
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, August 8th, 2012 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 8th, 2012, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 2:35 p.m. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen stated that, because a quorum is not yet present, he would like to suspend the agenda to 
discuss MAP-21, under Other Business at this time.  
 
 a. MAP-21 Briefing 
 
Haugen reported that a representative from MNDOT gave a briefing on MAP-21 last Thursday; 
and earlier today, at noon, over at Mr. Noehre’s facility several staff watched a webinar on 
MAP-21, and with a few exceptions, MNDOT probably just took the webinar presentation and 
condensed it for their presentation, so there wasn’t a lot of difference between the two 
presentations.  He said that Federal Highway does now have, on their MAP-21 website, the 
presentation they are doing this week. 
 
Haugen commented that, as we all know, there is a new 27-month bill that is actually a three 
month extension of SAFETEA-LU and 24-months of MAP-21.  He added that October 1st is the 
implementation of MAP-21, but he feels there will still be a lot of loose ends needing to be 
addressed concerning how the implementation will occur.   
 
Haugen stated that there is a lot of consolidation taking place, which we will get into a little later 
in today’s discussion.   
 
Haugen referred to a table, prepared by MNDOT, and explained that Bryan McCoy, Intern, 
prepared a similar table for North Dakota as well, which he will go over next.  He pointed out 
that this gives us an idea of what is happening at a State level in terms of how the programs were 
funded in 2012, and how they may be funded in 2013 and 2014.  He stated that you can see that 
the first two programs are no longer separate programs, but are rolled into a new national 
highway performance program, which is the old national highway system with added mileage 
from the interstate system and all the principle arterials.  He commented that this means that all 
of the principle arterials in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks will now be part of this HNPP 
program, where before we really only had U.S. 2 as part of the NHS system.  He added, 
however, that this will have an impact on funding programs as well.   
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Haugen pointed out that in Minnesota there was roughly $270,000,000 of interstate and NHS 
system funding, and under MAP-21 that program sees an infusion of an additional $100,000,000 
more in funding, and that is where the bulk of the money is being located in MAP-21. 
Haugen reported that the STP program is fairly similar to how it is right now, but it will no 
longer have set-asides such as the enhancement program.  He added that you will also see that it 
is getting less in appropriations than in the past.  He commented that some of the mileage that 
was in the STP is now in the NHPP program. 
 
Haugen reported that Recreational Trails and Border Infrastructure are now eliminated as 
separate programs.  He stated that the Recreational Trails maintains its eligibility for 
transportation alternative funding, and Border Infrastructure was a separate program that focused 
on areas within 100 miles of an international border, but it is now being rolled into the STP 
program. 
 
Haugen stated that the Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program has been split into two; 
on-system bridges and off-system bridges, but you will now notice that the on-system bridges 
portion is now part of the National Highway Performance Program and the off-system bridges 
are now a part of the STP Program.  
 
Haugen commented that CMAQ remains the same on the North Dakota side.  He stated that 
since we don’t have any non-attainment or maintenance areas it can be flexed 100% and will 
remain so.  He said that on the Minnesota side there are some maintenance areas, so CMAQ 
needs to be earmarked or distributed to those areas. 
 
Haugen reported that Transportation Alternatives is a new program that takes the old Safe Routes 
To School, Transportation Enhancement, and Recreational Trails Programs and puts them into 
the Transportation Alternative program.  Haugen pointed out that 10% of surface transportation, 
which used to be its own enhancement program, would be $18,000,000, the total in Minnesota 
for the new Transportation Alternative Program is $16,000,000, so there are more programs 
competing for less money.   
 
Williams asked if there was a requirement to spend the money within that category.  Haugen 
responded that at least 50% of it has to be spent.  Williams asked if the remaining 50% can be 
redistributed.  Haugen responded that 50% is split between local and state, and the local share 
has to be spent. 
 
Haugen stated that there is still a metro planning program that did not change much, and there is 
also the Highway Safety Improvement Program as well.  He commented that within the Highway 
Safety Improvement Program the railroad crossing is still a sub-section, but is no longer a stand-
alone project.   
 
Haugen referred to the table created by Bryan McCoy, Intern, for the North Dakota side, and 
went over it briefly. 
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Haugen reported that this is the same basic table as the one done for Minnesota.  He pointed out 
that the State received $240,000,000 in 2012. 
 
Haugen commented that you will see that the NHP Program is at $142,000,000, where the old 
Interstate/National Highway System combined was closer to $130,000,000, so there is a little bit 
of an increase.  He stated that Transportation Alternatives is at $4,230,000, but 10% of the old 
Surface Transportation Program would be at $4,800,000, so it is less, but then under 
Transportation Alternatives there are more programs.  He added that this gives us an idea of the 
impact and the changes to funding these programs. 
 
Haugen commented that the other part of the NHPP is that it also includes the Defense 
Department’s Network, or the Strategic Highway Network, and it does include for the allocation 
of intermodal connectors, so there aren’t any in the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area.  He 
explained that an interconnection could be something like a railroad passenger stations and/or 
airport terminals.   
 
Haugen said that the STP is pretty much the same, although there is a slight difference in how it 
is sub-allocated within the state, the formula has changed a little, but not significantly.  He added 
that the HSIP changes include that there is now a mandatory update of the Strategic Highway 
Safety Plan that needs to be maintained when in the past they just needed to produce it once.   
 
Haugen reported that most of the enhancement activities are carried over, with a few exceptions, 
such as transportation museums, etc..   
 
Haugen commented that the Recreational Trails Program does have a provision in it that the 
State can opt out of the program.  He stated that Federal Highway has already informed the states 
of this provision, and they need to inform federal highways in September whether they are going 
to opt out or not.   
 
Haugen stated that a lot of the summaries for MAP-21 indicate that 50% is sub-allocated to 
MPOs to do the selection and prioritization.  He explained that this is really only relevant to 
MPOS with populations of 200,000 or more.  He added, however, that there isn’t anything 
preventing States with MPOs with less than 200,000 doing this as well, but the actual MAP-21 
states 200,000 or more. 
 
Haugen said that some of the big things with Environmental Streamlining are:  1) projects with 
limited federal funding are automatically categorically excluded; and  2) projects that are located 
with the operation right-of-way.  He pointed out that they use the term “operation” so we asked 
the Minnesota Federal Division what the difference is between operational right-of-way and 
right-of-way, but he didn’t have a good definition. 
 
Haugen suggested that maybe with the program agreement for the environmental checklist there 
might be a few projects currently going through PCRs that just need to go through the checklist 
process. 
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Williams commented that she would think that “operation right-of-way” would be anything that 
is not creating additional lanes or anything, because some areas there is huge massive right-of-
way that you could do all kinds of projects to widen and everything, but if your just doing 
something within your existing operational corridor.  Haugen stated that Federal Transit 
Administration doesn’t use the word operational, they just say that if it is in the existing right-of-
way it is categorically excluded.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the top bullet under Environmental Streamlining is of some interest.  He 
explained that in the past they haven’t really been able to do advance right-of-way purchasing, 
prior to the NEPA process, although there are a few exceptions to that rule.  He stated that MAP-
21 allows that to happen without seeking exceptions to the rule, you just can’t predetermine the 
outcome of the NEPA analysis, so that is still important to note, but you don’t have to wait for 
the NEPA process to conclude if you want to do some advance purchase of right-of-way.  
Williams asked if this includes projects that are already in the system. She explained that they 
have a project that they already started the PCR on, do they have to finish that or what.  Haugen 
responded that that is a good question.  He said that, typically when you start something you 
follow the rules you started under.   
 
Haugen commented that under the second bullet under Environmental Streamlining, they are 
trying to do the linkage of planning products.  He said that this has always been allowed, but they 
are just trying to strengthen that linkage between planning and project development. 
 
Haugen stated that in terms of performance based planning, the State has to develop a process, 
develop performance targets, report on progress, and the MPO has to do the same.  He said that 
there is a sort of “domino effect” in the law, whereby the feds need to create some targets, the 
states need to create some targets, the transit operators need to create some targets, and then the 
MPOs will create targets.   
 
Haugen referred to slides discussion Transit Provisions, and stated that the two big ones are that 
they used to have a separate JARC program and a separate New Freedom program, which Grand 
Forks has utilized to fund some significant operational improvements and capital needs, but 
those programs are eliminated and rolled into two other programs.  He said that the JARC 
monies have been rolled into the regular operating formula and the New Freedom monies have 
been rolled into the Elderly and Disabled Program.  He added that in the past the Elderly and 
Disabled Program is a program that North Dakota hasn’t allowed be used in urban areas, so that 
is where a lot of the increase in federal funding for transit came from. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the rest of the presentation is more details on the transit provisions, but 
he already highlighted the major changes.  
 
Information only. 
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RESUME AGENDA 
 
Bail reported present, making a quorum. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; Rich Romness, Grand 
Forks City Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks City Engineering; Brad Bail, East Grand 
Forks Consulting Engineer; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Local Government Division; Dustin Lang, 
NDDOT-Local Government Division; Roxanne Achman (Proxy For Brad Gengler), Grand Forks 
Planning; and Teri Kouba (Proxy For Dale Bergman), Grand Forks Cities Area Transit. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Bryan McCoy, GF/EGF 
MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 11TH, 2012, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Haugen stated that he would like to delay approval of the July 11th, 2012, minutes of the 
Technical Advisory Committee until the September meeting as there was insufficient time for 
staff to review the typed minutes. 

 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE ADJUSTED FEDERAL URBAN AID BOUNDARY 
 

Haugen reported that back in June, Teri walked us through some of these changes, after which 
this body agreed they would go back and look them over more closely.  He stated that he thinks 
everyone discovered that there is little impact, and the changes won’t really happen until a 
project is done in the newly added area. 
 
Noehre asked if the one on North Washington includes North Washington, he would assume so.  
Haugen responded that the maps included in the packet have not been updated so we will move 
over to the westerly right-of-way lines, that is the only change on the maps from what previously 
was done.  Kouba added that she thought she made those changes, but she guesses they didn’t 
get in.  She stated that everything includes the complete right-of-way, and all sections.  She said 
that the North Washington one, of course, was the most notable that needed to move over for 
complete right-of-way coverage.  Noehre asked if it was a half mile section being added.  Kouba 
responded it was.  Kouba pointed out that it is actually located along Columbia Road.  Williams 
agreed, adding that there is also a piece on Columbia as well.  Haugen commented that, before 
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this was all in, and then we dipped along the east right-of-way line and followed up the section 
line, and now we are following the right-of-way line to Mill Road.   
 
Kouba stated that, other than the above change, no other changes have been made to any of the 
maps.  She added that she has not received any communication as to any other changes needing 
to be included.  Haugen reported that most of the changes were required be done because of how 
the Census Bureau determined the geography of the urbanized area.    
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE NEW ADJUSTED FEDERAL AID BOUNDARY.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AMENDING THE FY2012 ANNUAL ELEMENT OF 
THE 2012-2015 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this amendment addresses some transit monies that have been awarded to 
the Cities Area Transit.  He explained that back in April we stated that these projects are 
consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan, and recommended they be funded, and we 
were recently informed that we were awarded those funds, so we need to amend the T.I.P. to 
show those federal transit dollars coming in to our MPO area.  
 
Haugen commented that, as you noticed, when he talked about the change of MAP-21, you can 
see here that there is close to $200,000 that Grand Forks is receiving in this T.I.P. amendment 
from those programs that are now eliminated or consolidated into other programs, so, for Cities 
Area Transit, it is a bit of a financial wonderment as to what is going to happen with the new 
programs, and how they are going to fund some of the things that were previously eligible and 
funded.  
 
Williams asked how many dollars the other transit systems in the State getting from these funds, 
are they applying and receiving any.  Haugen responded that they are receiving funds.  Williams 
asked if they are receiving a like amount.  Kouba responded that she would say that Fargo is 
receiving equal or more than what Grand Forks is getting, but she doesn’t think Bismarck has 
requested as much.  Haugen added that, basically, what is being requested has been funded, and 
we still have three applications still pending determination of funding as well, although we have 
heard favorable comments as to those applications receiving funding. 
 
Haugen commented that the public hearing will be held at the MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting on August 22nd, so any action taken today would be contingent on the outcome of that 
meeting. 
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MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FY2012-2015 T.I.P. AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED, PENDING THE 
OUTCOME OF THE PUBLIC HEARING.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS 
AND OBJECTIVES 
 
Haugen reported that a special Technical Advisory Committee meeting was held on June 26th, at 
which time there were a lot of verbal changes discussed, and a two week review period provided 
for people to submit additional comments if needed, and that two week period ends at the end of 
this week, so this is just a reminder that if you have any additional changes, please do so by then 
so we can prepare an updated document that we can digest at our September meeting. 
 
Williams asked that Mr. Haugen remind the consultant to send out the Long Range 
Transportation Plan table/chart.  Haugen stated that he has it, and asked what it is she is looking 
for.  Williams responded that she would like to have a copy.  Noehre added that at the last 
meeting the consultants, and yourself, said that you would send out the Issues Map.  Haugen 
responded that he thought he did that, that it was part of the open house information and power 
point from the Technical Advisory Committee meeting he sent out, but he will do it again.  
Noehre stated that if it is in that information then he has it.     
 
Information only.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Aerial Photo Update 
 
 Bail asked when the Aerial Photography would be available.  Kouba responded that she just 
talked to them recently and they will be sending out some samples for her to look over and verify 
it is correct, so they will be looking at the end of September or first part of October for a final 
product. 
 
Information only. 
 
 2. E-Mail Requesting Work Activities For Next Two-Year Work Program 
 
Haugen stated that he sent everyone an e-mail requesting work activities for the next two-year 
work program.  He said that Jane asked when we would like to have these requests.  He 
explained that by the end of September they should have gone through your local governing 
bodies for approval for us to process them in October.  He added that for anything we identify 
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for FY 2014, we will reassess about this time in 2013 to ensure they are still valid, and make 
adjustment as necessary. 
 
Haugen reported that we are looking at about the same budget of $500,000 as we have had 
previously.   
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 8TH, 2012, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:10 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED  UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 

 

 

 


