
 
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Thursday, July 26th, 2012 

Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the July 26th, 2012, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:32 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via conference call); Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; Rich 
Romness, Grand Forks City Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks City Engineering; Les 
Noehre, NDDOT-Local Government Division; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Local Government 
Division; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks City Planning; Katie Caskey, MNDOT-Office Of 
Statewide Multimodal Planning-St. Paul; and Teri Kouba (Proxy For Dale Bergman), Grand 
Forks Cities Area Transit. 
 
Guests present were: Jon Markusen, KLJ; Mike Bittner, KLJ; Lance Bernard, SRF; Brian 
Shorten, SRF; and Cecilia Crenshaw, Federal Transit Administration-St. Paul (via conference 
call). 
  
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; 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 JULY 11 TH, 2012, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE THE JULY 11TH, 2012, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN – STREET/H IGHWAY 
ELEMENT UPDATE 
 

Haugen reported that Brian Shorten and Lance Bernard from SRF are present today to give a 
brief overview on the Long Range Transportation Plan update.  He pointed out that there were 
several documents concerning this agenda item included in today’s agenda packet.  He added 
that tonight at 5:30 p.m., in the Training Conference Room in East Grand Forks City Hall, we 
will be holding our 2nd open house. 
 
Shorten commented that SRF has teamed with CPS to perform an update to the Long Range 
Transportation Plan. He referred to a slide, and went over the agenda they will be following for 
today’s meeting:  
 
 1) Project Update 
 2) Review Goals/Objectives/Standards and Performance Measures 
 3) Existing Conditions 
 4) Public Open House 
 
Shorten then briefly went over the project schedule (which is available on the MPO Website).  
He pointed out that over the last three months they have completed the first three tasks in the 
scope of work, including the Origin/Destination Study, the results of which you were given at 
your last meeting, and which will be very helpful to your traffic model.   
 
Shorten commented that Lance has been working with the MPO staff in defining the goals and 
objectives and standards for this plan based on the last plan.  He added that there is a new 
enhancement that the MPO desired be included in this plan; which wasn’t in the last plan, but 
which is strongly encouraged in MAP-21, and that is performance measures, so they have a 
significant amount of information on this to share today.   
 
Shorten reported that they are currently working on the evaluation of the signal timing plans with 
Jane Williams.  He stated that they will be doing some field work on this item in August and 
September, once school is back in session.   
 
Shorten said that they also have some information concerning the existing level of service 
analysis, which that they will be going over later today.  He added that they also have 
information on crash analysis as well. 
 
Shorten stated that Lance has developed some information concerning the carbon footprinting 
analysis from 2006 to 2012, specifically in terms of what has been happening with greenhouse 
gases. 
 
Shorten commented that they have been working with Nancy Ellis and representatives from the 
freight and shipping entities in the area on the freight report to come up with some new 
information concerning their needs. 
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Shorten reported that they have been giving Earl monthly updates on the progress of the update, 
and did hold an open house in May at which they gathered some public information, the results 
of which are available on the website for review, especially the results of the electronic 
facilitation function they used at the meeting.  He added that they held two meetings with 
stakeholders on the University Avenue issue, and are making some progress on potential 
solutions for that issue as well. 
 
Shorten commented that they have an updated list of issues and opportunities they would like to 
discuss today.  He added that they are on schedule, and have been working diligently with MPO 
staff to stay on schedule.  He stated that over the next few months they will be refining the goals 
and objectives, finalizing the existing conditions report, and finalizing the issues identification 
report.  He said that the future activities they will be looking at include developing a range of 
alternatives, identifying future projects, and doing a financial analysis. 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, STANDARDS & PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
Bernard reported that the first thing he wanted to focus on are the goals and objectives report that 
everyone should have received earlier.  He stated that they started with a foundation of past goals 
and objectives from the last plan, and refined them for this update.  He said that one of the things 
they wanted to focus on was to look at the performance measures, specifically applying the 
SMART (specific, measurable, agreed, realistic, time-bound) principles throughout all the goals, 
objectives and standards and performance measures, so they really made sure they emphasized 
how the SMART principles were being applied to each, providing dialogue and discussion in the 
report concerning how they took those principles and used them throughout the document.   
 
Bernard commented that another thing they wanted to do was to align this plan’s goals with the 
State Plan as well, so in the report they provided some matrixes that show where those goals 
align with the North Dakota Plan and the State of Minnesota’s Multi-modal Plan, just to give a 
sense of where things align to make sure that both plans are meshing with one another, so they 
are seeking this body’s feedback today. 
 
Caskey stated that in looking through the goals, objectives, and standards and performance 
measures chapter, one thing that MNDOT would like to see is, on the back where you have the 
matrix, how this plan connects with the MNDOT Multi-Modal Transportation Plan’s Guiding 
Principles.  She explained that those principles are from their Vision, and they would really like 
them to use the objectives from the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan that is almost finalized as 
they tried to get the vision up to the next level, so it will be a better reference point.  She stated 
that they can use the Guiding Principles as well, but the one thing they would really like to see 
them use is the plan objectives. 
 
Shorten asked, just generally, from either DOT’s point of view, do you see that what has been 
developed here is fairly in line with your plans, is there anything you feel they should be aware 
of that hasn’t been accommodated.  Johnson responded that on the North Dakota side he isn’t as 
familiar with the goals as they are laid out right now, as he attended some meetings early on but 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Thursday, July 26th, 2012 
 
 

 4 
 

 

hasn’t had the opportunity to do so lately, but this is something he will look into.  Bernard 
commented that they are using the goals from the TransAction 3 Plan for this, so if things change 
or are updated in that plan, which is still a draft, they can take those changes into consideration 
as well.  Caskey responded that they have some staff looking through this, then they will put 
together some comments that they will submit as soon as they can. 
 
Williams stated that she has some general comments, as well as some very specific comments 
that, in general she thinks the goals and everything, the City support all the effort being made, 
but there are a lot of objectives, or standards that are written as though the City is a regulatory 
agency, and they have no way of regulating to the point of reducing trips and making people car-
pool, they don’t have the authority to do that, that is a state level function.  She said that the only 
authority that they really have is over their employees, and saying how many people come into 
the parking lot, and that is very very limited, as they don’t even have control over people parking 
on the street.  She added that they do have authority over their fleet vehicle, and as part of the 
Mayor’s Green Initiative, that may be something that should be looked at.  She said that the 
City’s other green initiative is working on different things within our own building, but those are 
the only things, as a City, that they have any control over, they can’t regulate any of the other 
things, although they can certainly encourage employees to do flex hours and that sort of thing, 
but they can’t make them.  She commented that there are some other things mentioned in the 
report about developing, monitoring, and doing all these different things, which would be really 
great, but she doesn’t know who would do them, because, with the staffing levels that they have 
right now, she doesn’t believe the City has the staff persons to do it, and she doesn’t know 
whether Mr. Haugen has staffing time available to develop a lot of these programs either, so she 
thinks that when you get to the realistic standpoint, these would be great, but she doesn’t know 
how we can implement them, so that would be something that would really need to be looked at 
in terms of how we can do them.    
 
Williams commented that throughout the document there were different reduction measures, and 
one that jumped out is the one that says that by 2040 we were going to reduce the number of 
pedestrian and bicyclist and motor vehicle fatalities, when compared to 2010; but what will our 
population be in 2040, how can she actually reduce those numbers.  She stated that they may 
want to look at it statistically, and reduce the percentage, but she can’t aim for an actual 
reduction number, and that is throughout the document, that their looking at trying to reduce or 
compare actual numbers when what they may actually want to do is look at percentages, or 
something else, because she thinks we would be boxing ourselves into a corner. 
 
Haugen reported that, when we talk about performance measures, he thinks that is one of the real 
tasks we have is, when going through the SMART exercise, we make sure that when we do get 
to something that is measureable, that it is also time-bound, that we have an agreement that that 
is a measurement we want to achieve, and that it is realistic, and as to who will be doing the 
developing and monitoring, it seems fairly clear that MAP-21 is going to require performance 
measures, and it is also clear that the MPO will be reporting on how it’s products are progressing 
towards those measures identified, so the onus will be on the MPO’s work program to develop 
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those things and to actually monitor them.  He said that, unless someone knows better, he thinks 
the MPO will be doing annual reports on its performance measures in the near future. 
 
Williams requested that a matrix be set up for each of these goals; as far as what programs would 
be associated with each one of the goals, what will need to be developed or maintained, so we 
can take a comprehensive look to see exactly what the work program states for each one of these.  
Haugen asked what kind of program she is talking about, funding programs.  Williams responded 
that that is exactly right, what type of programs are going to be associated with each one of these 
goals, what is going to have to be developed that we don’t already have, what all are we 
approving that we are going to have to develop or do.  She said that she would like to see what 
we are approving, as far as what is involved with approving this.  Haugen commented that, as he 
reviewed this, all of the things that they were measuring is data that is already collected, and you 
mentioned the bike/ped fatality, that is already being measured, it just isn’t being held in one 
MPO performance measure report.  He said that a lot of these things are already being reported, 
or measured, they just aren’t, perhaps, at an MPO specific level, or their not in one report but are 
in a mixture of many documents produced by different agencies within a state. 
 
Bernard stated that they wanted to develop performance measures that were realistic, that there is 
data being collected now, and so if there are things in the report that don’t seem realistic, that 
data is not being collected or information that is very challenging to gather, that is kind of the 
information or feedback they would like to hear so they can figure out if there is a better way to 
craft a performance measure, or if it is something that needs some tweaking.  Shorten added that 
there could also be a need for some cleaning and/or consolidation as well.   
 
Shorten commented that what is being done here is something that no other MPO has done, so in 
terms of accountability to actual numbers, they may have overshot that a bit, and maybe just 
sending it in the right direction or decreasing, or decreasing by a percentage, but this is the 
direction that MAP-21 is pushing, so, even though they don’t know MAP-21 and all the details 
of its rules, based on their experience working on performance measures, especially for the State 
of Minneosta, they tried to get to that next level.  He stated that the goals and objectives from 
you 2008 plan were about half a page, and you see the length of these goals and objectives, and 
so they are trying to help transition into what they think will be the requirements the MPOs will 
have to meet in the next few years.  He added that, usually in this type of process they will 
provide you a little leeway as it will take some time to learn everything, but this is the direction 
of the future. 
 
Johnson said that he would like to add to what Mr. Haugen originally said; the implementation of 
these performance measures are going to have a trickling effect, from the local level all the way 
up to the MPO, in that there will be additional reporting and monitoring requirements at every 
level, so even though some of the tasks will be done by the MPO, the Cities are part of this and 
will need to take on some of that responsibility as well.  Williams agreed, stating that that is her 
point.  She said that if the City is going to be taking on additional responsibilities, they need to 
let their elected officials and everyone else know that there is additional work being generated by 
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this change at the federal level so it doesn’t come as a surprise that staff time is being taken from 
something else to do it. 
 
Bernard stated that they certainly welcome comments, so if anyone wants to send them copies of 
notes or edits to the report, please do so so that revisions can be made if necessary.  Haugen 
added that they would like and comments or changes submitted within two weeks from today. 
 
Bernard referred to a slide presentation of the Draft Goals, Objectives, Standards and 
Performance Measures Report, and went over it briefly. 
 
1. Goal 1:   Economic Vitality 
 

Haugen commented that the goal statements are the factors that are in MAP-21 that we 
need to consider when we do long range transportation planning, so we are just 
reiterating what the federal perspective is of what we need to look at.  He said that we 
modified them slightly, as you recall, the last couple of years to include some of the 
livability principles that the DOT is encouraging us to do to not only meet our 
transportation needs but to create a livable community at the same time, so these goal 
statements are the planning factors in MAP-21, plus the livability principles. 

 
Williams asked if they would be including any definitions, because there is an issue with 
wording that she sees appearing throughout the entire document; such as “develop and 
maintain” – what does maintain mean, is it something that every citizen is supposed to 
call in and we have to answer.  She stated that she is doing this because she has been 
through this kind of thing before in another area of the country, where people point to a 
statement and say “it says right here you have to do this…, and that clearly wasn’t the 
intent.  She asked what “ensure” means, are we ensuring something or are we 
encouraging, because ensure means you are absolutely going to do it, so.   

 
Bernard responded that when he looks at goals and objectives and standards, in some 
respect they are supposed to be a little high level to give you direction so when 
transportation decisions do come up you can go to the goals and objectives and get the 
direction and guidance you need to make those decisions, so developing, maintaining and 
ensuring, he doesn’t think we want to be completely specific and try to hold you to 
something, but rather to give you more of a vision and direction. 

 
Noehre stated that he would have to agree with Ms. Williams that some of the language 
does, in his view, get very down into the needs.  He pointed out that they use the word 
“install”, not “consider” or “evaluate” it says “do it”.   
 
Bernard responded that they can certainly work on making the language a little less 
onerous, and put more words in there that encourage rather than state that something be 
done.   
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Haugen commented that they are trying to straddle the fence in being “SMART” and not 
being so prescriptive that there isn’t any flexibility.  He stated that, again, we are 
straddling the fence, and the more we give to one side versus the other, the weaker our 
performance measurements become.  Noehre pointed out that the one standard that really 
stands out for him is the one in Objective IV, Goal 2:  “Integrate monitoring systems into 
key and/or new transportation facilities, such as bridges that monitor fatigue, tampering, 
or failure”.  He agreed that we need to look at those things, and consider them, but we 
also have to evaluate the technology and its costs versus benefit, and this just says 
integrate, it’s going to be done, not evaluate and do if warranted.  Williams stated that 
there is also the issue of liability that is incurred if you don’t do it, whereas if you can 
come up with an evaluation process that says that we did evaluate it, but we determined 
we didn’t want to do it.  Noehre said that he isn’t trying to get away from any of the 
SMART characteristics, just trying to say that we need to be smart about sweating the 
SMART characteristics.  Williams added that they need to give them the opportunity to 
do their value engineering.   
 
Shorten responded that maybe these need to be a little softer, in the sense that they need 
to grow over time, and allow for the multiple steps needed to be able to make a 
commitment.  Haugen commented that the State of Minnesota might be the one place 
where they have established measurements already, so our language can’t be altered too 
much from their language. 
 
Shorten commented that since Minnesota is kind of a leader in this, when the MNDOT 
people give us their written comments maybe you could give us some suggestions on 
how far we go with some of the opening verbs in some of these standards, that would be 
helpful.  Caskey responded that when they send this around to some of their departments, 
they will certainly try to get some feedback on this.   
 

2. Goal 2:  Security 
 

Williams said that she isn’t sure this is the proper place to discuss this, but she would like 
the Technical Advisory Committee to consider that someplace in here we consider 
developing a traffic incident plan.  She explained that it is actually a cost recovery 
program, a supplement to FEMA,  and if we have it in place we can recover some of our 
transportation costs, those that FEMA doesn’t cover.  Haugen stated that he thought the 
Bridge Closure Plan filled that requirement.  Williams responded that she doesn’t think it 
does, adding that it needs to have more information than the Bridge Closure Plan does, it 
needs to have actual transportation information in it. 

 
3. Goal 3:  Accessibility & Mobility 
 

Williams asked what “dark fiber” is.  Bernard responded that he isn’t sure.  Shorten said 
that he thinks it means that you put in the fiber when doing any work, but it is “dark” in 
the sense that it isn’t active.   
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Williams commented that another issue is “LOS C”.  She stated that MNDOT allows for 
a LOS D, while North Dakota wants a LOS C or better, so is this something that we still 
want to build to, to a LOS C, can we do an analysis that says that this is how expensive it 
is to build to a LOS C, and this is how expensive it is to get to a LOS D.   
 
Discussion on LOS ensued. 
 
Noehre referred to the measureable criteria, specifically the reduction in AADT (Average 
Annual Daily Traffic), and commented that the objectives talk about vehicle miles 
traveled, so should this be vehicle miles traveled instead.  Williams asked if this was for 
each person because the population is growing.  Noehre said that this is why he was 
asking if it should be VMT versus AADT because you might be able to reduce the VMT, 
but when your population is increasing it might be difficult to reduce the AADT.  
Williams added that the LOS question/discussion will affect this as well. 
 
Shorten responded that this is a very good question, as that isn’t a little thing here, 
because your metropolitan level, when you decide whatever it is going be, when you start 
looking at projects in the future, there will be a whole lot of cross-referencing that can be 
related to that, so when your programming your T.I.P. will it be C or D, this could be a 
significant change in in the way the metropolitan area looks, or it could be a reaction to 
the funding situation, so it is really worth some consideration. 

 
4. Goal 4:  Environmental/Energy/QOL 
 

Williams commented that they are reducing their emissions by 50% below the 2007 
emissions, but once again they are not considering what the population is, so we may 
want to look into that performance measure.  Bernard agreed, adding that they were just 
trying to put a target in there.   

 
Williams referred to the performance measure that states:  “Improve the percent of 
projects completed without environmental violations”, and stated that she didn’t know 
that they were doing any that were in violation.  She asked if it should state:  “Continue 
to complete projects…”.   
 
Noehre commented that the measure above is also confusing:  “Decrease the percent of 
impervious pavement on residential and non-residential sites near agricultural and natural 
resource lands”.  Bernard responded that they were trying to pair each performance 
measure to address each of the objectives and standards, so this one was just trying to 
invent more of a landuse/city regulation type of issue that started to address impervious 
pavement.  Shorten stated that they maybe should have focused more on natural resources 
than agricultural.   
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Williams referred to the performance measure that states:  “Reduce the percent of 
populations exposed to at-risk levels of air pollution by 10 percent every five-years”, and 
asked who is at risk now.  She said that some of these measures need a definition, such as 
where is the risk now, and where are we going with this.  She stated that if you are going 
to put something in there, we are not a non-attainment area so if we are going to do 
something maybe we say; continue to be a non-attainment area, continue to do these 
things, monitor or something.  She said that they are in compliance, as far as she knows. 
 
Ellis referred to the monitoring activities section, where they are talking about a survey of 
the regions’ largest employers, and stated that she wouldn’t do that annually if the freight 
study is updated every five years, as it would make more sense to do this activity in 
conjunction with the freight study update.  She added that instead of saying implement 
use encourage or provide opportunities for increased car-pooling, etc.   
 
Romness commented that one of the things Jane brought up, and he keeps looking at this 
and trying to figure out how to do it, and that is the “Reduce the percent of populations 
exposed to at-risk levels of air pollution by 10 percent every five-years”.  He stated that if 
our percent is zero, does that mean we bring people in who are at risk for weekends so we 
have a percentage, because if you don’t have it, why do you need this measure at all.  
Bernard agreed that this is something they need to know.  Shorten added that air pollution 
is one thing, but then you have green-house gas, so you may be fine with one but not the 
other, so maybe you want to continue to reduce green-house gas, so maybe that is the 
way we need to go so we keep the theme. 
 
Noehre asked, if he sends the rest of his comments on this, will they receive a response to 
those comments prior to the final so they know that they were reviewed and addressed.  
Haugen responded that it is a federal requirement that all comments received are 
reviewed and addressed.   
 

5. Goal 5:  Integration & Connectivity 
 

Williams commented that she doesn’t know how they are going to be able to do anything 
about the second standard:  “Refrain from extending facilities which would promote 
development that is not currently contiguous to developed areas”, because if a developer 
owns a piece of property, and it is within the City, and there is nothing else developed 
around there and he wants to pay to have everything extended out to that piece of 
property, we can’t stop them.  She said that they can encourage them not to do it, but we 
can’t make them stop if they want to pay for it all.   

 
Gengler stated that this actually conflicts with what is being referred to as the “Bakken 
Initiative”, with developing some of our vacant industrial type of land in the western part 
of town, in fact they have one on the next Planning Commission Agenda, so at face value 
that would conflict with that principal.   
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Shorten asked, however, if it is the City’s general policy to avoid leap-frogging.  Gengler 
responded it was.   
 
Gengler reported that some of the areas they are thinking of would be, for example, near 
the City’s Baling Facility, the old landfill area, and other such areas.  He stated that on 
one hand we annexed all of the City owned land, over five square miles, so some of this 
area is technically contiguous and adjacent to the City, but not the City as you would 
typically think of it.   
 
Noehre commented that, as a citizen he likes the standard that states:  “Investigate impact 
fees and other methods of assessing developers for the costs of extending municipal 
services to new developments”.  He stated that, sure, we can put out some pavement out 
there, but what about fire, garbage, sewer, water, etc., because if it is leap-frogged, the 
rest of us citizens have to pay for it because there isn’t anyone to assess.   
 
Gengler stated that special assessments have been a huge issue lately, kind of intermixed 
between the City and AE2S.  He explained that they have been working on a ten-year 
infrastructure master plan that is hitting every single element, such as the cost of roads, 
storm ponds, etc., and is pretty extensive and will be coming out soon.  He added that 
some of these statements kind of fit into the model of what they are trying to do with that 
plan. 
 
Shorten commented that the impact fee is controversial in Minnesota.  He gave an 
example of a case where his firm was involved with Country Joe versus Egan, which was 
one of the early impact fee issues that was thrown out by the court because they were 
taking those fees and putting them into libraries, parks, and such instead of putting it back 
into transportation projects as it was meant to be.  He added that they also worked with a 
couple of cities, who are trying to keep a low profile, that were challenged by developers 
and stood, but it would certainly be best if there was something in the legislation that 
clearly discusses impact fees, however in lieu of the two cities not doing, and with the 
continuing costs that local government has to serve, sooner than later, they have 
developed some ordinances, and it is basically following a process where you can 
document the cost of per housing unit added, or per acre added, so you have a legitimate 
method, that is rational and fair and equitable, and based on that you have a policy.  He 
stated that the policy can then be used if your going to leap-frog.   
 
Gengler reported that the City of Grand Forks currently has an 8% Park and Open space 
dedication, so when a new residential development comes in the developer either pays 
cash or physically dedicates 8% of the land, and with the ten year plan that they are 
working on they are going to morph that 8% and introduce the idea of requiring land 
dedication for storm ponding, because that has been a huge burden on everyone.  
 
Shorten stated that some of that, especially if you have policies developed, this is the time 
to try to get those things in so when a development does swing into gear again, now it 
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isn’t new, and its policy.  He said that they’ve learned that if developers know the rules, 
even if it costs them, if they know the rules in advance, it is just another add on that they 
put on the value of the land when they sell it, so it isn’t an insurmountable thing right 
now.   
 
Kouba reported that Engineering and Planning have managed to develop some way of 
gaining some of these things in their policies, but transit is kind of being left out.  She 
said that it does not have policy as to when it expands out, it does not have policy as to 
how it is going to get out into the industrial parks.  She stated that they have tried to do 
so, but have failed.  She commented that they are now getting into more apartments being 
built, and it is an afterthought as to how they are going to get service into them, and that 
is an issue that needs to be expanded out.  Shorten said that he doesn’t know if the Transit 
Development Plan will address this or not, but that is another feature, another service that 
people sooner or later want, and its costly to provide it much later once the road system is 
in, and then the bus can’t handle the turns.  Kouba added that it will come up when 42nd 
starts developing more.  She said that right now the bus goes into the Alerus Center, but 
down the road you now have Black Gold Headquarter, and there will certainly be more 
businesses going in along there, and the bus can’t continually keep going into these 
separate streets to have bus pullouts along the way, and they have to be planned out.   
 
Williams referred to Objective II, the standard that states:  “Include the jurisdiction and 
the axle load limits of the roadway in this system mapping”, and asked if they could add 
height restrictions as well.  She also asked about the monitoring activities, and asked who 
was going to calculate the costs.   
 
Noehre stated that he had highlighted a standard concerning the building of a traffic 
operation center, but he can’t find it.  Ellis responded that it is under Goal 2, Objective 
IV.  Bernard responded that they were trying to address getting a central hub.  Noehre 
asked who was going to pay for that.  Haugen responded that it probably doesn’t fit ITS 
Strategic Plan, in the past that is how has paid for it.  Noehre stated that that is a big 
undertaking.  Williams commented that they have all of their traffic signals already.  She 
stated that this isn’t regional, from the standpoint that we don’t have one out there at the, 
there are a couple of stragglers.  She said that the one at the airport they don’t have, nor 
do they have the five in East Grand Forks either.  Noehre stated that it doesn’t sound like 
that fits your situation because regional and metropolitan lines, on the North Dakota side, 
what you need is being fed in.  Williams added that they already have an emergency 
management center.  Noehre said that he isn’t suggesting that it be scratched completely, 
just suggesting, again, the verbage be changed. 
 
Williams asked if there was a standard in here that talked about the yellow light, and that 
the City has an ordinance about not being in the intersection when the yellow light comes 
on.  Bernard responded that he thinks that came out of the freight study.  Williams stated 
that the statement isn’t correct.  Bernard said that those were comments they heard 
through their freight meeting.  Haugen commented that it isn’t part of the goals and 
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objectives document.  Bernard stated that he would make a note to revisit that in the 
freight chapter. 

6. Goal 6:  Efficient System Management 
 

Ellis referred to Page 21, monitoring activities, and asked if the statement:  “Calculate 
and compare the cities, counties and/or state DOT’s Capital Improvement Plans’ 
estimated costs to the actual bid process…”, was referring to costs in the MPO area, those 
that use federal dollars or federal funds because that would be a lot to look at the State’s 
CIP and compare them with their bid process, so maybe be more specific to the MPO.  
She stated that in our TIP it is fairly easy because we know what the estimate is for 
projects that use federal dollars, and then we know what the bid amounts end up being, or 
the obligated amounts so we can compare those, but just City local projects that they 
special assess might be a problem.  Williams added that they re-estimate their projects 
every single year, so they go through that process all the time anyway so you could just 
say “continue to...”, and not tie them to how to do it. 
 
Haugen commented that the real intent, and they had a cost estimate webinar a while ago, 
but when they enter something into the TIP they believe they enter in a pretty good cost 
estimate, because we need to be fiscally constrained. 

 
7. Goal 7:  System Preservation 
 

Williams stated that she has a question on the actual wording of the goal itself:  
“Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system by first targeting…”, 
could first targeting be changed to first considering because sometimes they have a 
project that just, we have to do something rather than doing a maintenance project, there 
has to be something done, or whatever, and we just may not be able to target preservation 
first all the time.  Bernard responded that the goal statements they used are the ones that 
have been used in other parts of the Long Range Transportation Plan, so he guesses it is 
really a question for the MPO.  Williams asked if this is exactly how it worded with the 
State.  Bernard responded it is in the transit plan and other components, so they haven’t 
changed any of the language for the goal statements that were provided, so, again, it is a 
question for the MPO as to whether or not changes should be made to the goal statements 
or if they are adopted goals that they need to stick with.  Haugen stated that they are 
already adopted, but nothing is unchangeable.   

 
Discussion on appropriate wording ensued. 

   
Williams commented that there is another standard that says:  “Maintain pavement, signal 
systems, signage, striping and other features of the transportation system to a level that 
permits safe traffic operations.”  She asked what is safe, adding that safe is a good 
liability word, so we need to change that to something like “good level of service” or 
something.  
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8. Goal 8:  Safety 
 
 No comments. 
 
Bernard stated that they really do appreciate all the comments and feedback, and he knows this 
was a lot to get through, but it is all really helpful for them to be able to refine these even further 
to make sure they meet your needs.  He said that, as mentioned previously, they would 
appreciate it if everyone could get their written comments to them in the next two weeks so they 
can work on them and get a redlined report, showing all the requested changes, out to everyone 
as soon as possible. 
 
Williams asked if there was still a Safe Routes To School Program.  Haugen responded that there 
is a Safe Routes To School eligibility under the transportation alternative program, so it is not a 
stand-alone separate program, but it is still an eligible activity. 
 
Williams commented that wherever you make reference to the reduction of crashes, could you 
please put “correctable” crashes in there.  She stated that their last two fatalities were caused by 
someone fleeing police, and you can’t correct those. 
 
FREIGHT  
 
Bernard reported that they worked with staff in the last couple of months to meet with the freight 
community, and held some focus group meetings and interviews to gather their list of issues to 
try to start identifying some freight projects for us to consider for our range of alternatives, to 
include in the Long Range Transportation Plan.  He stated that they were able to touch base with 
some of the bigger industries; American Crystal, LM Windpower, S&S Transport, Simplot, Post 
Office, Carriers, etc..  Ellis stated that the one she is still trying to connect with is the State Mill.   
 
Bernard commented that they are still trying to gather input from the freight community to really 
emphasize, and provide a stronger freight component to the update.  He said they are really 
trying to address some existing conditions and identify projects that they see a need for on the 
system.   
 
Bernard stated that part of their conversation with the group was to talk about what was in the 
past plan, and what has been completed, and he thinks that throughout their conversations they 
determined a lot of projects that are in the current plan, that address freight issues, are still pretty 
relevant for this update as well. 
 
Bernard reported that two projects they identified, that could be potential projects for them to 
look at are specifically dealing with a southern truck reliever route.  He explained that a lot of the 
freight community recognized that a lot of their needs are more to the south right now, so they 
looked at what type connectivity issues are there, and what type of opportunities there are to 
address some of those needs to the south. 
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Bernard commented that one specific project that came out of their discussion as well was with 
Simplot.  He said that they looked at some of the issues that they have with trucks coming and 
going from their site, specifically along the frontage road and trying to access Gateway Drive, 
and they are wondering about the possibility of providing some better connectivity to the north 
of their property to bring them into their site.  Williams stated that Simplot is actually doing a lot 
of work right now, but it is the tank farm that is causing the most problem, it is there trucks that 
line up in front of Simplot.  Ellis agreed, adding that this is why Simplot would like an access to 
the north of their property as their freight entrance, where their trucks come in is located on the 
north end of the building, not off the frontage road, so if they could have a connection from 42nd, 
on the north end, that would be beneficial.   
 
Romness reported that there is a fairly significant number of trucks that are short circuiting the 
north side by taking 27th Avenue North, across to 42nd, and down to Gateway.  He stated that 27th 
Avenue is only partially in the city, and isn’t even really a gravel road, it is more of a dirt road, 
and it is a mess.  He said that they are trying to work on this, but part of it is a Township road, so 
it is difficult to get anything done.  Haugen commented that it is a federal aid eligible road.  
Romness responded that it is, but then again a large portion of the property on either side is 
farmland.   
 
Noehre commented that, regarding the construction of a South Bypass Truck Reliever Route, he 
thinks in the current transportation plan there are only two elements identified a river crossing 
and Merrifield Road, and it doesn’t really address a South Bypass Truck Reliever, it might have 
it identified, but it doesn’t identify all of the infrastructure needs that would need to be created 
and the cost estimates associated with that to actually bring it to fruition.  Shorten stated, then, 
that if this project moves forward, as far as an alternative to look at, it isn’t just about what was 
in the old plan, but it should also include what is needed to bring it up to a truck route.  Noehre 
agreed, adding that it should include things like in-slope, drainage, access management, etc..  
Bernard asked if this is a project that this body feels is needed, will it add value to the system.  
Noehre responded that it would certainly add value to the system, but there is also the cost of all 
those goals we just discussed, a whole bunch of them that talked about not doing it.   
 
Shorten reported that through this process they are looking to see if there are new issues, new 
projects, that will all be put on this big menu, and then later in the process they will have to be 
financially constrained, and will need to be whittled down.  He stated that they might start with a 
list of 25 from the old plan that still to be done, and through this process we might end up with 
40, but then after going through the fiscal constraining evaluation we get back down to 30, so 
they are just trying to determine if these projects are feasible and rational.   
 
Romness commented that what this comes down to is that these are projects that we might not do 
in the next twenty years, but we should begin preserving the right-of-way in the event they are 
done in the future. 
 
Discussion on the benefits of right-of-way preservation ensued. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Thursday, July 26th, 2012 
 
 

 15 
 

 

CARBON FOOTPRINTING 
 
Bernard commented that they are trying to emphasize a stronger sustainability component to the 
update, and provide some discussion in the document about what can be done, and also 
emphasize all the work that has been done and is still being done by the City and UND to 
address some of these issues as well.  He stated that they did an analysis that looks at passenger 
vehicles, and trucks, from a VMT standpoint to try to start setting some benchmarks. 
 
Bernard stated that they looked at a five-year period of VMT, and did their analysis to show if 
there was a reduction or not within carbon emissions.  He said that this is something they are 
planning on integrating into the plan as well to help them develop some performance measures to 
continue to stick with the SMART Principles.   
 
LOS-CRASH DATA 
 
Bernard reported that they have been working on updating the signal timing plans, and were able 
to use the data they received from that to look at the level of service at the intersections and came 
up with a list of the intersections that are at a level of service D during the p.m. peak hours.  He 
said that this is based on the 2012 count data they received, and so they are now working with 
staff to kind of compare those levels of service with past levels of service from the old plan to 
see where any changes may have occurred, and also to compare whether or not traffic data, 
turning movement counts have changed or if even the software used back then had an influence 
on these changes that have occurred in the last five years, but as of now these are the 
intersections that they have identified:  
 
 17th Avenue South and Columbia Road 
 32nd Avenue South and Columbia Road 
 17th Avenue South and Washington Street 
 DeMers Avenue and Washington Street 
 32nd Avenue South and Washington Street 
 U.S. Highway 2 and Central Avenue 
 
Williams asked what is causing the LOS D to be registered at these intersections, is it because of 
the number of approaches, and is one of those approaches at a LOS F that is dragging the rest of 
them down, and if we were to put in a right turn lane would that bring the LOS up.  Bernard 
commented that even some of the signal timing work they will be doing in September might fix 
some of these issues.  Haugen commented that for the first time we aren’t showing a LOS below 
D.   
 
Bernard pointed out that they also did a crash analysis using current crash data they received 
from both Minnesota and North Dakota DOTs.  He stated that everyone should have received the 
spreadsheet that identified where some of the higher crash rates are located: 
 
 20th Street South and 32nd Avenue South 
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 31st Street South and 32nd Avenue South 
   34th Street South and 32nd Avenue South 
 5th Street N.W. and DeMers Avenue 
 
Williams commented that they can make all the 32nd Avenue intersection issues go away by 
putting in protected only left turns.  She said, however, that they would have to retime all the 
signals and change out all the signal heads, but that would make all those go away.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Open House On Long Range Transportation Plan 
 
Haugen reported that there will be an open house for the Long Range Transportation Plan 
Update this evening at the East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room beginning at 
5:30 P.M. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 26TH, 2012, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:45 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED  UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 

 

 

 


