
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, June 13th, 2012 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 13th, 2012, 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:  Joe McKinnon, MNDOT-Bemidji; Mike 
Johnson, NDDOT/Local Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; 
Ryan Brooks (Proxy For Brad Gengler), Grand Forks City Planning; Rich Romness, Grand 
Forks City Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks City Engineering; Greg Boppre, East Grand 
Forks Consulting Engineer; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Local Government Division; and Dale 
Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit. 
 
Guests present were: Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; John Green, HDR Engineering; 
and Patrick Dame, Airport Authority. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Mitch Kasdan, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they represent. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 9TH, 2012, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BOPPRE, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE THE MAY 9TH, 2012, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF MNDOT SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL AWARD 
 

Ellis reported that the Minnesota Department of Transportation had some Safe Routes to School 
funding available for non-infrastructure programs.  She explained that there were two different 
awards; one for the planning of a non-infrastructure program or activity in the schools, and then 
there was another that was for the implementation of a program you currently have. 
 
Ellis said that Safe Kids coordinated with the East Grand Forks School District and applied for 
these monies, and received $20,000 for non-infrastructure funds to implement the 
pedestrian/bike program they already have been using in the East Grand Forks School District.   
 
Ellis congratulated both the School District and Safe Kids on this award.  She commented that 
there were eight implementation grants given out across the State of Minnesota, and there were 
twelve grants to start new activities, so receiving this award was a great accomplishment. 
 
Ellis reported that the funding will be given access to this year, therefore Safe Kids and the East 
Grand Forks School District have requested that we amend our current T.I.P. to include the 
$20,000 so they can get the program up and running this fall.  Haugen added that a public 
hearing on this amendment will be held at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting on June 
27th, as we were unable to make the ten day requirement for notification of the public hearing in 
time for this meeting. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY BOPPRE, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE AMENDING THE CURRENT 2012-2015 T.I.P. TO INCLUDE THE MNDOT 
SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL NON-INFRASTRUCTURE GRANT OF $20,000.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF CHANGES TO URBANIZED BOUNDARY 
 
Haugen reported that we need to change our urbanized boundaries as a result of the 2010 census.  
He explained that they defined a new geography for urbanized area, and we need to react to that 
change and make adjustments to our federal urban aid boundary. 
 
Kouba commented that, as Mr. Haugen just stated, the 2010 census has put out what they are 
defining as the Urbanized Area, and they have put out definitions of them, which they tried to, 
the biggest change is that they are trying to represent the urban footprint of every area.  She said 
that where they have come close, for the most part, there are still certain areas that need to be 
tweaked a little bit for the use in the federal highway administration boundary base, so what she 
has done is to provide maps in the packet. 
 
Kouba stated that what she is done is to take our current boundary, shown in grey, which is what 
we are currently using as our federal urban aid boundary.  We can see that there are several areas 
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that are not included in the grey area, but which the census says is urbanized area, so we need to 
make sure that the boundary the census as provided is included in everything. 
 
Kouba said that, beyond this, what they tried to do is to try to make straight lines, smooth them 
out, but, as you can see there are some areas that are sticking out of the grey area, and some of 
them are harder to see, such as the area in East Grand Forks along Business 2, that stretches 
beyond the city limits east of 13th Street S.E.   
 
Kouba stated that another change in East Grand Forks is mostly on the north end, where the 
boundary came up around the new housing development in that area, and with it being that close 
we made sure our city limits were included, and then also smoothed out most of the area in there. 
 
Kouba pointed out that in Grand Forks the North Washington area started getting included, along 
the intersection of Mill Road and North Washington.  She said that the boundary shown is where 
the Census shows their boundary.  She commented that the difference is that the Census put it as 
the centerline, but in the last go-around with this area it was decided that it should be brought out 
to the property line, which is basically what she shows. 
 
Kouba commented that on the west side they brought out the lines to completely include the city 
limit lines.  She added that there are just some small adjustments along the far west side of the 
city to ensure we include up to the census boundary, which has to be included within everything. 
 
Williams asked if the line was located along 55th on the west side.  Haugen responded that the 
census uses the centerline of the railroad track.  Kouba referred to a slide illustrating where the 
boundary line is located, and pointed out that it is located along the railroad tracks there.  
Williams asked what they used previously, the section line.  Haugen responded that they 
previously used the property line.  Brooks commented that the railroad lines are on the section 
lines.  Haugen added that the railroad does not own the property on both sides of their tracks 
through this portion of Grand Forks County.  He stated that this means that we will most likely 
end up with the quirkiness of having some farmer’s sliver of land located inside the federal aid 
urban boundary, or the urbanized area boundary, but not all of that piece of property. 
 
Haugen commented that in most cases when we had, like on other roadways ten years ago, where 
we had the centerline down the roadway we included all the right-of-way for that roadway 
instead of having a line down the centerline, that is what we are suggesting we do up on North 
Washington this time.  He explained that along the railroad track, since not every place has 
adjoining railroad property on the other side of the centerline, we are just maintaining the census 
defined centerline on the west side. 
 
Williams asked to see a slide of the North Washington area, and asked if it was the census 
boundary that we are following there.  Haugen responded it was.   
 
Romness questioned that the census takes it to the centerline.  Haugen responded that they are 
not consistent with that policy either, but in the case of North Washington that is what they have 
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done.  Romness asked if this makes North Washington an urban area.  Haugen responded that it 
takes North Washington, from 27th Avenue to its intersection with Mill Road, back into the 
federal aid boundary.   He added that ten years ago we were able to delete it out of the federal 
urban aid boundary because of how the census defined an urbanized area, but now we have to 
bring it back in so with it will be all the required North Dakota Department of Transportation 
maintenance agreements, etc.. 
 
Williams asked what makes the east side different than the west side, specifically for 
urbanization, since both are light industrial areas.  Haugen responded that the Census is using its 
census block boundaries to determine an urbanized area, that is all they are considering.   
 
Haugen commented that the urban aid boundary has always been the change in maintenance 
responsibilities between the City and State.  Williams asked, then, if the request is to take in the 
entire street.  Haugen responded that that is correct, adding that in order to be consistent we need 
to include all the right-of-way for the street rather than using the centerline.   
 
Haugen stated that the only change to be made to the map included in the packet would be to the 
area along North Washington, to use the right-of-way instead of the centerlines, otherwise the 
rest is pretty much inclusive of what the census or the feds are requiring we included, and then 
smoothing out some of their ragged edges.  He said that the needs to be done within the next 
couple of months, however we don’t have to do it today if anyone has any concerns or changes 
they would like made first. 
 
Haugen commented that, as a side-note, the urbanized population does not include all of the 
population inside the City of Grand Forks, so our population isn’t one for one either. 
 
Bergman asked if this would end up affecting the information in their NTD reports.  Haugen 
responded it wouldn’t, adding that they are not impacting the census urbanized area boundary, 
we are adjusting for federal highway purposes as FTA does not allow for adjustments, and their 
NTD report question is still, there is a webinar at the end of the month that will probably answer 
all those things. 
 
Romness commented that he would like to discuss this with Les Noehre to see what impact using 
the centerline versus the right-of-way will have.  Williams added that actually taking just the 
right-of-way on the west side, that is part of the parcel so we would actually be affecting that 
parcel, and it will make the city responsible for a street or county parcels, because those parcels 
are all out in the county, they are not in the city at all, on either side of the road, so now we have 
the city being responsible for that half-mile street but not collecting any tax dollars or anything 
else.  Haugen agreed, adding that this is the same situation we had going on on U.S. 2.  Williams 
stated that that is true, but it doesn’t make it right. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO TABLE THIS ITEM UNTIL THE 
JULY 11TH TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING.  
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Haugen asked if there was anything the committee wanted staff to do with this, or is this 
something that you want to discuss and come back with.  Romness responded that they would 
probably discuss this and come back with recommendations. 
 
Williams asked, since we can take the entire right-of-way, the reverse is true that we can back it 
in and run the boundary up to the right-of-way, correct.  Haugen responded that that isn’t true.  
He explained that the census is including from the centerline to the east right-of-way property, 
so, again we have no choice but to include that.  Williams asked if they can request to adjust the 
census line.  Johnson reported that the local federal highway office recommended not leaving it 
at the centerline because it could turn into a planning issue later on. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN OPEN HOUSE AND 
BRIDGE INTERCEPT SURVEY 
 
Haugen reported that there are three parts to this item.  He said that the first is in regard to an 
open house that was held May 16th.  He stated that there were about 25 people attend, and the 
first half hour involved having people look at display boards and ask questions and submit 
comments. 
 
Haugen commented that the bulk of the meeting involved an interactive survey which posted 
questions on a screen to which those in attendance were able to, with the help of MNDOT 
equipment, respond to electronically.  He said that after the questions were answered, the results 
of those answers where then show immediately.   
 
Haugen stated that they had a predominant Grand Forks population versus East Grand Forks, 
they had people that weren’t overly familiar with the Long Range Transportation Plan, so when 
asked certain questions people had some strong feelings towards them, while for some questions 
people had no basis to be able to answer at all.  He added that some of the questions were 
phrased in such a way that they were hard for people to respond to using the choices made 
available.   
 
Haugen continued going over some of the questions from the survey, as well as the responses 
given. 
 
Haugen reported that one of the financing questions had to deal with a revenue source, and he 
thinks a maintenance/utility type of fee was the main response.  He explained that they strongly 
agreed that there should be more revenue, and the preferred method to increase that revenue was 
utility fees for transportation at 32%, the second most favored method was either no opinion or 
negotiated developer impact fees at 21%, bonding at 11%, and property taxes or special 
assessments were the lowest. 
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Haugen asked, for those of you who were in attendance, what was your reaction to this type of 
instrument in getting immediate feedback.  Williams responded that she thought it was a very 
good format, she really, really liked the format.  She added that once they got a couple of 
questions under their belts she thinks people responded very well.  Citing an example, Williams 
said that her comment, the comment that they wrote in their memo on the open house, stated that 
the only thing she felt was wrong was that the questions were not prefaced with enough 
information.  Haugen asked if she submitted a memo because they don’t have it as part of the 
record.  Williams responded that she did, adding that she would follow up as to where it is and 
get a copy to him. 
 
Haugen stated that the second item is the draft results of the Vehicle Intercept Survey on the 
bridges.  He explained that on May 3rd they stopped a percent of vehicles on all three of the river 
crossings, essentially from 7:00 to 9:00 a.m., 1:00 to 3:00 p.m., and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.   
 
Haugen commented that they stopped over 2,000 vehicles between the three bridges.  He said 
that the only two things of any significance that came from the survey were:  1) there wasn’t 
much difference from ten years ago, a lot of the destination origins were still predominately the 
same; and 2) there has been an overall 6% increase in traffic on the bridges, with roughly a 6% 
increase in Minnesota license plates than ten years ago.  He commented that they know the City 
of Grand Forks grew 7% and East Grand Forks 14%.   
 
Lang asked if the 14.7% growth shown in the report was incorrect.  Haugen responded it was 
correct, explaining that the 1.4% increase was the annual rate, and the 14.7% was for an entire 
decade.   
    
Haugen reported that he did ask SRF to check one thing.  He referred to a map illustrating the 
Kennedy Bridge east-bound origin destination pairs and pointed out that there isn’t anything 
from the south end of I-29 connecting to cross at the Kennedy Bridge.  He stated that ten years 
ago there was a pairing that should have shown up here.  He added that they also have a pairing 
shown just east of the lagoon system, going to Crookston, and that doesn’t seem to be a logical 
origin for a significant number of vehicles to be crossing.  He reminded everyone, however, this 
is a draft and SRF is still working on addressing inconsistencies. 
 
Lang asked if the survey was actually handed to participants or were the questions asked and 
recorded by staff.  Haugen responded that the questions were asked and recorded by staff. 
 
Discussion on how the survey was conducted ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that the third item is the draft goals, objectives and standard performance 
measures.  He explained that the goal statements are something you have seen twice already 
during the past two years; first with the T.I.P. Manual, where we identified our scoring criteria; 
and the second time was when we added them to our transit process; and now for a third time for 
our Street and Highway Element. 
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Haugen commented that, included with the goals, essentially the goals are the SAFETEA-LU 
Planning Factors that we are to consider when we develop our Long Range Transportation Plan.  
He stated that, with those factors we did infuse the livability principles that were signed on by 
the Federal DOT, HUD, and EPA.  He added that those livability principles were also infused 
into each City’s Land Use Plan Goals as well.  Haugen stated that the objective statements that 
we adopted in the last two years, East Grand Forks two years ago and Grand Forks last year, so 
we are carrying through on those livability principles as well in the Land Use Plans. 
 
Haugen reported that one thing we are achieving, which may be somewhat different from our 
current Street and Highway Transportation Plan, is that we are trying to use what is known as 
“SMART” Goals (S-specific, M-measureable, A-agreed to, R-realistic, and T-timebased).  He 
explained that these are an effort to identify goals and objectives, and standard statements that 
allow us to easily identify the performance measurement we are trying to achieve with those 
statements.  He added that this is being done at the encouragement of Federal Highway, 
specifically that we utilize their SMART training that they gave us two years ago for our next 
Long Range Transportation Plan update, which we are in the process of doing now. 
 
Williams asked if there were things in here that cannot be changed.  Haugen responded that the 
goals cannot be changed; the objectives, standards and performance measures are all drafts that 
we are presenting to you to identify what those things are, where they came from, and what we 
are trying to achieve, otherwise there isn’t anything here that we are requesting approval for 
today. 
 
Haugen stated that he has not been able to provide SRF any comment on this draft yet, prior to it 
being released to this body. 
 
Haugen commented that we start with the SAFETEA-LU planning factors that congress tells us 
we should consider when we develop Long Range Transportation Plans.  He added that we use 
those factors in our T.I.P. priority ranking system, and in our transit plan, and have included the 
livability principles that have been adopted by the DOT, and promoted through federal highway 
and FTA.  He said that these will then be coordinated with the Land Use Plan updates that we’ve 
just completed as well.  He added that we have performance measures that are typically time-
based for either an annual collection or a three or five year collection period.  He reported that 
the intent is to, every year, if we have annual ones we will produce a performance measurement 
report.   
 
Haugen stated that they have a draft that everyone can review and comment on.  He said that 
they would be more than willing to meet with everyone as a group, or individually to go over it 
in depth, or they can wait until the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting to do so. 
Haugen said, then, that this is where they are at with the Long Range Transportation Plan update.  
He added that there are some future things going on, including Nancy spearheading the 
connection with the freight industry, the local freight movement.   
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Ellis reported that there was a Freight Study completed in 2009.   She pointed out that at that 
time the MPO intern, who just happened to be Ali Rood, met with all the freight providers and 
some of the larger industries that use a lot of freight to gather input on what their daily process is, 
what their trucking needs are, etc., as well as what their issues and concerns are on the area’s 
transportation system, and what types of things they would like to see put into the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, in terms of the freight.  She stated that they are going to hold a meeting on 
June 27th, at 9:30 a.m., to invite all those same players to make sure their daily activities are the 
same as they were before, and provide them with what projects we have completed since 2009, 
and find out if they have any new issues. 
 
Haugen commented that the biggest activity SRF is currently working on is an update to our 
signalized intersections.  He stated that we provided them with updated data, and they are 
reviewing the timing plans and identifying whether or not the plans need any changes to the 
signal coordination plan for Grand Forks.  
 
Haugen stated that SRF is scheduled to be back in mid-July to hold some public meetings to 
present the existing conditions report, which should include an analysis from their findings from 
the turning movement counts given them. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. MNDOT Bridge Post 
 
McKinnon reported that the MNDOT Bridge Office, on June 11th, posted a solicitation for 
proposals for the Kennedy Bridge Study.  He added that the final date for submission is July 11th. 
 
McKinnon commented that this will be the study that will investigate the feasibility of 
rehabilitating the Kennedy Bridge structure, and then looking at replacement options should it be 
determined that rehabbing it is not feasible.  He stated that it is anticipated this will be a nine to 
twelve month study to complete.  He added that an advisory committee will be set up, and one of 
the big things they will have to look at is, what is called “Pier 6” which is the one that is severely 
moving, so recommendations are necessary.  He stated that the Bridge Office in St. Paul is the 
project manager for this, although the District will be involved. 
 
Haugen asked if anyone had an update on the Memorandum of Understanding for the Sorlie 
Bridge.  McKinnon responded that he asked J.T. Anderson, MNDOT Engineer, about this but 
they wanted to get the Kennedy Bridge project completed before working on this one. 
 
Johnson commented that they got an e-mail about a week ago stating that it was moving its way 
up the ladder. 
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 2. Updated Timeline 
 
Williams asked if a request could be made to SRF for an updated timeline for the Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  Haugen responded that it is on the MPO website.  Williams stated that she 
went to the website, but couldn’t even find the stuff for the open house, so if they could just post 
it, or someone could send her a copy, she would appreciate it. 
 
 3. Status On Draft T.I.P/S.T.I.P. 
 
Johnson responded that he believes the program has been approved, but he has not yet seen a 
copy of the document.  He said that they are in the process of getting the letters, etc., finalized, so 
he will get it out as soon as possible. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BOPPRE, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 13TH, 2012, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:30 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED  UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 

 


