
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, July 13th, 2011 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the July 13th, 2011, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:35 p.m. 

CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division- Bismarck; Stacey Hanson, NDDOT/Local Government Division-
Bismarck; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; Ryan Brooks (Proxy for 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; and Brad Bail, EGF Consulting Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; 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. 

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 

INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen requested that everyone please state their name, and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 8TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Hanson referred to page 4 of the minutes, and pointed out that the statement “…Urban dollars 
have been identified through 2015, so the next available fiscal year of funds would be 2015…” is 
incorrect.  She stated that the next available fiscal year of funds should be 2016. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 8TH, 2011, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO 
CORRECTION AS DISCUSSED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO FY2011-2014 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that, as discussed previously, there were some potential amendments to our 
FY2011-2014 T.I.P. document.  He stated that staff is now requesting that the Technical 
Advisory Committee and the MPO Executive Policy Board consider an amendment to the T.I.P. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that it included information concerning these 
amendments.  He pointed out that due to timing issues the actual public hearing will be held next 
Wednesday at the MPO Executive Policy Board Meeting at 12:00 noon, therefore you will notice 
in the staff recommended action we are recommending approval pending the outcome of the 
public hearing outcome. 
 
Haugen explained that the amendment entails bringing in some transit projects as well as the 42nd 
Street Grade Separation project. 
 
Haugen reported that the Cities Area Transit was recently informed by the NDDOT that their 
JARC and New Freedom applications were funded at the requested amounts.  He stated that you 
will notice that for the JARC funds, which are about $118,000, we have identified they will be 
used to continue operation of Route 12/13, which is the route that essentially operates from the 
Alerus Center to Columbia Mall to the Aurora Medial Complex, and back.  
 
Haugen commented that the second award was for New Freedom funds, and that was a request to 
fund the Mobility Manager position for Cities Area Transit, and that was also funded at the 
requested amount of just under $51,000.   
 
Haugen reported that the JARC and the New Freedom projects are considered “programmed”, 
and the do have funding behind them, so, therefore, after the amendment is approved by the 
NDDOT and FTA, we can request those funds. 
 
Haugen stated that the third project is being processed as an amendment to our Illustrative 
Project list.  He explained that illustrative projects are those projects that we would like to see 
done, but that don’t have a committed funding stream to them.  He said that this project is 
identified as the future grade separation at 42nd Street.  He added that by adding it to the 
Illustrative Project list it allows us to get it into the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. document which then allows 
Federal Highway to formally consider the environmental assessment document that will be 
submitted to them this fall. 
 
Haugen commented that during discussions on this project it was also discovered an advance 
right-of-way loan was taken out back in the early 1990’s, and that loan is due to be repaid by 
2014, so, as discussed in the staff report, we will carry this illustrative project in our T.I.P. 
covering fiscal years 2012 to 2015, and will show a repayment of the advance right-of-way loan 
in the amount of $350,000 in 2014.  
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MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE AN AMENDMENT TO THE 2011-2014 T.I.P. TO INCLUDE THE 42ND 
STREET GRADE SEPARATION ILLUSTRATIVE PROJECT AND TRANSIT FTA 
AWARDS PENDING OUTCOME OF THE PUBLIC HEARING.    
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RECOMMENDATION FOR SOUTH WASHINGTON 
WELLNESS CENTER TRAFFIC STUDY 
 
Ellis distributed copies of the updated Executive Summary (copies are included in the file).  She 
reported that the primary goal of the study is to make traffic improvements from 32nd to 47th to 
accommodate the new Wellness Center being constructed, as well as other businesses in that 
area. 
 
Ellis stated that they divided the infrastructure improvements into 2013 conditions, which is 
when the Wellness Center will be operational, and 2035 conditions, which is our current Long 
Range Transportation timeframe, so we will have recommendations for both 2013 and 2035.  
Ellis pointed that there is an implementation plan included in the information provided that does 
include some mid-term improvements that should go in with the construction of the Wellness 
Center as well.   
 
Ellis referred to page 3 of the Executive Summary document, Year 2013 Traffic Operations 
Recommendations; page 4, Year 2035 Traffic Operations Recommendations; and page 5, 
Multimodal Facilities Recommended Alternatives; and went over them each briefly. 
 
Brooks asked, concerning the connections into the neighborhood for sidewalk, he knows that 
they set aside some money for some improvements, smaller things, is that something that we 
would be looking at to connect into Great Plains Court, and at a lesser degree into the townhome 
development.  Rau responded that they had some discussion in their office and they would not 
recommend those two connections because you would be coming through a neighborhood that is 
already established.  Brooks commented that he thinks they might be wrong in assuming there 
would be fear from the neighborhood in having this connection put in.  Rau stated, that right now 
this isn’t being considered.  Williams added that that would create an access point they fear 
people would use to park and then walk to the facility.  Ellis asked if they didn’t think that some 
of the people not parking in the facility is because they don’t want to pay.  Williams responded 
that they were doing it long before.  Brooks stated that there would be the events going on, and 
he thinks it is a good idea.  He added that he was going to follow up on it with Ali, that instead of 
having Route 1 go through Great Plains Court you could have it deadhead through here and then 
quickly back out again into what he thinks will be the main generator of the Wellness Center, 
and ultimately the clinic.   
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Brooks commented that he did discuss with Altru about how they are going to do their transit 
stop, and he thinks they will be talking with CAT about it as well.  He stated that the route that 
currently goes through Great Plains Court, would make more sense to have it go over to the 
Wellness Center so we can at least get served by 12 and 13.  Williams commented that she wants 
to see if a bus can make those turns in Great Plains Court, can the bus make those turns.  
Bergman responded that they are already doing that.  He added that they are maxed out, at 7.2 
miles in there right now, so trying to push it from going into Great Plains, the only thing it is 
doing right now is that it is a turn-around point.  He stated that somehow you have to get the bus 
turned around and back onto the route, and that is why 12 comes along and meets up with it at 
the corner of 40th and Cherry, so if you move one you will need to move the other.  Brooks said 
that that is why he is suggesting this connection, that in terms of at least giving those people 
living on Great Plains Court a connection.  He stated that he doesn’t think this is like an Alerus, 
it is a different facility, and he knows that the Wellness Center will be the main generator for the 
bus.  Bergman reported that there are two group homes right on the corner that they do pick up 
at, so they would end up losing four rider right there.  Ellis commented that she also knows that 
the townhome association wanted a connection as well. Rau said that in talking about this with 
Al Grasser, they would not recommend doing those two.  He stated that where the turn-a-round 
is, the actual plan they have shows a snow storage area there, not a turn-a-round, but they have 
no problem putting a connection through there, but the other two, at this point, are not 
recommending being done.  Ellis commented, however, that the townhome association really 
wanted a connection to the Wellness Center.  Rau responded that if they really wanted that 
connection, they wouldn’t have a problem putting it in. 
 
Williams stated that she would be submitting some written comments on the draft document.  
She said that the turn-a-round was discussed, but the current plat doesn’t show it so they 
probably should modify the drawing, as it is currently shown at a snow storage area for Public 
Works and she doesn’t want anyone to get the idea that there is going to be a turn-a-round. 
 
Williams said that there were some questions regarding the cost estimates, and the additional 
information helped, but they wanted to make sure that the cost estimate also included 
engineering and contingency dollars as well because sometimes when you start doing planning 
and stuff, and you start using dollars and run short, it can be because not all the dollars are 
included in some of these cost estimates, so she wants to make sure that doesn’t happen.  Ellis 
agreed, adding that those are things that can be changed. 
 
Williams referred to page ES-7, and commented that item 1 under Washington Street Corridor 
states that we will install fiber optic traffic signal interconnect cable between 32nd Avenue and 
47th Avenue, but it has already been done, so that needs to be corrected.  She stated, however, 
that we do need to leave in the second item to install traffic signal coordination timing plans.   
 
Williams stated that they want to make sure that it states somehow that there may be future 
studies that could cause more changes to these improvement lists, that these improvements are 
not set in concrete, as they don’t want to get locked in and then find out that something needs to 
be changed.  She added that where it shows future possible frontage roads, that area is unplatted 
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property, and they found that between 32nd and 40th, on the east side, the frontage road concept 
wasn’t continued based on the plat that was submitted, so, on the west side it should be noted 
that frontage roads will be determined at the development stage.  She stated that they aren’t 
going to hold anyone to developing the frontage road concept at this time, and they would like a 
note to that effect added so that is clear.  Brooks commented that if they leave in “potential” it 
should be fine.  Williams agreed, adding, again, that they just don’t want anyone coming in and 
pointing out that this is what the study says so that is what we have to do and we don’t want that, 
so they just want it made clear.    
 
Williams stated that they also mention the width of 11th, which is already platted.  Ellis agreed 
that the right-of-way is platted for that street.  Rau commented that they are planning on 
matching up with what is already existing on 11th now, to the south, which is a 37 foot, back-to-
back, so that is what they are going to put in.  Williams added that it is already in the design 
stage.  Rau said that right now they don’t plan on allowing any parking through there, so it will 
handle the three lanes if they chose to go that route, but right now they typically don’t put a 41 
foot wide roadway in a residential area.  Williams stated that they could just word that to say a 
street wide enough to accommodate left turn pockets.   
 
Ellis reported that, again, this document has not gone out to the committee members yet so they 
know there will be more changes, but it is nice to mark it up.  She stated that Earl and herself 
saw a draft just last week, and this is actually an updated version from the comments they 
submitted on that draft, so we  know there will be more changes as it is presented to Service 
Safety at the end of this month, to committee members at the end of the week, to the planning 
commission in August, and to City Council in August as well, so we will continue to see 
changes.  Williams asked if she wanted written comments now or later.  Ellis responded that they 
were just hoping that everyone was okay with what is here now, knowing that changes will be 
made as it goes through the process.  She said that she would like comments by the end of 
August.   
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
GRANT PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT SOUTH WASHINGTON STREET 
CORRIDOR STUDY REPORT (WELLNESS CENTER AREA STUDY). 
 
Haugen said that he guesses, Mr. Brooks’ comment about the two options they have for transit, 
the two options they have for transit shelters, is the Wellness Center one of them.  Brooks 
responded that they are supposed to be working on doing some sort of connection, but he hasn’t 
heard anything yet.  Haugen commented that they probably wouldn’t want two stops.  Brooks 
responded that he thinks they both will want one.  Rau said that there isn’t a connection between 
the Wellness Center and Altru, the Clinic, but they have talked about some time in the far future 
doing a skyway.  Brooks stated that he thinks they abandoned that idea.  Rau responded that they 
are still make provisions for one, but it is so far off in the future they won’t even talk about it, but 
they will build to accommodate one if it becomes possible to build one. 
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Brooks asked if Mr. Haugen wanted a recommendation one shelter or the other.  Haugen 
responded that we would have two stops servicing essentially one development area.  Brooks 
stated that he would think the Wellness Center would make the most sense as the clinic will have 
limited services until they enhance their property to the north, and then we might look at another 
alternative shelter there.  Ellis reported that at the last committee meeting that Ken Vein and Bill 
Palmascino attended it was her understanding that the Wellness Center wanted a facility on the 
building, and Altru didn’t want to have to have their people walk across the street to wait in the 
Wellness Center shelter, so they thought that as long as the route didn’t change much they would 
prefer to have a shelter in the Wellness Center and another for those visiting the clinic as well, 
which is why they are showing two shelters.   
 
Haugen asked which route was being recommended, because if they are going to have the 
Wellness Center have a shelter, and we are going to use the route shown in green.  Brooks said 
that he thought we were just granting preliminary approval of the draft, not making 
recommendations today.  Haugen stated that ultimately a decision will need to be made on one or 
the other alternative, so before you have both trying to invest in shelters, the key thing is until we 
get the roadway in place we don’t know if the bus can make this run with the loop.  Ellis asked if 
the study has to make a recommendation on one roadway or the other.  Haugen responded it is 
kind of a chicken and the egg thing, but meanwhile, if the bus can’t make the green route we will 
have two stops within this site.  Brooks asked if this couldn’t be dealt with at final, after they get 
the public hearing and meeting with Altru and the Park District during that final phase, then that 
might be the time for transit to take a look at this.  Bergman agreed that he doesn’t think we 
should make a recommendation now, especially with URS doing their route studies right now.  
Brooks stated that his recommendation would be to continue on with both and wait until we get 
the public feedback, and feedback from those involved, and have a discussion at final. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SOUTH WASHINGTON STREET UNDERPASS STUDY 
 
Haugen referred to the packets, and pointed out that a copy of a presentation that was given to 
the Steering Committee at their June 30th meeting, was included.  He explained that the full 
presentation is available on the MPO’s website at:  www.theforksmpo.org.   
 
Haugen distributed copies of a newsletter, and pointed out that the 2nd open house will be held on 
Tuesday, July 19th at 5:00 p.m. in Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers.  He stated that the 
newsletter also highlights some of the issues the study has discovered concerning the underpass 
and the DeMers/Washington intersection. 
 
Haugen gave a brief presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request). 
 
Haugen pointed out that in addition to the alternatives already explored for the 
DeMers/Washington intersection, the consultants did come up with another concept that they are 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 13th, 2011 
 
 

 7 
 

 

going to carry forward; the continuous/partial flow intersection. He showed a video illustrating 
how this type of intersection operates.   
  
Williams commented that the only issue they have involves the Historical Society.  She stated 
that they were going to request that the consultant write the Historical Society a letter explaining 
that the underpass bridge cannot be saved due to the rare reaction to the concrete that is causing 
it to deteriorate so badly. 
 
Haugen referred to the newsletter, and reminded everyone that there will be an open house on 
Tuesday, July 19th at 5:00 p.m. in the Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers for the 
Washington Street Corridor Study. 
 
Lange asked if the new alternative for the Washington/DeMers Intersection would make the 
Leevers site more attractive for the Library.  Haugen responded that he thinks that the most this 
project would do would be to make some of the accessibility issues with that site even worse. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DISCRETIONARY GRANT OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT, and fellow operators in North Dakota, had discussions about 
some of the FTA programs, Discretionary Programs, and the two that seemed to merit the most 
interest were the TIGER and the State of Good Repair grants. 
 
Haugen commented that, as of last week, there is going to be a statewide request for the State of 
Good Repair grant with the exception of Fargo, who is planning on submitting their own request.  
He said that the other three Urban Properties, Minot being the third along with Grand Forks and 
Bismarck/Mandan, as well as the NDDOT, will submit their application for the State of Good 
Repair grant, which will basically be the same as the TCSP Grant we just notified this body of in 
May.  He added that this was also their original 5309 Program Grant Request.   
    
Haugen reported that in terms of the TIGGER Grant, since it has a little more emphasis on 
greenhouse gas reduction, through the City’s energy audit consultant, Mr. Bergman has some 
concepts concerning putting in geo-thermal heat, etc., with the bus barn renovations.  He added 
that there is still some question as to whether or not the TIGGER Grant will be statewide or if it 
will be individually applied for.  He stated that the one thing about TIGGER Grants is that the 
projects have to cost $1,000,000 or more.  Williams asked if there was a local match required for 
the TIGGER Grants.  Haugen responded that there is, that it is a sliding scale that depends on the 
project.  Williams stated that they were looking at submitted the 42nd Street Underpass Crossing.  
Haugen responded that that project probably wouldn’t be a good candidate for a TIGGER Grant, 
but added that there is another grant called TIGER, that might be more applicable for this 
project.  He added that they have until October to get an application in for the TIGER Grant, but 
only until the end of July for the State of Good Repair Grant and the end of August for the 
TIGER Grant. 
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Williams asked what it would entail for the City to apply for the TIGER Grant.  Haugen 
responded that they would need to go the website and download the application.  Williams asked 
if the MPO needs to be involved.  Haugen responded that there are some questions that they  
would need to have the MPOs assistance in identifying whether or not it meets the Long Range 
Transportation Plan criteria, how it would fit into the T.I.P./S.T.I.P., etc., but it isn’t like the 
TCSP Grant, at least not that he has seen, where it needs to be submitted to the Federal Highway 
Division. 
 
Rau asked if there would be an 80/20 funding split with the TIGER Grant.  Haugen responded 
that it also has a sliding match scale, specifically in the rural areas, where it is 100% funded.  He 
added that TIGER Grant projects have to cost $10,000,000 or more, so 42nd Street would meet 
that criteria.  Rau asked, if they were to apply for the TIGER Grant, and get it, when would they 
need to spend the monies awarded.  Haugen responded that funds are only available for 
obligation through September 30th, 2013, so you would have until September 2013 to obligate, 
but you wouldn’t have to spend it.   
 
Williams asked if anyone else was applying for this grant.  Hanson responded that she knows 
that Williston has been discussing possibly submitting an application for a project, but she 
doesn’t know if anyone else is, if Fargo is or not.  Williams asked if  Fargo wasn’t awarded a 
TIGER grant a couple of years ago.  Hanson responded that they did apply for a TIGER I Grant, 
but did not receive it, however Minot was awarded a TIGER II grant recently, but added that 
they submitted an application for a $25,000,000 project, and were only awarded $14,000,000, so 
they did have to come up with the difference.  Haugen asked if the grant survived recession.  
Hanson responded that it has so far.  Williams asked what process they used, did they submit 
through the MPO or through NDDOT to get that grant.  Hanson responded that Minot does not 
have an MPO so they did have to work through the NDDOT. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

a. South Washington Street/Overpass Study 
 
Haugen stated, again, that the public meeting for the South Washington Street/Overpass Study 
will be held on Tuesday, July 19th, at 5:00 p.m. in the Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers.   
 

b. Transit Development Plan Study 
 
Haugen reported that there will be a Transit Development Plan Study Steering Committee 
meeting on Wednesday, July 20th at 6:30 p.m. in Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101.   
 

c. Columbia Road  
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Rau commented that there has been discussion on reclassification of Columbia Road from 36th to 
47th.  He stated that he sent Mr. Haugen a cost estimate they received a while back, and he was 
wondering where this is in the process.  Haugen asked if he was talking about moving the project 
from long-term to mid-term in the construction process.  Rau responded that that was what he 
meant.  Haugen stated that he has not received any cost estimates on this project.  Rau stated that 
he sent in back in March, but he will resend it.   
 

d. 1st Avenue North Declassification 
 
Rau asked where the process is for the declassification of 1st Avenue North from 4th to 5th.  
Haugen responded that they need a request from the City to consider declassifying that stretch of 
roadway.   
 
Haugen reported that he has discussed this with Mr. Brooks, and was wondering if the vacation 
has formally occurred.  Brooks responded that it has, and that it was his understanding that 
Engineering was going to run it through Service Safety.  Rau responded that that was done some 
time ago.  Brooks stated that it was never done.  He added that the vacation went through the 
committee, but Engineering needed to run the declassification request through and it hasn’t been 
done yet.  Rau said that he thought that he thought the staff report recommended doing the 
declassification as well.  Brooks stated that he would resend the e-mail he sent out previously 
regarding this issue.  Rau said that he would also check past staff reports because he thought the 
declassification was part of the vacation staff report.  Brooks responded that if that was the case, 
then they would only need to send a letter to the MPO requesting it be declassified.  
 
Haugen commented that they should probably look at the Functional Classification map and 
address some of those extension of two roadways, 47th comes to mind, and 40th perhaps. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH, 2011, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:03 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


