Bonestroo/Stantec Consulting. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; and Bryan McCoy, 
GF/EGF MPO Intern. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen stated that because we have a new member in the audience today he would request that 
everyone please state their name and the organization they represent. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 14TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIMANS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 
14TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF PRESENTATION OF DRAFT MINNESOTA GO-VISION 
 
Kirby Becker, MNDOT, stated that he would like to give a brief presentation (a copy of which is 
included in the file and available upon request) on the Draft Minnesota GO Visioning Process. 
 
Becker commented that the Minnesota Department Of Transportation started about a year and a 
half ago to work with a bunch of stakeholders, like the MPO, to create a long range vision for 
transportation for the State of Minnesota.  He stated that once the vision is approved, hopefully 
by the end of October, it will be directly included into an update to the Statewide Multi-Modal 
Transportation Plan. 
 
Becker reported that the vision was created to include some guiding principles that will help 
prioritize transportation policy, or direction for the Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, 
which is supposed to be a kind of statewide focus.  He stated that it was guided by a 31-member 
Steering Committee that was made up of a diverse group of stakeholders. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen asked why they identified the ages of 8 years old and 80 years old, why not use “cradle 
to grave” or something, because what are we doing for those younger than 8 and older than 80.  
Becker responded that he actually posed the same question to Mr. Schaffner, Project Manager, 
when the vision was developed, because there are kids that are five and six years old that are 
walking to school because of the Safe Routes To School initiative, and the reason he gave was 
that if you look to some of the research and information that was initiated in Europe, and brought 
over to the United States, it was initiated using the age range of 8 to 80, so it was felt we would 
use the same age range as well.  He added that it was discussed at several meetings, and other 
alternatives, such as using the term “young to old”, were explored, but it was determined that we 
would continue with the 8 to 80 range.  Lang commented that to him this isn’t really an issue, 
that they aren’t singling out anyone, your just saying that any 8 or 80 year old can use it, not that 
anyone younger or older can’t.  Becker agreed, adding that if you look at the bike/ped 
community, and a lot of the initiatives that are going on there, they use this “8/80” rule quite a bit 
as a standard for the young and the old.  Haugen stated that it just seems to negate a lot of the 
Safe Routes education promotion because that has been, so far, primarily aimed at the 
elementary schools.   
 
Haugen commented that, another, probably broader topic, a more germane one, would be that the 
vision doesn’t make a lot of statements or implications about trying to get more resources to 
accomplish what we are envisioning to do.  He asked if it would be fair to say that, or would you 
point out to him where it might have statements that talk about searching new resources, 
primarily revenue, to reach our vision.  Becker responded that Mr. Haugen is correct, and 
explained that the idea of including financial resources for achieving the vision was purposefully 
left out, as it was the direction of the Steering Committee, after much discussion, that it not be 
included so as to not cause an issue with fiscal constraint, but it is something that will need to be 
addressed in the plan. 
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Haugen asked who would be giving the presentation on this to the MPO Executive Policy Board 
next Wednesday.  Becker responded that Mark Nelson would be attending both the GF/EGF 
MPO Executive Policy Board meeting and the FM/COG meeting to give a presentation.  Haugen 
stated that MPO Staff is still trying to formulate comment to offer to our board to consider.  He 
asked if this would be the same material for the MPO Executive Policy Board’s packet, or will 
there be anything new added.  Becker responded that it will be relatively the same material, with 
little to no changes.    
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF CONSIDERATION OF COUNTY PROJECT FOR THE 2013-2016 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that in our T.I.P. schedule we identified that county projects on the North 
Dakota side needed to be submitted to the MPO by October 3rd.  He stated that Grand Forks 
County did submit a project for consideration that is essentially a mill and overlay of DeMers 
Avenue, extended west of 55th Street, or the Amtrak Depot, out to Airport Road, or County Road 
5.  He said that this is essentially a ¾ of a million dollar project, with $500,000 federal and the 
remaining county funding.   
 
Haugen commented that Grand Forks County did submit a narrative and ranking score sheet that 
he did not include in the packets.  He added that it is the only project for consideration, and they 
are requesting funds for 2013, which also happens to be when NDDOT is doing a project on 
DeMers as well, which would mean that DeMers would be done out to the west side ramps, so in 
2013 we would have a project on either side of DeMers Avenue between the ramps and 55th 
Street.   
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LIST OF GRAND FORKS COUNTY CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE 
FY2013-2016 T.I.P. AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO GIVE IT PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF A.T.A.C. SCHOOL SAFETY STUDIES 
 
Haugen reported that this agenda item involves reviewing and approving the Scope-of-Work for 
the School Safety Studies for Valley Middle School, Schroeder Middle School, and South Point 
Elementary Schools.   
 
Ellis stated that this will be the last School Safety Study that we will have A.T.A.C. perform for 
us.  She said that after these three schools are done we will have completed eight studies for all 
of the public elementary and middle schools in the MPO area, as well as some of the parochial 
schools. 
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Ellis reported that the Scope-of-Work has not changed, they will still be analyzing the existing 
conditions, looking at safety issues, and will come up with short-term and long-term 
improvements.  She reminded everyone that this is not a Safe Routes to School study, but is 
literally a school safety study so they will be looking at everything including pedestrian safety, 
roadway and parking characteristics, traffic control and pavement markings, traffic circulation, 
etc., and will propose both short-term and long-term improvements for each school.   
 
Ellis commented that these evaluations will need to coordinate with the study completed by 
Ulteig Engineers, Inc., which looked at city-wide uniform traffic control devices for all Grand 
Forks and East Grand Forks schools and provided strategies for the appropriate devices at certain 
areas or situations. 
 
Ellis stated that they have budgeted $15,000 for A.T.A.C. to do these studies, and typically their 
estimates have come in around that amount, but if there are any additional costs it will be 
negotiated, or they will use technical funds to cover any differences. 
 
Ellis reported that they have already held their first initial meeting, simply because they want to 
be able to get started at the beginning of the school year in order to get evaluations done before it 
gets too cold, or conditions change.   
 
Williams asked if they normally use all of the funding allocated to these studies.  Ellis responded 
that that they do.  Williams stated that she was just thinking that it seems to just come up time 
and time again that there is a confusion where funding might come from to pay for some of these 
improvements, so she was wondering if they might want to ask A.T.A.C. to include in the Scope-
of-Work to provide something on funding sources that might be available to help with those 
costs.  Ellis responded that they do provide cost estimates, so maybe when we go over the draft 
we can ask them to provide some funding opportunities. 
 
Haugen commented that one item going on with A.T.A.C. right now is that they are in a staff 
change-over, and are advertising for a new staff person to lead this project.  He said that until 
someone is hired, Tim Horner has been leading the study, but they hope to have someone on 
board by December.  Ellis added that the study will go into the next year, but with the likelihood 
that we could still have snow on the ground when school ends, it is always nice to get started 
early in order to be able to get an idea of what is going on at the start of the school year, get the 
observations done, and get the evaluations completed.  Williams asked if this was to be 
completed this fiscal year, or do we need to approve carrying it over to the next fiscal year, in 
terms of the budget.  Haugen responded that we are in a two-year work program, so carrying it 
over will not be a concern, and we did actually identify that we would initiate this in the fall in 
our work program, so there shouldn’t be any problems. 
 
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR THE SCHOOL SAFETY STUFY FOR VALLEY 
MIDDLE SCHOOL, SCHROEDER MIDDLE SCHOOL, AND SOUTH POINT 
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ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, AND HAVE A.T.A.C. BEGIN SUCH STUDY, SUBJECT TO 
THE INCLUSION OF A.T.A.C. PROVIDING FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE 
STUDY REPORT.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON NORTHWEST EAST GRAND FORKS TRAFFIC 
CIRCULATION STUDY 
 
Ellis reported that, as already discussed previously, this study will look at the intersection of U.S. 
Highway 2 and 5th Avenue N.W..  She added that it will also look at what they consider 
somewhat of a confusing intersection, with large right-of-way; 12th, 17th, and River Road, as well 
to address some safety concerns, to revisit the Central Avenue Corridor Study to make sure all of 
the traffic improvements scheduled to be done between now and 2035 are still valid, and then 
address our multi-modal needs. 
 
Ellis commented that they have prepared alternatives for two intersections, as well as for a 
transportation enhancement project that we have that is based off of a full intersection being 
constructed at 5th and U.S. Highway 2.  
 
Ellis reported that two studies have been done for a full intersection at 5th and U.S. Highway 2, 
or access management along U.S. Highway 2 with a full intersection both in 1994 and 2006.  She 
stated that there is again some concern as to whether or not a full intersection is necessary, so we 
are revisiting the issue again in order for us to have a general agreement with the City, and some 
plans in place before we go into our Long Range Transportation Plan Update next year. 
 
Ellis then gave a brief presentation on the various alternatives available (a copy of which is 
included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Ellis concluded by stating that this is all still a work in progress.   
 
McCoy asked what the reason was for 10th Street N.W. and U.S. Highway 2 to be so close.  
Haugen responded that 10th is a local street, mainly for the residents, and U.S. Highway 2 is a 
National Highway connecting from coast to coast, so one is meant to be more of a high speed, 
minimal access roadway and the other a more low speed, local access roadway, so 10th Street 
was probably in place before 1969 when the Kennedy Bridge was built, and U.S. Highway 2 was 
relocated from the downtown to this neighborhood.  Brooks added that the relocation of U.S. 
Highway 2  just kind of wiped out the grid at that time.  He said that they were told that East 
Grand Forks was kind of sacrificed to get that bridge in.  Williams pointed out that if you kept 
that little piece on the ramp it could be made into a bus turnaround in the future as well, because 
there is a nice long area to turn out and then get back, so you could just remodel the west end to 
get back in again. 
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Ellis reported that, just to let you know, they did go back and look at the Central Avenue Study 
again, and it matched up with the original study so there aren’t any problems with that.  She said 
that they were asked to look at some rear-end crash concerns with the right-hand turns coming 
off Central onto Gateway, heading westbound; and turning right onto Gateway, heading 
eastbound.  She explained that people are easily getting into the right turn, but then if they stop to 
look the people behind them are still moving at a forward motion so there have been some rear 
end crashes occurring, which is why they were asked to look into the issue along with MNDOT. 
 
Ellis commented that they were also asked to look at ADTs.  She stated that the concern is 
always, why would we open 5th Avenue N.W. if the traffic volumes aren’t there, which is a kind 
of “chicken before the egg” issue, because they want to open it to handle traffic during a flood 
event, but when there isn’t a flood event there may not be as much traffic, so we want them to 
get the ADTs out to 2035 so we can take a look at them.  She added that opening it would 
positively impact the Central Avenue/Gateway Drive intersection. 
 
Ellis stated that the next Steering Committee and Public Meetings are scheduled for November 
10th, and they are hoping to get the alternatives whittled down to just the most feasible, and to 
complete the study by the end of the year. 
 
Lang referred to the slide showing a ¾ turn and full signalized intersection, and pointed out that 
it looks like a cul-de-sac on either side on 10th Street, is that correct.  Ellis responded it is correct.  
Lang asked what the access would be like for those three properties beyond that point, on the 
east and west.  Haugen responded that the alley there would remain, so on the East side access 
should be fine.  Ellis added that there has been some discussion on maybe doing something to 
allow those residents to be able to park in front of their homes, maybe putting in a long driveway 
or something like that, and the one on 5th has access to the alley as well.   
 
Lang asked if there was resistance from those properties.  Ellis responded that the one on the 
northeast corner attended the public meeting, and his biggest concern was possibly losing some 
parking on 5th, because that is where he likes to park his cars.  Ellis added that the owner on the 
other corner, and the one on the south side of 5th are going to sit in on the Steering Committee 
meeting, so they will hopefully be more informed.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON WASHINGTON STREET/UNDERPASS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet were combined presentations that were given to 
property owners along the corridor.  He explained that in late July a public input meeting was 
held on our access management information, and last week further discussion was held on 
overall corridor traffic operations and cost estimates, so the first few slides of the presentation 
are just addressing access management concepts. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
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Haugen referred to Figure 4.13A, and pointed out that all the X’s are current driveways that they 
are proposing be closed, and those businesses have access off the intersecting street right-of-way 
or the alley.  He stated that on the north side almost all properties have the benefit of having 
either an alley or street, or both available. 
 
Haugen stated that on the south side, they are suggesting that 9th Avenue be vacated, and 10th 
Avenue be relocated so it aligns on both sides of the corridor.  He added that there are many 
driveways along the corridor that could be removed, and either relocated or create a shared 
driveway between two businesses.   
 
Haugen reported that not all driveways can be eliminated, such as the Dairy Queen’s for 
example, so they will have to remain which means there will still be some direct access onto 
Washington Street.   
 
Haugen pointed out that there are areas shown in yellow, for which they are looking at different 
street cross-sections.  He stated that a basic one would be replicate what is currently out there, 
and the other would be the standard, recommended cross-section includes a six-foot berm 
separating the sidewalk from the driving lanes.  He said that the final option would also have a 
six-foot berm, but would also have a six-foot median installed as well.  He pointed out that when 
it comes to berm and median options, those buildings shown in yellow are getting encroached 
upon with the right-of-way needed to complete the cross-section, and on the south side, even 
though they appear to be really close to the right-of-way, there is ample room, but on the north 
side that is not the case, and that is where we have the majority of our properties that become in 
jeopardy of changing the right-of-way to accommodate berms and medians. 
 
Haugen reported that we have talked about the continuous flow intersection option for the 
DeMers/Washington intersection, and, referring to the illustration of the continuous flow 
intersection, stated that if we did this type of intersection we would impact the fire station by 
needing to close off the current access back into the firestation; plus we would impact access for 
Xcel and the two additional properties there as well.  
 
Haugen briefly went over some cost estimates, pointing out that the continuous flow intersection 
option would be quite expensive to construct, however it would still be considerably less than 
any type of interchange that has been proposed at this intersection in the past.   
 
Haugen commented that they did look at the underpass structure; which is essentially two 
separate structures, one built in the 1930s and the other in the 1960s.  He stated that the entire 
structure is deteriorating considerably, and while some repair work could be done, it is 
questionable as to how long that repair would last before reconstruction would be necessary as 
those repairs would not actually fix the issues, just delay the inevitable need for extensive 
reconstruction. 
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Haugen reported that a signal at 2nd Avenue North is not warranted by volume any longer, so 
there may be some consideration to remove that signal, however in order to do that you will need 
to go through all the federal highway requirements. 
 
Haugen stated that University Avenue has some movements that are causing concern, but a 
continuous flow intersection would eliminate a lot of the backlog at DeMers and Washington so 
the intersections would operate better, however they are still suggesting some interim 
improvements at University Avenue; 1) have left turns at some areas; 2) introduce a flashing 
yellow light rather than a sign that says left-turn vehicles may go on green, there is a yellow 
flashing arrow instead to indicate they can still turn but with caution.  
 
Haugen commented that at 8th Avenue North there is a new warrant, under the MUTCD rules it 
states that there has to be signals railroad crossings, this meets that requirement so they are 
suggesting that we install a signal at 8th Avenue North and Columbia Road.   
 
Haugen said that, as with any project, streetscaping is required.  He briefly went over some of the 
suggestions for streetscaping for this project.    
 
Haugen reported that the consultants are proposing the implementation strategy split the corridor 
into five phases.  He said that their highest priority would be to replace the underpass, however 
they also suggest that if the underpass is replaced, the continuous flow intersection at DeMers 
and Washington should be constructed at the same time.   
 
Haugen stated that mid-term we would be looking at reconstructing the south side of the 
corridor, where we have all the driveways to help curb the accident problems we are 
experiencing; and also to extend the pavement life on the north side by doing a mill and overlay.  
 
Haugen said that long-term we would basically do the reconstruction of the north side of the 
corridor. 
 
Haugen reported that on October 27th a presentation will be given to upper management at the 
DOT in Bismarck.  He added that, based on the input we are receiving, and continue to receive, 
sometime in November we will have our draft report for the committee to review, and the final 
report in December. 
 
Lang asked what advantage there is to realigning the intersections at 8th and 10th, wouldn’t that 
encourage even more crossing of Washington, and increase the issue of conflict points.  Haugen 
responded that it would eliminate a large number of conflict points.  Williams added that they 
would probably need to signalize 10th.  Lang stated that that would make sense, otherwise it 
wouldn’t.  He asked if it was common-place to actually get across Washington at a non-
signalized intersection.  Williams responded that 10th is actually about halfway between 13th and 
DeMers, so she is fairly certain they would have to signalize it.  She added that that is part of the 
problem at 13th and Washington, that everyone goes down 12th to cross at 13th, which is why 
there is such a long que there in front of the school.  Haugen stated that another reason for the 
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alignment is to eliminate driveways off Washington and put them on those side streets, which 
would remove a lot of conflict off of Washington.  He added that there is also a cross-walk there, 
which he didn’t show, but there is an existing painted cross walk, and depending on what they do 
it might be a consideration to add some enhanced crossing tools.  Williams reported that that 
cross walk is actually going away.  She stated that the signs were pulled up several years ago, 
and the paint is wearing away and won’t be repainted as it isn’t a good location for a crossing. 
 
Williams asked, at University and Washington, and 2nd Avenue North and Washington, one was 
recommending the possible removal of a signal and the other the protected left turns, in those 
costs can we check to make sure they are including the cost of redoing the signal coordination 
plan as any changes made to the signals would require that be done.  Haugen responded he 
would let them know that.  Williams added that any future changes to any of the signals will 
need to include that cost. 
 
Johnson asked, when you speak of a 6-foot berm, are you talking strictly separation or will it be 
6-feet above the road.  Haugen responded it would be just separation.  He added that another 
thing; and he will need to get clarification from Stephanie Hickman, FHWA; but sometimes it 
sounds like you can get away with just one technically feasible alternative, but then it sounds like 
she is saying technically feasible alternatives to carry through into the environmental phase so 
that the environmental document can analyze them, so he needs to verify this with her and will 
get back to you.  Haugen asked if there wasn’t something supposedly coming out on this next 
Tuesday.  Johnson responded that he isn’t aware of that.  Haugen stated that it was his 
understanding the Everyday Count Committee was working on this, and will be holding a 
committee meeting on the 18th to finalize their draft report, which will then be circulated.  He 
added that the Everyday Count, or Planning Environmental Linkage, is trying to bring some of 
the NEPA stuff into the planning phasing of things, with the real intent behind all of it to 
eliminate the duplication of the public involvement process.  Johnson agreed that it will probably 
be addressed in that document. 
 
Haugen reported that we are currently soliciting for projects, and last year Les Noehre submitted 
the full replacement of the underpass as a suggested regional project for 2016, and he is 
expecting that that same request will be made again, however it will have more in-depth 
information available, including cost estimates, this time.  He stated that once we get past that a 
lot of these implementation plans in this presentation will be subject to change.  
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
1. Update On FY2012 Appropriations 
 
Haugen reported that since our last meeting, Congress has authorized the extension of surface 
transportation until March, however they also had to address funding, so we now have funding in 
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place for FY2012 through November 18th, at which time they will again need to address the 
issue.  
 
Haugen stated that for now enhancements are still eligible for the 2012 funding, although they 
have all been pretty much selected and programmed for 2012 anyway. 
 
2. UPWP Section On Updating Long Range Transportation Plan 
 
Haugen stated that, per Ms. Williams request for an update on the Long Range Transportation 
Plan Update, he included a copy of that section of our current work program that discusses the 
update process.  He said that we are currently doing the TDP, and in 2012 we will begin working 
on the Street and Highway segment.  He added that the Land Use Plans are also an important 
component of the plan as well, and we are also working with A.T.A.C. for maintenance and 
assistance with the travel demand forecasting software and products, and in 2012 will complete 
an update to the traffic model. 
 
Williams asked with the modeling will begin.  Haugen responded that it will start in the spring.  
He added that they will also be doing turning movement counts at all signalized intersections in 
the spring, and will also be intersecting traffic on the bridges like we did in 2001 as well. 
 
Haugen reported that the RFP will go out in January.   
 
Information only.        
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 12TH, 2011, MEETING OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:00 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 

 

 


