
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, December 11th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the December 11th, 2013, meeting of the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee to order at 1:30 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Les Noehre, NDDOT–Grand 
Forks District; Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit; Dave Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; 
Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Joe McKinnon, MNDOT-District 2; Patrick Dame, 
Airport Authority; Nels Christianson, BNSF; Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; Lane Magnuson, 
Grand Forks County; Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; and Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand 
Forks District. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Bobbi Retzlaff, MNDOT-St. Paul; Kim Adair, NDDOT; and Barry 
Wilfahrt, Chamber. 
  
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Brett Sergenian, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please state their names and the agency they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 13TH, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 13TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that next week there are two open houses 
scheduled that will focus around the city council meetings in both Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks.  He stated that the first one will be held on Monday, December 16th, beginning at 4:00 
p.m. in Conference Room A102, moving to the City Council Chambers at 5:30 for a formal 
presentation, than returning to conclude in Conference Room A102.  He said that the second one 
will be held on Tuesday, December 17th, beginning at 4:00 p.m. in the Training Conference 
Room, moving to the City Council Chambers at 5:00 for a formal presentation, than returning to 
conclude in the Training Conference Room.   
 
Haugen reported that he included a copy of the Kennedy Bridge Project Fact Sheet in the 
packets, however an updated version has been released.  He stated that the updated document has 
essentially the same information included as the earlier version, just using a different format.   
 
Information only. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there is nothing new to report on the Sorlie Bridge project.  Noehre 
commented that they are still working on the Purpose and Need Statement. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
UPDATE STREET AND HIGHWAY ELEMENT 
 
Haugen reported that a draft document was available last month for review, and was processed 
through the local planning commissions and city councils.  He added that they also received 
some good comments and input from both DOTs and Federal Highway. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that he highlighted some of the more 
significant issues.  He went over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the first change was the result of the City of Grand Forks switching two 
of their projects; the Columbia Road Overpass and the North 42nd Street Reconstruction.  He 
stated that this switch impacted the table in that they previously showed a negative number in the 
short-term balance, and a larger negative number if the mid-term balance, and a larger still 
negative number overall; but with the switch the 42nd Street project had a lower base cost 
estimate than the overpass so as you can see it now shows a positive number in the short-term 
balance, and they are still within 1%, which was the agreed to fiscal constraint; and the negative 
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mid-term number has been reduced significantly, and the overall balance is now a positive 
$210.00. 
 
Haugen reported that the second change was due to discussion held at the Technical Advisory 
Committee regarding the Southend By-pass Concept.  He stated that in working with Mike 
Johnson and Les Noehre on language they would accept, it now states that the MPO will conduct 
a follow up analysis to address concerns and will work with our partners on the scope of work as 
to what it all entails and what the resulting document will be, so it didn’t leave this as nothing, it 
did say that there would be a follow up report done that will address all of the concerns/issues 
that are identified and agreed to in the scope-of work. 
 
Magnuson asked if he recalls correctly that the Southend By-pass would continue to be a portion 
of Merrifield and County Road 5 would continue to be a county road.  Haugen responded that 
that is what the concept has been, but when they do further analysis there will be discussion as to 
whether or not there is the desire to raise it up to a State Highway.  Magnuson said that the intent 
might be for it to remain a County Highway, but before you do a study it might be a good idea to 
get confirmation as to whether or not the County Commission still supports this concept, simply 
because there has been a lot of residential development in that area, and he foresees there being 
some issues with that.  Haugen stated that he was before the Commission last week, just to go 
over the current plans, and they didn’t oppose the future study from being done.  Magnuson 
stated that he just doesn’t want the study started and then need to make changes, so it might be 
wise to get some kind of indication from the Commission that they are still on the same page. 
 
Haugen stated that some of the other comments were, individually, the first one from Federal 
Highway, North Dakota, where they questioned our Goal 4, asking whether we have air quality 
problems.  He said that the response was that this really wasn’t geared towards a concern about 
air quality per se, not that we might get into a maintenance, or non-attainment area. It more has 
to do with the MAP-21 goal of environmental sustainability;  and further that Grand Forks has a 
Green 3 Action Initiative, UND has a Climate Action Plan, and the State of Minnesota has a 
Climate Action Plan, so this goal of trying to protect and enhance the environment with more 
energy conservation, and improve the quality of life, and develop methods to reduce carbon 
emissions, and so is not so much geared, again, towards air quality problems or concerns that we 
might get into, maintenance or non-attainment, but it has to do with trying to support the overall 
environmental sustainability goal MAP-21 has.   
 
Williams pointed out that in the performance targets it states that it is a 50% below 2007, and in 
the Mayor’s Initiative, and in the UND, 50% is referring to all sources of CO2, including 
buildings and everything else, and mobile sources aren’t separated out into a percentage.  She 
stated that with current technology and everything, she doesn’t see being able to reduce it by 
50% with our population growth, and added that all of the things she has been able to find at 
FHWA all refer to “per capita”, and not just a blanket percentage.  She added that she wants to 
make sure that we are adopting things that are reasonable, so she would like to suggest that we 
reword that from 50% to 10% with the idea that with the next update we will go through it and 
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renew it if warranted.  She stated, again, that the other ones the 50% is referring to buildings and 
everything else, which we won’t get credit for if it is just transportation related. 
 
Haugen responded that the 50% was the low end, again from his research on Federal Highway 
sites, and others, in-fact the percentages were actually in the range of 60% to 80% for the 
transportation component, to reduce down.  Williams asked if this was mandated.  Haugen 
responded it was not, not yet but we know MAP-21 has a goal and performance measure 
requirement.  Williams commented that that is the thing, she wants to keep the goal in there, but 
if we put 10% in there it is really a placeholder and then once this MAP-21 thing settles out, we 
can go back and update the percentage.  Haugen stated that we did do an update to the 2007 
baseline, the difference between the 2012 numbers and 2007 numbers was at a 2% decrease 
already, so in that five year period we decreased by 2% so 10% might be low, by 2040.  
Williams said that she thinks that the table being referred to is on Page 89, and she would like the 
consultant to double check the average miles of travel per gallon of fuel consumed.  She stated 
that the information she found was that the 2010 is not exactly the same as the 2006, it is actually 
21.5 so actually it would increase our reduction, so if they could just double check those numbers 
that would be great. 
 
Haugen stated that there is a proposal out to the Technical Advisory Committee to change 50% 
to 10%.  Williams agreed, adding that it should also include the caveat that with the 
understanding that we are going to revisit it as MAP-21 progresses, with our next update.  
Haugen said that all of these performance measures and targets are correlated to MAP-21 results, 
so that doesn’t necessarily need to be tied to the 10% or 50%, it is already subject to MAP-21 
implementation.  Williams said again that she would ask that we use 10%. 
 
Noehre asked what would happen if we didn’t meet the goal.  Haugen responded that we can 
obviously adjust the target, but there will be periodic reports that will be produced on all our 
performance measures as to how we are achieving our targets, so it won’t come out of the blue 
five years from now where we are at with our targets, we won’t wait until 2040 to see how we 
are with our performance, so it is just a starting point, and whether we want to start at a 50% 
reduction rate now or a 10% reduction rate, is up to us.   
 
Dame asked what we can control that will change that.  Haugen responded that the transportation 
plan and the land use plan have been trying to work hand in glove, if you will, so controlling 
growth horizontally, or sprawl, is one thing that can be done; multi-modal planning involves 
promotion of transportation choices by having optional facilities available so that people don’t 
always rely on a vehicle for their trips; those are some of the ways we can control this. 
 
Noehre commented that, correct him if he is wrong, but with these goals, aren’t we ahead of the 
curve, if you will, and they are not mandated by Federal Highway yet, they are in the bill, but the 
final guidance on targets aren’t out yet.  Haugen responded that performance and targets are 
mandated, just what exactly they are hasn’t been processed through everything yet, so yes, we 
are a little ahead. 
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Williams stated that her concern with this is that as we work through projects, and everything, if 
there is a target review and of course we are going to be comparing projects to targets and 
everything, it’s going to be difficult to show that a project is going to do a 50% reduction.  
Haugen responded that it is not just one project that will get you the 50% reduction.  Williams 
said she understands, but do we have to sign something that says that we are in compliance with 
the Long Range Transportation Plan.  Haugen said that it will say that it has an ability to reduce 
the carbon footprint. 
 
Bergman reported present. 
 
Williams said that she agrees with Mr. Noehre, that we are kind of ahead of the curve, not that 
we are not recognizing that something is coming, but just setting arbitrary numbers is kind of…, 
and she really doesn’t feel comfortable adopting something with that “well can we do this or not” 
idea. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE AMENDING THE 
50% REDUCTION IN CO2 TO 10% REDUCTION IN CO2. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Haugen reported that the next comment came from North Dakota about the cost estimates on the 
two interchange projects.  He said that their response to those comments is that those cost 
estimates were arrived at similarly to how any other projects cost estimates were.  He stated that 
they do know that on the 47th Avenue Interchange there is a quasi IAR being developed, and by 
quasi he means it isn’t going to the full documentation, it is doing a lot of the work but it isn’t 
meant to be a complete IAR, so they haven’t had any update in the dollar amount to work with.  
He said that the comment was that in other areas, particularly in the western part of the state, 
there are higher dollar values than what we were showing for interchanges, but staff felt that 
because they were based off the methodology all the rest of the cost estimates were derived from, 
they were reasonable for the plan, and as cost estimates are revised and updated, the plan would 
have to be revised and updated as well, particularly if they move from the illustrative list to 
anything that becomes programmed. 
 
Noehre asked what the cost difference is between the $30,000,000 and what is in the illustrative 
list.  Haugen responded that the illustrative list shows $23,000,000 for 47th Avenue, and 
$9,000,000 for Merrifield.  He stated that the difference with Merrifield is that there is a structure 
overpass already, whereas 47th Avenue would need new everything.  Noehre commented that the 
Merrifield Bridge would have to be replaced, so essentially the only thing that is there is the 
County Road leading to/from.  Haugen said that that is not what the analysis led us to believe, 
that the overpass has to be replaced.  Noehre stated that they went through that a number of years 
ago, 2002 if he remembers correctly.  He explained that it was determined that the vertical curve 
of the bridge for a rural interchange would have to be lengthened.  Haugen said that that is not 
what the report states, not what the IJR states.  Noehre stated that he just looked at it and an 
interchange was allowable, that was most certainly in the documentation for design review, 
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DOT, and he remembers having colored layouts and plats set out on a table for review.  Haugen 
reiterated that it isn’t in the report, so he doesn’t know where it would be.  He added that the 
report had a detailed cost estimate, part of the report also went into benefit to cost ratio besides 
just the IJR aspects, so the cost was based on not replacing the bridge structure, it was based on 
finding that the bridge structure could stay in place and essentially to build the ramps, so that is 
what the cost estimate is.  Noehre stated that it was first adopted in 2001, and we have gone 
through a Long Range Transportation Plan update after that, it might have been during the last 
Long Range Transportation Plan update for 2035.  Haugen said that he doesn’t recall that, but it 
would be part of the Southend By-Pass Concept Analysis that we are doing anyway, so we will 
be doing a revision of the whole concept so we will update the cost as well.  He added that it is 
an illustrative project, so nobody is programming dollars off of it tomorrow, or yesterday. 
 
Dame asked if Mr. Haugen was indicating that the estimates are too low, or too high.  Haugen 
responded that NDDOT was indicating that they are too low.  Dame said that this is based on 
what they are seeing.  Johnson reported that they are building a brand new interchange west of 
Dickinson, and they are right around $30,000,000 right now, and it would be similar to putting 
one in at 47th Avenue South.   
 
Dame commented that based on their projects, they aren’t seeing any cost savings in this side of 
the State versus what we are seeing historically over the past couple of years on the western side 
of the State.  He said they are paying as much, if not more, because there is now more 
competition and more workers out west than there are here.   
 
Johnson stated that the only real caveat he would suggest is probably different is the cost of 
right-of-way.  He said that they are paying roughly $25,000 an acre out west, so that would be 
the one caveat, that they aren’t buying enough for $7,000,000 worth, but that would probably 
come out of your study as well, to firm up a dollar amount for that, depending on how fast the 
city grows some of that land might get commercialized, and become more expensive and creep 
up to that amount anyway.  Haugen stated that he thought the Merrifield cost estimate included 
right-of-way, but he isn’t sure what is included in the 47th Avenue cost estimate. 
 
Haugen said that they can certainly ask to revisit the costs, and put down that further study is 
taking place on these estimates, and they are subject to change.  Johnson responded that that 
would work for him, that he wouldn’t mind a footnote to that effect. 
 
Haugen reported that the next comment MnDOT provided regarding how we use Smart 
Principles, and how it was written in the document.  He explained that they apparently felt it was 
used inappropriately, so we simply just deleted that entire section from the document.  He added 
that this change did not affect the goals and objectives, performance measures, etc. 
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT also provided comments on performance targets in general, and they 
are trying to make sure that we are readily identifying what were true performance measures.  He 
pointed out that we do have some things identified as action initiatives, things that we may not 
have the ability to measure currently, so we have an action initiative to start collecting the data 
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and so on, and your response is that we spent a considerable amount of time with MnDOT in 
getting the document performance measures and targets to what they were in the draft, so we 
were somewhat surprised that they came up with the comment they did, and as MAP-21 is better 
known and further implemented, there will be more lessons learned about performance measures 
and performance targets, so we are saying that we know that these are all subject to change with 
MAP-21 implementation, so we are out there ahead of the curve. 
 
Haugen reported that MnDOT questioned whether one of our targets, the one that states we need 
to reduce VMTs 10% below the 2010 levels.  He said that we determined that this might be a 
challenge, and we do know that comparison of VMTs in 2006 to 2010 that there has been a 
reduction.  He added that others have formally adopted reductions higher than 10%, so again we 
are almost back to 50%, or not 10%, or not what’s the number, 10% we felt was an okay number 
to start from.  He said that, again, back to an earlier comment, we did work with MnDOT, the 
10% has been the value for over 12 months now, in the document.  Williams commented that she 
thinks what has changed on some of that is that we are growing faster than what we had 
originally anticipated five years ago, so that is why she was thinking using a per capita rate 
would recognize our changing growing population and yet we would still have a goal.  Haugen 
said, then that she is suggesting we reduce daily vehicle miles per capita traveled by 10%.  
Williams responded that this is what she is suggesting.  She explained that most of the stuff she 
found at FHWA mentioned per capita, it is repeated several times throughout that information.  
Haugen asked if the rest of the Technical Advisory Committee was in consensus of using the 
term per capita.  Noerhe stated that he just wants to note that the overall traffic, statewide since 
2009, has increased by 22%, and out west by 53%, so.  Haugen agreed, but said that the traffic in 
the Grand Forks Urbanized Area on the North Dakota side has, between 2006 and 2010, dropped 
1.5%.  TAC was in agreement in using the term per capita. 
 
Haugen summarized that those are comments that they received throughout the public input 
process, and the public hearings that have been held on it to-date.  He stated that they haven’t 
really received much input either way on the draft plan, most of what was received was from 
staff changing projects around, discussion with the Technical Advisory Committee, and detailed 
reviews from both State DOTs and Federal Highway provided, a lot of good editorial corrections 
and so on.  Noehre commented that he is satisfied with the language on the South End By-Pass 
Concept; adding that it doesn’t answer any of the questions they have raised, and it mentions 
more that need to be raised, but it didn’t anticipate how our Long Range Transportation Plan, at 
this point, answers those questions specifically, and now what it does do is say that we need to 
go forward and ask the questions, and to the best of our ability find some answers for those 
questions, so he is satisfied having that language in the document. 
 
Haugen said, then, that this is the 159 page Draft document, without appendices, that was 
available to the committee for review.  Williams asked if the appendices were available yet.  
Haugen responded that some are, however the big one that isn’t yet available involves all the 
public input, which you all have seen and experienced.  Williams asked if they could be placed 
on the website.  Haugen responded that they would be placed on the website when completed. 
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Kuharenko referred to Table 23, Existing plus Committed Network as well as State of Good 
Repair Projects; and stated that at the last meeting Jane commented about the specific natures 
that were called out in some of these projects, particularly calling on two-lane, forty-foot wide 
cross-section, and that is not a standard section, so he is wondering if those details are going to 
be removed from this table.  Haugen responded that they need to provide a level of detail that 
establishes the basis of the cost estimate, so.  Williams asked if they could re-word it to say that 
they are going to install a two-lane urban road, and forty-feet was used as the assumed width, 
because what this does, the way she is looking at it, is say “construct two-lane, forty-foot cross-
section northbound collector”.  She said that forty-feet is not the City’s standard width, and what 
if they determine that they want to put bike lanes in there, they won’t fit in forty-feet, so the 
forty-feet just strictly is very, very confining as far as what they can do, and then when they do a 
project report, is it in conformance with the long range transportation plan, and it isn’t, so if they 
could just put an asterisk by those and at the bottom explain that a forty-foot cross-section was 
assumed for cost estimate.  Kuharenko agreed, saying that then this is handled, and they still 
have some level of detail in here, however when they get to the Project Concept Report, they can 
still say in it that even if they are doing a different section, they are still in compliance with what 
is in the long range transportation plan.  Haugen responded that the forty-feet is not the important 
part, the two-lane versus a three-lane or a four-lane versus a six-lane is the important part. 
 
Kuharenko said that his other question has to do with moving the 42nd Street project into the 
short-range list, has it been done because he didn’t see that change in here, and he just wants to 
make sure it is done.  Williams pointed out that it is still listed in the mid-range list.  Haugen 
responded that they aren’t showing projects under $5,000,000.  Kuharenko said that he isn’t 
describing the summary table, he is talking more the larger more detailed plan.  Williams 
commented that it just isn’t reflected in Table 23.  Kuharenko asked if it could be updated, to 
show it is in the short-range.  Haugen commented that it used to show up in Table 37 as one of 
the two significant projects, and now that it was moved to the short-range, because it is below 
$5,000,000 it is not shown in Table 23, but it is reflected in the total expenditures columns.   
 
Williams asked if Table 23 was updated at all after last month’s discussion.  Haugen responded 
that it probably has not yet been updated.  Williams asked if they could take a look at an updated 
one, as she thinks that might alleviate a lot of their questions and comments. 
 
Williams referred to the last page of Table 23, and asked about the Mill Spur, and the fact that 
the rational says that it has an above average crash rate.  She said that she couldn’t find any 
crashes at any of the crossings, so she is wondering if it refers to that whole Washington/North 
5th/Gateway Drive corridor as having higher than expected crash rates, because it is kind of 
misleading as this particular project is a quiet zone, and although she agrees that gates and lights 
and such would improve safety there, but we have no crashes there now.  Haugen responded that 
if does include the section of Gateway Drive/North 5th/North Washington as part of the overall 
concept of the Mill Spur.  Williams stated, though, that that was mentioned before so you have it 
in there twice, if that is the case, because it is already listed on Gateway, at North Washington 
and the mill, as a $25,000,000 project.  Haugen responded that it is in both places.  Williams said 
that she is just having a hard time justifying this is a real project for safety when it’s a real 
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project for a quiet zone.  Haugen responded that it is a real project for safety that also gets it 
eligible for quiet zone potential, but the report was done as a railroad crossing safety study, with 
the quiet zone being as side benefit to it.  Williams said that the other thing is that staff has been 
working on trying to implement some of the items that were in the recommendations in the 
report and they are getting a lot of push-back from the public now as far as street closures and 
which ones and such, so she is wondering about using the term “pursue” recommendations so 
that staff can continue to work on whatever they can in that area.  Haugen agreed. 
 
Kuharenko said that he is looking to clarify if the safety and crash analysis, which starts on Page 
51, is being updated.  Haugen responded that it is.  Kuharenko asked, referring to Page 55, where 
it lists 20th Street and 32nd Avenue as showing the actual crash rate as being the same as the 
expected rate, and the reason he wants to clarify that is because in the High Crash Report that 
came out that intersection is number six in the one year and number seventeen in the three year.  
Haugen stated that the work has been done to update this, but hasn’t been incorporated into the 
draft yet. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE FINAL 
DRAFT STREET/HIGHWAY PLAN SUBJECT TO NOTED CHANGES. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA SIDE CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE 2015-2018 
T.I.P. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that there wasn’t much information available in 
your packet on this agenda item.  He stated, however, that he did distribute copies of a 
presentation prior to today’s meeting (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request). 
 
Haugen explained that what it is the MPO is supposed to be doing when we receive candidate 
projects is to review them for consistency and prioritize them, then we submit them to the State 
then work on drafting a T.I.P. document between now and spring. 
 
Haugen referred to the presentation slides and pointed out that the map illustrates the updated 
study area, and the Urban Federal Aid Adjusted area, that we worked out last year, so now we 
have slightly revised adjusted Federal Urban Aid Boundaries.   
 
Haugen explained that, as usual, we get done with one T.I.P. process and move right into the 
next T.I.P. process.  He added that it may not be new for North Dakota, but this is the second 
year we have almost all the projects at the same time, whereas in the past we had varying 
deadlines for the different programs.   
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Haugen stated that there is still a lot of implementation to be done with MAP-21, so what we do 
today is subject to change as MAP-21 gets further implemented, or come the end of September if 
a different Federal Highway Bill is passed in its place, but our T.I.P. is covering all those years 
that are still  truly unknown, but we are making an assumption that MAP-21 is continuing with 
planning levels that have a 1.2% growth in revenue and a 4% growth in costs. 
 
Haugen stated that in going over what we have there really hasn’t been much change in the 
projects that are currently programmed, primarily because, as you will recall, in September we 
did a fairly extensive amendment to our T.I.P. to include projects in 2014 and 2015 on the North 
Dakota side so we are really focusing on the end years of the T.I.P., and then on the Regional 
side we also go to the end of the T.I.P., plus one additional year to 2019. 
 
Haugen commented that the new set of projects that were submitted are now Transportation 
Alternative Program projects, or TAP projects.  He explained that this is a combination of the old 
Safe Routes to School, Transportation Enhancement, and Scenic By-way Programs.  He said that 
the Recreational Trail is still a separate program, and at the end of the agenda you will notice that 
we are announcing the solicitation for Recreational Trail Projects in North Dakota, so that may 
be next month’s activity.   
 
Haugen stated that the other significant change with the TAP program is that projects can only be 
submitted through the City, they can no longer be submitted by others to the MPO or to the State, 
they all have to come through the City. 
 
Haugen reported that the City submitted four projects, the priority order is as shown: 

1. Shared use path along South Columbia Road between 36th and 40th Avenue South at a 
total cost of $162,000 with federal request of $129,000. 

2. Shared use path along DeMers Avenue between South 48th and 55th Street at a total 
cost of $490,000 with federal request of $290,000. 

3. Citywide remote control school beacons at a total cost of $120,000 with federal 
request of $96,000. 

4. Solar powered speed minder radar signs at a total cost of $20,000 with federal request 
of $16,000. 

 
Haugen said that to give you some idea where the two site-specific projects are; project priority 
number one is on South Columbia Road.  He explained that the City is urbanizing a stretch of 
Columbia Road, and the request is just for the side path along that section of roadway.  He added 
that in the T.I.P., in 2017, there is the urbanizing of the rest of Columbia Road, and the cost of 
that side-path should be included in that T.I.P. project. 
 
Haugen stated that for the DeMers Avenue Project;  Phase 1 used to be from 42nd Street west to 
48th Street, but it is now 48th Street over to 55th Street, and Phase 2 will be the east half.  He 
reported that the other two projects are more city-wide, and not site specific. 
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Noehre asked if there is a reason for swapping those phases.  Johnson responded that it was due 
to right-of-way issues.   
 
Haugen commented that the only real change to the current T.I.P. projects are; Columbia Road, 
Phase 2, on the Urban side, which is essentially the 11th Avenue to 14th Avenue reconstruction.  
He explained that it was originally programmed in 2014, and then in subsequent T.I.P.s it was 
pushed out to 2016 by the State; however the year of expenditure was not adjusted, so what we 
have in the current T.I.P. document is that a federal dollar amount of $4,028,000, when in-fact 
the amount should have been increased to today’s dollars, therefore the City is still trying to 
request an adjustment from the State, either a credit or a reallocation of monies to cover the cost 
increase.  He commented that the State has asked that we put this in as an illustrative project, so 
the T.I.P. will still contain this 2014 estimate in dollar values as the programmed amount, we 
won’t change the T.I.P., but we will ask that the State consider adding $800,000 in federal funds 
to the project cost. 
 
Haugen reported that on the Regional side the I-29 projects are being delayed a year, they were 
amended in September from 2014 to 2015. 
 
Haugen stated that the new projects include the 42nd Street Reconstruction on the Urban side; 
and North Washington Street, a surface treatment project.  He said that those are the requested 
changes to 2018, but they will be requests that will be programmed if awarded funds through the 
T.I.P./S.T.I.P. development process.   
 
Haugen commented that one year out, 2019, the project is North 5th Street, or Business 2, 
between Gateway Drive and DeMers Avenue, a mill and overlay project; but we are not going to 
be formally programming 2019 projects, but we are giving a heads up as to what may be coming 
down the road in 2019.  Noehre added that the rationale behind that is due to bridge work on the 
Kennedy and Sorlie, and the additional traffic those projects will most likely create on 5th.  
Haugen said that once the bridge projects are complete we will go back and make necessary 
repairs to North 5th Street. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is the TAP and the new Urban and Regional Road requests.  He stated 
that they are all consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan, and there are no issues with 
the priority order, thus staff recommends the Technical Advisory Committee forward a 
recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that they approve the list of candidate 
projects and give them priority ranking.  
      
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY DAME, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LIST OF CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2015-2018 T.I.P. AS 
BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND GIVE 
PRIORITY RANKING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF FREIGHT RAIL ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that last week had a public meeting on our Freight Rail Access Study.  He said 
that he included a copy of the letter of invite sent to specific property owners as well as the 
methodology used to highlight those properties that have more initial viability to having 
increased freight/rail access to them. 
 
Haugen pointed out there were three maps included in the packet:  1) the first map shows the 
north side of Grand Forks; 2) the second shows the southwest side of Grand Forks, and 3) the 
third shows the east side of Grand Forks.   
 
Haugen commented that they held a public meeting with individual property owners last 
Thursday, with about six owners in attendance.  He said that they own the larger chunks of 
property in the study area, and all of them expressed some interest in having their properties go 
to the next stage, which would be to conceptualize how rail could be accessed into the property, 
and, if those are the properties that we do eventually get rail access, how does that spill back, or 
affect back on the transportation system.   
 
Haugen reported that the only real input they received was from the University of North Dakota 
who has continued concerns about increased rail use on 42nd Street, and how it might divide their 
campus with some of their facilities on the west side of 42nd.   
 
Haugen stated that the next stage will hopefully give us a conclusion, or help us identify those 
properties that people have a willingness to have a concept of how it can be developed and laid 
out on their property, and then determine how it might impact the street and highway system, and 
the bike/ped system and report those findings back at future meetings.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that he included some information on the packets from a meeting that was held 
last Friday.  He stated that there was a lot of valuable information distributed at that meeting, 
however he does not have the power point presentation, nor the information distributed, available 
for today’s meeting, but, again, the purpose of the Local Road Safety Program, and as they again 
reminded us Friday, is that they are going to produce a document that will have project specific 
forms already filled out so each year as the request for Highway Safety Improvement Program 
projects are solicited, people can just take a specific project out of that report and submit is their 
SHIP project submittal.  He stated that he will distribute out this information as soon as it is 
distributed back to the people who participated in this effort on Friday. 
 
Williams commented that she feels this is a really good program.  She stated that the State has 
done a lot of work, and done a lot of research and found that a little over half of the severe 
crashes are actually happening in local jurisdictions, so she thinks this is really good as she 
doesn’t think any jurisdiction could do this on their own with the intense methods they are using, 
so she is very appreciative of it. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Solicit For North Dakota FTA 5339 Program 
 
Haugen reported that the 5339 Program is the Capital Program for Transit.  Adair commented 
that projects have to be submitted by January 22nd, and she knows that Mr. Johnson did send this 
information out already.  She added that she will have Jamie do a press release just to back them 
up to let the MPO’s know that the submittal date is January 22nd, and they will be meeting with 
Steve Solwai to discuss how they will be dispersing these funds statewide, because everyone has 
needs, both rural and urban, and they want to ensure the funds are distributed as efficiently and 
fairly as possible.  
 

2. Solicit For North Dakota Recreation Trail Program 
 
Haugen reported that many of the side paths, or multi-use trails are also eligible for funding out 
of this program as well.  He stated that this is a $2,000,000 program for which they are soliciting 
projects for.  He said that these projects are also due to the MPO in January, after which they will 
be submitted to the Park and Recreation Department, although it is still a federal program. 
 
Haugen stated that this is for both motorized and non-motorized vehicles, so if you have any 
ideas for either please submit them for consideration. 
 

3. Solicit For MPO Work Program   
 
Williams asked if the MPO had, or would be sending out a solicitation for MPO Work Program 
projects.  Haugen responded that the MPO sent out a project solicitation a couple of months ago 
and they were due today.  Williams said that she would like to request the MPO consider doing a 
study of Reeves Drive.  Haugen suggested she put together a staff report and run it through the 
City Council process and submit to the MPO and we can see if it can be amended into the 2014 
Work Program.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO ADJOURN THE DECEMBER 11TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:40 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


