
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, June 8th, 2011 – 1:30 p.m. 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A-101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 8th, 2011, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:38 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); Stacey Hanson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division-Bismarck (via conference call); 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; and Greg Boppre, EGF Consulting Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:   Mark Walker, Grand Forks Assistant City Engineer; Ali Rood, Cities 
Area Transit Transportation Manager; and Larry Zitzow, UND. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen introduced Bryan McCoy, MPO Intern, and asked that he tell a little bit about himself.  
He then introduced Ali Rood, Transportation Manager for Cities Area Transit, and asked that she 
also tell a little bit about herself as well.  He then requested, for both Ali and Bryan’s benefit, 
that everyone please state their name, and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 11 TH, 2011, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE THE MAY 11TH, 2011, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON T.I.P. AMENDMENT FOR 42 ND STREET GRADE 
SEPARATION RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that this was discussed briefly at our May meeting in order to 
determine how we should proceed with several changes to our T.I.P. document.  He stated that 
during the discussion there were some questions that the NDDOT had agreed to help resolve in 
order that we follow the correct procedure to proceed with these possible changes. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that it included a scoping worksheet and a copy of 
a presentation, which Mark Walker, Assistant City Engineer, will be giving today, that will give 
us an outline on where the 42nd Street Grade Separation study is currently at. 
 
Walker reported that for some time the City of Grand Forks has been considering doing a grade 
separation crossing project at the intersection of 42nd Street and DeMers Avenue, however it 
hasn’t been done yet due to the significant cost involved with doing such a project, as well as a 
lack of funding.  He stated that what they are trying to do at this time, however, is to preserve the 
right-of-way that we would need to do the project in the future, in advance of development that is 
starting to occur out in that area so we don’t have to impact those developments and properties 
when we decide to do the project. 
 
Walker reported that the City has hired the form of Kadrmas, Lee, and Jackson Engineers, to do 
an Environmental Assessment Document in hopes it can help us with our choice of an option.  
He stated that the reason they are doing an Environmental Assessment Document, in lieu of a 
standard Project Concept Report, is because some of the options have a negative effect on 4-F 
land.  He explained that there was legislation passed back in the 1960s that said that when right-
of-way is required, it cannot be taken from land that has been designated for parks, golf courses, 
etc..  He stated, however, that recently those regulations have been relaxed a bit, so that if we 
have an option that involves the taking of some 4-F lands, and in this case it would golf course 
property, we may be able to do so if we can mitigate the negative impacts to the satisfaction of 
the owner of those lands.   
 
Walker commented that another issue, however, is that in order for Federal Highways to approve 
an Environmental Assessment Document, we have to have a project listed in the T.I.P./S.T.I.P., 
which is the reason they are asking for this amendment at this time, so that the project can be 
included and Federal Highway can either approve or deny the Environmental Assessment 
Document. 
 
Walker stated that they have also included a repayment of some advance right-of-way that was 
purchased in anticipation of this project, and under that loan program repayment of the $359,000 
used for the right-of-way purchase, is due in 2014. 
 
Walker reported that, as indicated before, KLJ is looking at a number of options for the project, 
and he will now go over each briefly.  He stated, however, that as they looked at these different 
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options, they thought of different things that are of concern to them including cost, impacts to 4-
F land, inclines of the roadway, misdirection of traffic, impacts to existing properties, etc.. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Walker pointed out that the areas shown in yellow on these options indicates a depressed 
roadway, blue indicates an elevated roadway, green indicates a structure that is at-grade, and red 
indicates an elevated structure. 
 
Walker commented that the fully depressed option is the best in terms of it causing the least 
amount of disruption, the least amount of new land we would need other than maybe a temporary 
easement, but it is the worst one when we look at potential snow and rain accumulation.  He 
explained that back in 1997 they learned that having good access is important when evacuation 
of an area is necessary, and in this case you would have two state evacuation routes that could be 
blocked in the event there was excessive accumulation of water, or during a major storm event.  
He added that it would also have the most impact to the existing gas station, in that access in and 
out would be need to be relocated. 
 
Boppre asked if there was a preferred option.  Walker responded that they do have a preference, 
but have not officially selected one at this time.   
 
Haugen commented that the question is what does NDDOT still need answered, and do they 
have any guidance on how to proceed.  Johnson responded that they did visit with Federal 
Highway and they did give us some information, but wanted to discuss it further internally on 
how they would like this pursued.  He said that he thinks they are holding a meeting to discuss 
this issue next week, so hopefully we will have an answer sometime next week.  Haugen asked if 
there was anything further that we can provide that will help with their decision.  Hanson 
responded that she thinks it is more a matter of their needing to work things out in terms of the 
timing of the project, such as years of federal aid, as, at this time we don’t have federal aid 
identified for a project in the upcoming T.I.P. cycle and Federal Highway is just trying to make 
sure that if we add this project to the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. that they are able to still approve the 
Environmental Assessment Document and work through the process in order to get that 
document completed, and keep moving forward with the project. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that we have done our part in the process, and we just have to wait for 
Federal Highway to respond back.  Hanson responded that that is correct.  She added that they 
are actually waiting to get information back from Federal Highway, and she thinks they are 
meeting on Monday, and once they get that information from them they will be able to determine 
how this needs to proceed.   
 
Haugen commented that the reason he asked this is because of the payback time schedule of 
2014, and to be in the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. so that the Environmental Assessment Document can be 
considered.  Hanson responded that in terms of the payback, she isn’t sure what the question is, 
but if you aren’t going to construction before 2014 and you need to pay back the loan, then that 
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is something that just needs to happen.  She stated that she believes that Federal Highway 
indicated that you wouldn’t be able to use federal aid to pay back that loan in any event.   
 
Walker stated that what they included in the T.I.P. amendment request was to include some small 
amount of money for the acquisition of additional property, and even if it isn’t the repayment of 
the loan, the request is that they be able to utilize some federal money to do an advance right-of-
way purchase at a better location.  Hanson responded that she understands that, but the problem 
they are having right now is that all of their Urban dollars have been identified through 2015, so 
the next available fiscal year of funds would be 2016, which would be outside of the T.I.P. cycle, 
so that is what they are trying to work out with Federal Highways to see what all of their options 
are in order to proceed.  Walker said that, at a minimum, maybe the dollar amount doesn’t need 
to be significant.  He stated that right now it is a pretty small dollar amount, so he would think 
that being able to find some funds to put into the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. could be accomplished.  He 
added that he doesn’t know what dollar amount has to be included in order for FHWA to 
consider the Environmental Assessment Document, but their first desire is to do what ever it 
takes to allow Federal Highway to give consideration to the Environmental Assessment 
Document, which they are anticipating will be ready for a decision sometime this fall.  He asked 
if they put a small amount of dollars in the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. would they not be able to find some 
funding to allow them to be in the T.I.P. so that Federal Highway could consider the 
Environmental Assessment Document.  Hanson responded that that is exactly what they are 
trying to work out with Federal Highway, to determine if there is a certain minimum amount that 
would need to be allocated to the project, based on the lack of availability of funds, that would 
allow the project to move forward, and they hope to have answers to that next week. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MINNESOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL APPLICATI ON 
 
Ellis reported that last month she presented that MNDOT was soliciting Safe Routes To School 
projects for the years 2012 and 2013.  She stated that they have about $4.2 million available. 
 
Ellis said that the City of East Grand Forks would like to submit an application for those funds.  
She commented that, based on the fact that these funds are available to projects that benefit 
Kindergarten through 8th Grade, and based on past infrastructure projects that we have done, we 
were limited to one project and that is to place a sidewalk on the west side of Bygland Road, 
from 6th Street to 13th Street. 
 
Ellis referred to Page 23 of the packet, and pointed out that it shows where the sidewalk will be 
located.  She stated that this sidewalk will not be located in anyone’s back yard, but will instead 
be located in the front yards.   
 
Ellis reported that there will also be two pedestrian crossings, one at 6th and one at 13th, with the 
one at 13th connecting to an existing sidewalk that leads to Southpointe Elementary School and 
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to a sidewalk that is being built on the east side of Bygland that runs to the Middle School as 
well. 
 
Ellis commented that a City Councilman did request that improvements be made to the 
pedestrian crossings, so at the time of submittal of this application, the cost estimate of the 
project was $228,000, which includes that addition of approximately $60,000 for in-pavement 
lighting at the two crossings.  She added, however, that after discussion with public works and 
the City Administrator, it was found that there have been some maintenance issues with the 
current in-pavement lighting, and with the Safe Routes To School projects you really want to 
make sure the lighting is working well, so we may be reducing the cost estimate to $200,000, but 
they would still like to do some enhancements for the crossings such as a pedestrian light and 
speed-minder sign to remind people to continue driving the speed limit.   
 
Boppre commented that at a meeting yesterday with Lou, who is our new Minnesota District 
person in charge of school projects, and he said that at a full intersection they will not allow in-
pavement lighting.  He added that it is going to a full-traffic light intersection, but he did try to 
do that at 13th in conjunction with another federal project, but MNDOT would not allow it until 
traffic warrants it. 
 
Ellis stated that City Council approved the application, but it needs approval from the MPO, as 
well as letters of support from the school district, the city engineer, and Safe Kids. 
 
MOVED BY BOPPRE, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
REVIEW, PRIORITIZE AND APPROVE THE MINNESOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL 
APPLICATION, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF RECENT T.I.P. PROJECT AWARDS/APPLICATIONS  
 
Haugen reported that this item is just announcing some T.I.P. project award applications that 
have occurred since our May Technical Advisory Committee meeting.   
 
Haugen explained that, first, the NDDOT finally announced their awards of Transportation 
Enhancement projects.  He said that the DeMers Avenue, from 42nd Street West under the 
interstate to 48th Street, was not awarded funding, however, as discussed back when this project 
was presented, NDDOT does have a project on DeMers Avenue that is in the T.I.P. for 2015, so 
we would expect them to do pedestrian accommodations with that project that will go under the 
interstate, so hopefully this will be taken care of with that project. 
 
Haugen stated that the second thing was, with the banning of earmarks, there were some 
discretionary funds that had been earmarked by congressional members in the past, that were 
made available.  He said that Federal Highway did a quick solicitation of projects for those 
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funds, and the statewide transit agencies got together and submitted the application they put in 
for FTA funds under the Federal Highway Program Transportation System Community 
Preservation Program, and that application has been submitted as part of the state-wide funding 
of capital needs.   
 
Haugen asked if the above project was the only one submitted for the TCSP by the state.  Hanson 
responded it was.  Haugen said, then, that it is a top priority application out  of the state for the 
TCSP program.  He added that there was some other discussion on projects that didn’t make the 
cut, or were not submitted, as well. 
 
Haugen stated that these were federal highway funds, and federal transit will be doing a similar 
solicitation for all of their programs that had earmarked projects as well. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

a. N.W Street Network Study 
 
Ellis reported that they will be holding their first N.W. Street Network Study Steering Committee 
meeting on Thursday at the East Grand Forks City Hall at 1:30 p.m.  She said they hope to get 
initial comments and concerns from the committee members. 
 

b. 47th Avenue Corridor Study 
 
Ellis reported that they will holding their 3rd 47th Avenue Corridor Study Steering Committee 
meeting, and 2nd Public Open House on Wednesday, June 22nd.  She said that the open house will 
take place from 6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the South Middle School.  She stated that they hope to 
get recommendations on the urbanization of 47th Avenue South between Columbia and South 
Washington, as well as pedestrian improvements in and around the school area, as well as traffic 
control improvements. 
 

c. Public Input Meeting For Columbia Road and Gateway Drive Intersection Project  
 
Lang reported that a public input meeting for the Columbia Road and Gateway Drive 
Intersection project will be held tomorrow, June 9th, at 4:30 p.m. 
 

d. Public Input Meeting For the 32nd Avenue Project And the 42nd Street Grade 
Separation Project 

 
Lang reported that the public input meeting for 32nd Avenue Project and the 42nd Street Grade 
Separation Project has been moved to June 29th.  He explained that originally there was to be two 
meetings, but they decided to combine them into one, and to move it to Wednesday, June 29th. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BOPPRE, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 8TH, 2011, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:20 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


