
 
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, September 11th, 2013 

Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the September 11th, 2013, meeting of the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee to order at 1:46 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; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks 
Planning: Les Noehre, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; and Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit; 
Dave Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Bail, 
East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office 
Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 14TH, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 14TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that the Citizen’s Advisory Committee for the Sorlie Bridge has been formed.  
He pointed out that a copy of the roster was included in the packet.   
 
Haugen explained that their first meeting is scheduled to occur tomorrow night at 6:30 p.m., and 
will be an organizational meeting of sorts. 
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Haugen stated that also included in the packets was information that was handed out at the 
scoping meeting explaining what the Citizen’s Advisory Group would be doing, and asking for 
people to serve on that committee.   
 
Haugen referred to the list of projects included in the packet, and stated that there will need to be 
some coordination between the Minnesota S.T.I.P. and the North Dakota  S.T.I.P. because of the 
MPO T.I.P.  He explained that on the North Dakota side their Draft S.T.I.P. is showing that there 
is a possibility that in 2017 the North Dakota funding portion might come into play, and because 
it is showing up in 2017 on the North Dakota side the MPO will have to show it in 2017, as will 
MNDOT, although they will show a zero contribution amount.   
 
Noehre reported that “P” means it’s pending, which means it may or may not end up in that year.  
Johnson commented that he thinks it is starting to show up in here for environmental clearance 
issues.  He added that you can’t get the Federal Highway Administration to buy in on any kind of 
environmental document unless it is shown in the S.T.I.P.  Haugen responded that they already 
have, in the T.I.P., which should be in the S.T.I.P., the environmental study that is going on.  
Johnson agreed, but added that he thinks they want to see the actual construction project as well, 
and he thinks maybe that is one reason that this was thrown in here like this, although he can’t be 
positive.   
 
Haugen reiterated that the understanding is that the “P” means that it has a chance of being 
funded in 2017, but it also has a chance of not being funded in 2017, but it is showing in 2017 so 
it has to show up as such in all the documents. 
 
Haugen stated that he just wanted to ensure everyone understands why the Sorlie Bridge is now 
showing up in 2017, in our programming documents, even though the actual work is still likely 
to occur in 2018. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF 2014 T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that although our T.I.P. has been frozen, we were told we had a 
one-time only opportunity to amend it for our State DOT and Transit Partners.  He referred to the 
packet and pointed out that a list of amendments was included in the staff report. 
 
Haugen stated that one amendment he still has questions on is the metro reflectivity district wide 
project as we have a project in 2013 already, so he is wondering if this project is just getting 
pushed back to 2014 now.  Noehre responded that it is.   
 
Haugen commented, then, that we have a push back of one year for that project; in North Dakota 
we have I-29 work that is new, not previously showing up in T.I.P.s and S.T.I.P.s; and then the 
South Washington Street project had an updated cost estimate.   
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Haugen stated that for MNDOT projects, they are moving a 2015 Railroad Crossing 
improvement into 2014. 
 
Haugen reported that for the transit projects, Grand Forks was awarded New Freedom funds, and 
are also doing their designated stops locally; and East Grand Forks is doing their designated 
stops locally as well.  He added that they also show that only half of their JARC request was 
awarded, so we will bring it into the T.I.P., but it is just like the I-29 projects in that it may or 
may not get spent or used in 2014. 
 
Haugen stated that this information was not worked out in time to hold a public hearing at this 
meeting, therefore a public hearing will be held at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting 
next Wednesday, so any motion this entity makes today would be subject to any public input 
received. 
 
Haugen reiterated that these are the projects that we will be amending into our T.I.P., some are 
new, some are just moving into the 2014 year, but they are all fiscally constrained.   
 
Williams said that she has a question, kind of like at yesterday’s meeting when she was asking if 
you can carry over funds from one year to the next, how does that work, it is her understanding 
that we couldn’t.  Haugen responded that the State can.  He explained that there is a difference 
between who has the funds and what can be carried over and what can’t.  He stated that when 
you are a sub-recipient of the State you have your one year opportunity to spend the money, and 
if you can’t deliver, then those monies will be spent elsewhere because if you’re the State you 
have many projects to use that money for, and the money is spent the year it is programmed.   
Williams asked if this is a Federal Mandate or a State Policy.  Haugen responded that it is 
probably a State Policy, spend the money the year you get it, and not have anything left on the 
table and then hope that at the end of the fiscal year other States leave money on the table so you 
can get some of those monies when they are redistributed.  Noehre commented that there are 
never any funds fiscally banked.  Williams said that she was just thinking that if there were 
extenuating circumstances, if you started a project but weren’t able to complete it in one year, 
you could carry over funds to finish it the next year because you can’t pay for stuff that isn’t 
complete, but yet we still need to complete the project, and that is why she asked if it was a 
Federal Mandate or State Policy, because if it is just a policy then she is assuming that if there 
were extenuating circumstances it could be reviewed.  Haugen commented that obligation is 
probably the word you are talking about.  Johnson stated that once they obligate monies, right 
before it is bid, then the dollars can be carried over into other years of construction, but whatever 
fiscal year you have it designated in for bidding it has to fall within that year, but once it is bid 
you can carry over funds to the next year. 
 
MOVED BY NOEHRE, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FY2013-2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS SUBJECT TO ANY PUBLIC INPUT. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF DRAFT UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that we are starting to implement some of the requirements of MAP-21, and just 
as we have with our Street and Highway Plan, we also have performance measures and targets 
for our Transit Development Plan.  
 
Haugen explained that we adopted our Transit Development Plan in early 2012, but so we had to  
come back and identify performance targets for the transit side of our Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and these are included in the packet.   
 
Haugen commented that we also had to go back and look at our financial plan as well, so we 
worked with Transit Staff and developed these performance targets, assigned to the goals we 
had, and many are things that were already in the document, but weren’t labeled as such, but are 
things we hope to address.  
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the financial plan, and explained that he did not, for 
whatever reason, include the old financial plan in the packet, just the new one, but he shows both 
here.  He stated that when they did this they were still hoping, or were still under the old 
philosophy that there were a multitude of grants available that the State of North Dakota and 
individual properties within the State of North Dakota were successful in getting funds out of, so 
they were programming a lot of their major capital purchases as illustrative so that they could 
show that although we didn’t have the exact funding to do them, but we were hoping to get the 
funding to be able to do them, but with MAP-21 all of those programs went away, and there is 
really only one state-wide $1.25 million dollar pot available for capital projects, so one can 
easily see that there isn’t enough money available for all of the transit capital needs, so we had to 
re-vamp our financial plan. 
 
Haugen reported that one thing that occurred was that the State Legislature did significantly 
increase some State dollars, not millions but hundreds of thousands of dollars, so a lot of the 
capital purchases are now being shown, particularly when it involves the replacement of 
vehicles, as being funded with local dollars, and we also approached East Grand Forks, and they 
are now committing some of their federal dollars to assist in the replacement of the Demand 
Response Vehicles as well. 
 
Haugen stated that what this financial plan now shows is that we are able to preserve and 
maintain, in good repair, all of our rolling stock, as well as our security systems, etc., but we still 
have some major capital expenditures that we can’t include in the new plan, that will still need to 
be shown as illustrative, including the maintenance, or rehab of the maintenance garage. 
 
Haugen reiterated that we are now showing a lot of what were previously illustrative projects, 
particularly those that were state of good repair projects, as being funded locally so that we are 
meeting MAP-21’s expectation of state of good repair, with the exception of the bus barn.   
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Haugen commented that is still the intent, that even though we show that we have the capability 
of local dollars to replace fleets, that we will be applying for our portion of the $1.25 million that 
is competitive state-wide, but you can see that these dollar amounts are much higher than would 
be covered by the $1.25 million in any one year. 
 
Haugen stated that this is, then, in essence the amendments to our TD; inserting the actual terms 
“performance targets” to things that more or less are already contained in the text, and then 
revamping the financial plan to show how MAP-21 changed, particularly how capital 
expenditures are financed. 
 
Haugen said that they aren’t asking for any action today, and the next line of business will be to 
schedule a public open house type meeting to present this to the public of Grand Forks and East 
Grand Forks; and then starting in October going through the formal adoption process with each 
City Planning Commission and City Council; with final adoption occurring in November. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF DRAFT BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE 
 
Erickson reported that the Bike and Pedestrian Plan is updated every five years.  She said that the 
plan will increase the accessibility and mobility option for people by providing transportation 
choices not only for the residents of East Grand Forks and Grand Forks, but for visitors 
exploring the cities as well. 
 
Erickson stated that this plan has targets and goals, similar to those of the Transit Development 
Plan, which she can go over if desired. 
 
Erickson referred to the Existing and Planned Bikeway Network Map, included in the packets, 
and explained that the solid lines indicate the existing system and the dashed lines what is 
planned to be added to the system on both the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks sides.  She 
pointed out that it also shows more shared paths, bike routes, bike lanes, and the newest, 
Sharrows, which are shared lanes that are marked with bikes and arrows in the lane itself.  
 
Erickson referred to the cost table and reported that in terms of cost, a lot of factors go into play, 
but this gives us an idea of which options are the least expensive, and which ones are more 
expensive.  She stated that this will add 125 miles to the system, 60 miles on the Grand Forks 
side and 65 miles on the East Grand Forks side.  She added that a lot of the costs go into the 
multi-use paths, which are $100, give or take a few dollars, per linear foot. 
 
Williams commented that you can’t put green lanes on the street.  She explained that the 
MUTCD says you cannot unless you specifically do a special request , so that should not even be 
in there.  Erickson responded that they aren’t in the plan, she just put them in the financials in 
case someone had a questions as to how much it would cost to put one in.  Williams stated that it 
isn’t $20.00 a linear foot, it is $20.00 per square foot, and that is a very big important difference. 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, September 11th, 2013 
 
 

 6 
 

 

Williams stated that Sharrows are traffic control devices that are operational items, and you 
cannot plan where those go, there are specific ways that they must be installed and the streets in 
our downtown are much too narrow to be able to put them in, as you have to have them so many 
feet away from the cars, and you’d end up putting people in the opposite lanes if you put them in, 
and that is not appropriate to have in a planning device, it is strictly a function of operations as to 
whether we install a traffic control device or not. 
 
Noehre asked what a Sharrow is.  Williams responded that it is a shared road.  Erickson added 
that it has a bike symbol with two arrows above it on the pavement.  She said it just shows that 
the bike would ride up through the middle of the arrows, so bikers know where they need to be 
and vehicles know where to expect them to be.  Williams stated that most of our streets are not 
wide enough for them, and it is in the MUTCD as to what you’re supposed to do.  She added that 
it is also in the MUTCD as far as where you should use them and not use them, there are places 
that you can’t use them, so that should not be part of the planning process at all. 
 
Ellis asked if the roads are wide enough in Downtown Fargo for Sharrows.  Williams responded 
that she doesn’t know if they are or not, she hasn’t seen them yet.  Ellis stated that they have 
Sharrows in their downtown.  Williams said that what you’re supposed to do is your supposed to 
have eight feet for a vehicle to park, and then allow at least four feet for the vehicle doors to 
open up, and then the sharrow would go in after that; well, Downtown Grand Forks, by the time 
you do that they would be located in the middle of the street, and she doesn’t think that is where 
you want someone riding a bicycle.  She said that she doesn’t know how they installed them in 
Fargo.  Ellis responded that they have diagonal parking there.  Williams commented that if you 
have diagonal parking that is an entirely different story, and that’s why it is an operational 
function not a planning function, because there’s lots of different stuff that has to be considered 
before you can, you can’t just put them in.  She added that it also says that there is supposed to 
be a demonstrated need for them before you install them.  Ellis asked, though, if they can’t 
propose them on streets that have diagonal parking even though they are operational.  Williams 
responded they can’t, adding that that type of device is just the same as a stop sign.  Ellis said, 
then, that you can’t plan for them, you just have to say operationally, when they are needed they 
would be installed.  She asked who decides when they are needed, can’t you still plan for them.  
Williams responded that your traffic engineer, your engineer, it just isn’t part of the planning 
process, it may be part of the City’s process of looking at stuff, but it is like trying to put on this 
map where I should be putting stop signs in, it is the same thing, it is a traffic control device that 
is not a planning type thing unless it is like, we’ve got traffic signals that are warranted, and we 
know for sure that in a certain number of years we are going to need a signal there.   
 
Haugen reported that the planning document is trying to establish a network to guide riders from 
parts of town.  Williams said that it could be listed as a route, and then it would be up to 
operations to determine what is the most appropriate traffic control devices to install on the 
route, so, yes, you can list them as routes because routes are not striped as a lane, so that’s where 
you can definitely do that.  Ellis asked if you could put a route/sharrow if engineering approves, 
or something like that.  Williams responded that, no, what she would do would be to write it up 
to say that some of the items that could be used on routes is bike signs, sharrows, etc.  She added 
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that bike symbols are not even listed in this, the sharrows got listed but there are no bike symbols 
or anything.  She said, again, that it can be marked as a route and then list sharrows as one traffic 
control device option.  
 
Noehre asked if this update process is just starting, or are you near conclusion.  Erickson 
responded that this is a draft. 
 
Haugen referred to an illustration of a sharrow and explained that the difference between it and a 
bike lane, that in a bike lane you would have at least one solid striped line, and you could have 
the bike symbol but you wouldn’t have the chevrons, the share symbol.  He added that with a 
sharrow you aren’t giving bikers their dedicated physical space, your guiding them as to where 
the most appropriate place might be for them to ride on that surface, plus you’re also informing 
all users of the surface that this is part of a bike facility as well as a vehicle. 
 
Noehre asked who they would provide input to so that things are on the map.  Haugen responded 
that Stephanie would be the person to provide input to.  He stated that the next step is to schedule 
a public open house.  He said that Stephanie has met with the Greenway Trail Users Group and 
the Tech Committee and Neighborhood Groups.  Stephanie added that there is an information 
fair for all the Neighborhoods that she will be attending as well.  Haugen stated that you have ten 
days or so to provide feedback to us. 
 
Williams commented that they discussed this a little bit this morning, and one of the things, she 
hasn’t had a chance to go through it, so, sometimes you can’t always just put in a bike lane, and 
she knows there are a couple of council people that wants bike lanes, but it is impossible to put 
them in without widening the road, and if you’re going to widen the road just to install a bike 
lane, that should be the cost of the bike lane, it should include the cost of widening the road.  
Stephanie asked what she was referring to when she says widening the road, taking out parking.  
Williams responded that she isn’t talking about taking out parking, take Columbia Road, there 
already isn’t any parking, but in order to put a bike lane down Columbia, you would have to 
physically widen the street, and if that is being done specifically to put in bike lanes, than that is 
a cost of the bike lane, it isn’t a function of the street.  Erickson said that she was looking at all of 
that, and taking into consideration the width of roads, and trying to keep the width of the roads 
between 11 to 13 foot lanes.   
 
Williams said that the other thing that they would be discussing is, that this what FHWA 
recommends, is that you may want to be able to get from here to here on a bike, but you may 
have a parallel facility that is more appropriate to stripe bike lanes on, or something like that, but 
the intent of the plan is to get people from here to here, and we may have to move the routes.  
Erickson responded that she agrees, that she did consider this and did use a bike route instead of 
a bike lane because of the amount of traffic and the width of the streets.   
  
Haugen stated that the challenge is the old part of both communities, how do we establish a 
network within the old parts of town where boulevard trees are too precious and mature to 
remove in order to get space for a shared use path. 
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Haugen said that we are distributing this to you for your comments, but they aren’t saying that 
this is your one and only chance to give feedback, they are actually asking for more feedback on 
specific things.   
 
Haugen stated that it is their hope to have preliminary approval in October, and final approval on 
this part of our Long Range Transportation Plan in November. 
  
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF IMMEDIATE FEEDBACK FROM LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN UPDATE OPEN HOUSE 
 
Haugen reported that there were three different meetings on this agenda item held yesterday, and 
all of them were on-time.  He stated that the materials that were presented focused on the 
Minnesota side, specifically the sub-target funds East Grand Forks gets every four years, roughly 
$500,000 to $750,000.  He explained that we need to start identifying specifically what projects 
would be utilizing those funds, so it is pretty simple on the Minnesota side. 
 
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side they are just giving information that the financial 
forecasts are such that we will have a challenge financing even rehabbing the State Highway 
System, let alone doing any of the wish lists, that Terry Bjerke kept reminding us, but we think 
we were able to convey that message well. 
 
Haugen commented that they also tried to iterate that we are talking just about the pavement 
when we talk about these costs, we aren’t talking about anything like widening, or intersection 
improvements, or safety fixes, just pavement surface issues. 
 
Haugen stated that at the Open House at the Grand Forks Herald they had the Merrifield 
Interchange Bridge parties show up, and that was about it as far as the public was concerned.  He 
said that they were already informed that there aren’t any funds to do this project, as we are 
having a hard time funding what we can put on the surface let alone make improvements to the 
system. 
 
Williams asked what the deadline is for comments on this.  Haugen responded that they would 
like them sooner rather than later because they are pushed for time.  Williams said, however, that 
they just received the information Friday, so that doesn’t give them much time to go through it.  
Haugen commented that information was given out yesterday, and there will be revisions to that 
information based on the comments received at the meetings.  Williams asked if Alternative 3 
would be sent out because she didn’t receive a copy of it.  Haugen responded that he would do 
that, but he knows that Mr. Noehre is working on some changes.  Williams said that they are 
working on changes too, but you have to start someplace, so she would like to be able to see 
what there is right now.  Haugen commented that all they have on Alternative 3, the Hybrid, is 
just sort of taking some of the reconstruction projects in the first timeframe from Mr. Noehre’s 
first version, and putting them into his rehabilitation, and then there is one project at the very end 
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where they moved over reconstruction on Gateway Drive, just State Highway Projects.  Williams 
said, however, that there isn’t any reason to reinvent the wheel when they can take what Mr. 
Noehre has already worked on and they can have their comments taken care of, it will maybe 
reduce the number of comments you get back on this. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this was the feedback they received from the three meetings.  He added 
that they will get Alternative 3, or the Hybrid Alternative, and suggested that everyone watch the 
video on the Grand Forks side on Channel 2, which will be posted on the website as well.   
 
Discussion ensued on when the video would be rebroadcast, and placed on the website for 
viewing. 
 
Information only 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. TAP 
 
Haugen reported that next month, both States have sort of provided some guidance and decisions 
on the new TAP program.  He explained that the TAP program is a combination of the old Safe 
Routes To School, Enhancement, Recreational Trails, and Scenic Byways programs. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the first decisions both States had to make was whether or not they 
were going to allow recreation trails to be set aside as its own program under the old rules, and 
both decided they would do this so recreational trails will see very little difference from how it 
has been operated in the past.  He added, however, that he hopes one difference we will see is, 
because it is federal funds, that it goes through the planning programming process. 
 
Haugen said that the Scenic Byways is really not carried forward as its own program, even under 
the new TAP, so it is really an expired program.   
 
Haugen commented that this, then, leaves us with Enhancements and Safe Routes To School.  He 
said that the next decision was, after you take out recreational trails,  that of the remaining funds, 
50% have to be distributed around the States for TAP projects, and the other 50% the State can 
decided where to spend it or if they want to flex it completely out of the TAP program into 
something else.  He stated that Minnesota is keeping it in the TAP program, and North Dakota is 
taking it out and spending it elsewhere. 
 
Haugen reported that with this in play we will have to develop an application form that covers 
the old Safe Routes to School and the Enhancements into one form.  He said that on the North 
Dakota side they have not had any soft funds set aside but they have on the Minnesota side, 15% 
for Safe Routes To School to ensure there are still some Safe Routes to School activities taking 
place out of the TAP program. 
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Williams asked where the Rail Crossing Safety program ended up.  Haugen responded that it is 
still in programming, it is still a subset of the HSIP as it always has been. 
 
Haugen stated that next month we will have to distribute out the new application form for review 
and approval.  He added that he believes that North Dakota still has the ability to solicit projects 
in order to get back to their normal T.I.P Cycle, S.T.I.P. Cycle.  He explained that North Dakota 
has only been programming these one year ahead, while Minnesota has programmed for the full 
four year cycle, so there a possibility on the Minnesota side that it gets skipped this year in order 
to allow for everyone to get their Safe Routes to School and Enhancement forms and such 
wrapped up into one document. 
 
Haugen commented that one thing we have to think about in Grand Forks is, because the Safe 
Routes to School, there is a whole other group that has been submitting projects under the School 
District, and they are no longer an eligible recipient, so everything has to flow through the City 
to the MPO, so we will have to make sure all the people involved in the enhancements in the 
past, and all the people involved in Safe Routes to School in the past get into one room at one 
time and prioritize projects and submit them to the council for approval.   
 
Haugen stated that State DOTs are no longer eligible recipients of the TAP funds, so if the 
District wants to do a welcome sign on North 81, they will have to find a local sponsor to apply 
for TAP funds.   
 
Haugen said that next month we will have changes to the TAP program.  He added that maybe 
by then the ATP in Minnesota will have decided if they are soliciting or not.   
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 
11TH, 2013, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:36 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


