
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, November 13th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the November 13th, 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. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Bobbi Retzlaff, MNDOT-St. Paul.; Brian Shorten, SRF Consulting; 
Nathan Koster, SRF Consulting; and Troy Schroeder, NWRDC. 
  
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 OCTOBER 9TH, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY DAME, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 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 reported that within a month there will be a public input meeting held to discuss the 
results of the study.  He stated that the draft study report should be available soon for review. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that they are still working on the Purpose and Need Statement. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF STATUS OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that it includes three presentations; Transit 
Development, Bike/Ped, and Street and Highway sections. 
 
Haugen reported that this evening they are holding a public open house on the Draft Street and 
Highway Plan update in the East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room at 5:30, with 
a presentation at 6:00 to 7:30. 
 
Haugen stated that the Transit Development Plan Update has gone through all the preliminary 
approvals on both sides of the river, as has the Bike/Ped Plan Update.   
 
Haugen reported that the Street and Highway Plan Update received preliminary approval at the 
Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission meeting last Wednesday; there is the open house 
tonight ; and tomorrow it will be presented to the East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning 
Commission tomorrow for preliminary approval; and then next week it will be presented to the 
City Councils as well.   
 
Haugen commented that the Grand Forks Planning Commission did give final approval to both 
the Transit Development Plan and the Bike/Ped Plan Updates.  He stated, however, that there 
was a slight issue with the East Grand Forks Planning Commission, the public notice did not get 
published in time, thus final approval will occur in December instead.  He added that this will 
put them on the same approval schedule as the Street and Highway Plan for final approval in 
December, however they still expect that next Monday night, in Grand Forks, the resolution 
ordinance approving these plans will be granted. 
 
 Transit Development Plan 
 
Haugen stated that they did some revisions to the performance measures and targets in the 
Transit Development Plan document, and also had to rework some of the financial information.  
He explained that they are delaying the 30-minute headway in order to allow them to purchase 
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some additional vehicle replacement coaches.  He said that they do have East Grand Forks and 
Minnesota now participating in the Dial-a-Ride and Senior Rider coach replacement program, so 
they are able to show that they can fiscally replace, maintain, and operate their current system; 
and can fiscally afford to implement the 30-minute headways in 2015 now and fully in 2016, but 
they still have some unmet needs out there of expansion of the system as both cities grow, there 
are some areas that under this plan they cannot provide service to.  He added that they also need 
to do some work on the bus barn, and UND has a shuttle system that needs its coaches replaced 
as well, so they weren’t able to address all of the fiscal needs in the transit system, but they are 
going to show how they can maintain the current operation, and that they can replace the current 
existing fleet within the system. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE FINAL 
DRAFT OF THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 Bike/Ped Plan 
 
Haugen reported that the Bike/Ped Plan Update has gone through the preliminary approval 
process, and received final approval from the Grand Forks Planning Commission.  He stated that 
this presentation has been shopped around, and in addition to the local agency meetings, 
Stephanie has received Resolutions of Support from UND and the Greenway Trail Users Group.   
 
Erickson commented that just from the public alone, they have received thirty-five plus 
comments, and they have all be very positive, they like what is already in place and are looking 
forward to what the future will bring.  She added that the public has offered lots of ideas, and are 
very excited and happy with what is already in place. 
 
Williams asked if they had added the caveat that states that these facilities will need further study 
to determine precisely what type of facility is eventually needed.  Haugen responded that they 
had. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE FINAL 
DRAFT BIKE/PED PLAN, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 Street and Highway Plan 
 
Haugen reported that Brian Shorten and Nathan Koster, SRF Consulting Group, are here today to 
give a brief presentation.  He stated that what is being presented today is slightly altered from 
what was included in the packets. 
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Shorten stated that they did get the draft plan completed by the deadline, and it has already gone 
through a couple different iterations of review at the MPO level; and it appears that Federal 
Highway delivered some comments based on discussion they had at, as Mr. Haugen mentioned, 
a North Dakota Management Committee meeting, via conference call, a couple of weeks ago.  
He said that they would like to highlight some of the key elements today.   
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request), ensued. 
 
 Discussion/Comments 
 
Williams asked, on University Avenue, the memo prepared by SRF said that these were potential 
alternatives, and that prior to making any decision there should be further studies done on it, and 
she doesn’t think it is appropriate to list those items as something that we are going to proceed on 
prior to have the additional studies done.  She said that there are some very, very specific 
recommendations in there, the UND Transportation Committee endorsed some of them, but it 
was not a unanimous decision by any means, there were several members of the committee that 
wanted further study before doing any of it, and she totally concurs that we need to review that 
area, and we need to do something, and there is some stuff that needs to be done, but she is not 
sure that it is appropriate to specifically list lane widths in a Long Range Transportation Plan, or 
lane assignments and that sort of thing.  She added that she would prefer that it be something like 
pedestrian improvements, and congestion management improvements, etc.  She stated that she 
just isn’t sure this is appropriate.  She added that there were also a couple other things in the list 
of items where it said to do a two lane road and a forty-foot whatever, well forty-foot isn’t one of 
our City standards, so she would prefer to have them just say that we need two lanes, or we need 
three lanes striped, or we need left turn movements at the intersections.  She said that we may 
want to do left turn pockets at intersections and install our on street parking in the middle where 
there are no driveways.  She stated that getting real specific kind of ties their hands sometimes in 
trying to do what is best in terms of congestions and parking and pedestrian facilities, and once 
again, although she agrees we need things done at intersections, but it doesn’t make any sense to 
put in a continuous left turn lane when there are no driveways in the area. 
 
Williams stated that another comment she has is that a couple of times she got lost, and that is 
unusual for her as she has a pretty good sense of direction, but she thinks the biggest problem is 
that the nomenclature that was used; its 32nd Avenue South or its South 34th Street, there is 34th, 
there is 34th Street, there is South 34th Street, and they are all used, so one time she was trying to 
figure out where something was and she discovered it was 32nd in East Grand Forks, so that was 
kind of confusing. 
 
Shorten responded that this is why they are here talking about this instead of asking for adoption, 
there is another whole month before they do that, so he would have to turn this over to Mr. 
Haugen as far as discussion about how you want to approach University.  He said that they can 
certainly bring it down more general if that is the intention, and they did include those projects 
on the Illustrative List, so their dollar amounts don’t affect anything, so they can make 
adjustments.  He agreed that Ms. Williams is right, and they may have gotten a little ahead of 
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themselves, and he knows that one thing that came out pretty strongly was that there be no 
closure.  Williams said that that was probably the big issue they wanted to resolve so they could 
move on because she thinks they all recognize that there are some things going on over there that 
need to be done, but she isn’t sure it is the place for the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks, and the Counties to be paying for a parking study for UND to resolve the issue of 
congestion management, that is kind of a UND item and she isn’t sure that that really belongs in 
there.  She added that, once again, it could be simply replaced with congestion management type 
things, for one thing the traffic signal wasn’t looked at for the one intersection, you can control 
the traffic and the pedestrian by putting up signals and telling them they can’t, and then they can 
be cited for jay walking, so there are a couple of things you didn’t have time, or you weren’t 
asked to look, and she just totally agree with the memo that they need to further explore this 
whole thing prior to making any firm recommendations as to what exactly needs to be done with 
that corridor, but something does need to be done. 
 
Shorten stated that Mr. Haugen mentioned that the Bike/Ped Plan is also in the process of being 
updated.  He asked if that also addresses this area.  Haugen responded that it did not.  Williams 
commented that she thinks it recognizes that there are bike lanes on University Avenue already, 
and that is still in the plan.   
 
Shorten said that he thinks that also in that process they talked about the decorative fence to 
avoid crossing mid-block, and he remembers the second open house there was some support of 
that, and some not.  Williams agreed, adding that there are different things, and it may not be the 
same treatment for the entire length of the corridor, we may want to just do something for a 
certain area, or such. 
 
Shorten stated that they are here to take direction from this group, and they can talk to Mr. 
Haugen after the public meeting tonight if there is more input, but he sees there is a way, 
especially since this is on the Illustrative List, that they can make these more generalized to give 
more freedom to City Staff to be able to do further analyses, and make the ultimate decisions.  
Williams agreed, adding that what makes this difficult is that things change, development 
changes, there are zoning changes made, and all sorts of factors occur, so to nail something down 
to something specific it makes it necessary to do an amendment to the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, so being a little less specific makes sense. 
 
Presentation on Recommended Network and Implementation ensued. 
 
 Discussion/Comments 
 
Noehre asked what the purpose of having an Illustrative Project List.  Koster responded that the 
Illustrative Projects will be identified by the plan, and could be amended into a time period, but 
at this time there isn’t any revenue available to address them within the fiscal constraints.  
Haugen added that it addresses two things; one is that a lot of the funding sources that you might 
be seeking for these Illustrative Projects want to know if it is in the plan or not, and this is the 
only way it can be shown in the plan.  He added that this is very similar to our T.I.P.s, where we 
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see an Illustrative Projects list, which is done so that a project can go through another process of 
approval for possible funding, so that is one reason we do this; another reason is these projects 
all solve an issue or a problem with a deficiency out there, they are all thoroughly good projects, 
we just didn’t have the fiscal ability to fund and recommend them, but those projects just don’t 
disappear, they are still good projects, they are still solving a need out there, so by having it 
included as an Illustrative Project it allows a stronger ability that the revenue should be made 
available to help us fund them. 
 
Noehre referred to Number 22 on the Issues and Opportunities Needs Map is the Southend 
Bypass.  He asked if there were any projects in the Illustrative List that deal with the Southend 
Bypass other than the Merrifield Interchange and the river crossing.  Koster responded that there 
were.  He pointed out that there was a project that had been on the Range of Alternatives that 
they moved to the Illustrative Project list, and it involves paving the one mile segment that is 
gravel right now, and a few spot treatments for turning lanes.   
 
Noehre stated that it shouldn’t be a surprise to anyone that this concerns him.  He explained that 
the fact that there is an intersection at Highway 2 and County Road 5 at the Airport that certainly 
requires some improvements be made to it by adding turning lanes and signal upgrades, etc.; and 
there are five intersections on the North Dakota side alone; DeMers and 32nd Ave., Merrifield 
and County Road 5, Columbia Road and Merrifield, Washington or County 81 and Merrifield 
Road, that all need at least some turn lanes, widening radii, potential signals at $500,000 apiece, 
it is 15 miles long and there is probably on three to five miles where there are actual shoulders.  
He added that U.S. 2 has no seasonal load restrictions, and he has no idea what seasonal road 
restrictions are for the County, but even if there aren’t any he would imagine that it doesn’t take 
the same type of truck traffic that U.S. 2 does so that could potentially mean looking at pavement 
thicknesses, widening the roadway, and there are residential areas that, according to the current 
rules, would add capacity so you might be looking at noise abatement solutions, but that is just a 
couple issues for 15 miles of the Southend Bypass that are not addressed in this Illustrative Plan.  
He said that there are some odds and ends addressed in the plan, but this is demonstrating to the 
public, to elected officials, a very disingenuous picture of what a Southend Bypass would really 
entail, so now we are putting it on an Illustrative Project list that can be moved easily, and could 
look for additional funds, and could easily be moved into the Long Range Transportation Plan, 
with a bridge and interchange, and that is just scratching the surface.  
 
Noehre commented that the MPO pushed for an interchange and a river crossing, and the 
Southend Bypass Coalition keeps writing letters to the Editor about a Southend Bypass, and 
really the issue is the interchange, and so we say we need a Southend Bypass, but really what we 
are looking for is an interchange, so he thinks when these kind of discussions come up we should 
be able to point to the plan and say here is what a Southend Bypass entails, and here is what it 
costs, and if that is what we want to do he doesn’t have an issue with that, his issue is saying here 
are two projects that equal a Southend Bypass when in fact they do not. 
 
Haugen responded that, as you heard it is an expanded list, however there is a disagreement 
between the County Engineers and you as to what the design of that bypass needs to be, and so 
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because it is a county system, they have relied on the County Engineers to identify what the 
needs are on that system.  Noehre commented that they have been doing bypasses all over 
Western North Dakota, he thinks they can figure out very quickly what the needs are.  Haugen 
responded that he understands that they are doing bypasses with State Highway designs, but this 
would be on the County system.  Johnson stated that they are turning county roads into state 
highways, and he doesn’t necessarily think that they would be doing anything different here, if 
we really wanted trucks to be here, he thinks that that would be a two road bypass around town. 
 
Noehre said that, again, he is only scratching the surface because now it is looking at ownership, 
and that question is going to come up, and now you’re taking the traffic volumes that it currently 
has and magnifying them and that takes additional year-round maintenance, from pothole repairs 
to snow and ice control in the winter.  Haugen suggested that with the possible retirement of 
Richard Onstad tomorrow, Grand Forks County might have a different engineer who will advise 
differently on this.  Noehre commented that he doesn’t know that anybody has really looked at 
all the issues, and his point has been, and he is sure, again, it is no surprise as he has been 
bringing this up for months, that without it, when it comes up for a vote today, he won’t be 
representing the department, he will be representing the district, and he will vote against 
approving the plan because we keep talking about a Southend Bypass, and we’re not addressing 
the Southend Bypass.  He said that in his mind this is similar to saying let’s address the Sorlie 
Bridge by looking at the first intersections on either side of the bridge, that isn’t addressing the 
bridge. 
 
Noehre stated that, just covering what is needed in North Dakota, let alone MnDOT District 2.  
He said that there is an illustrative project in the list currently for a 32nd Avenue river crossing 
that has a signal on U.S. 2 and 220, but there isn’t an illustrative project on the Minnesota side 
for a river crossing at Merrifield.  Haugen responded that volumes don’t warrant a signal at 220 
South.  Noehre said, again, that is why he will be voting against approving the plan.   
 
Haugen commented that there is no doubt that the discussion with the County Engineers shows 
that they deal with their roadway system and spine to function as a bypass with those 
modifications we have identified.  He added that it will never rise to a state highway jurisdiction 
or a state highway.  He said that we can be thankful that we aren’t talking about doing four of 
them as was the case ten years ago.  Noehre stated that all the residents that live along DeMers, 
32nd Avenue, County 81, South Columbia Road down by Merrifield, they are going to be fine 
with all-way stops, or just stop conditions and now turn lanes or signals, it is possible, but he 
doesn’t think so, he would be very shocked.  Haugen responded that there are already turn lanes 
on Merrifield, Columbia, Washington and Belmont.  He suggested that maybe we can stall this 
part of the flood protection project.  Johnson stated that he would have to second what Mr. 
Noehre is saying, he is concerned with this as well.  He suggested that it may just be more of a 
terminology issue, maybe it is more of something that we say the ultimate goal is to implement a 
southend bypass, and they have identified these projects as a couple of the pieces needed to get 
there, but it will not officially become that at completion, and there are also some other outlying 
projects that will have to be identified later, because, beyond the Southend Bypass he thinks 
there are other needs for those projects identified as well, other than just the bypass, because 
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there are a lot of open ended questions.  He stated that the ownership issue is a big one because 
as of right now it is looking like they are going to keep a lot of the bypass as they build, and if 
they are going to look at bypass and Highway 2 truck traffic he would assume there will need to 
be a conversation as to who will own it, because adding it to the state system would be an issue 
as well.  Haugen commented that he isn’t aware of any discussion from either the State or 
County about the possibility of transfer of jurisdiction, the County has never indicated that they 
were looking for the State to take over the County Highway System, for this concept.  Johnson 
agreed, but added that the intent is to redirect U.S. 2 truck traffic down this road, that 
conversation would have to occur.  Noehre added that there is no method to enforce its use 
either, other than declaring U.S. 2 and County Road 5 as no truck traffic, and that isn’t going to 
happen.  Dame asked what that would do to the Airport intersection, and he knows that Mr. 
Noehre brought this up, but, again, would that intersection be built up, would it be dealt with a 
turn lane.  Noehre responded that it would have to be looked at, but he would imagine that at a 
minimum the turn lanes would have to be dramatically lengthened, and they would probably 
have to add signals.   
 
Noehre stated that traffic studies, traffic forecasts, and the design, AASHTO design, all those 
standards would have to be provided to determine what it would actually look like.  He added 
that in going through the analysis, and he can’t imagine how it could possibly stay the way it is 
today and still offer any kind of relief as a truck bypass.  Haugen commented that there is a 
difference of opinion as to the design that needs to be done, and he isn’t aware of any real 
concept that that would turn into a State U.S. Highway 2.  Noehre said that he can’t imagine that 
the County Commissioners would be real enthused about having U.S. Highway traffic moved 
onto their county system, and then just absorb the cost.   
 
Noehre reported that the point he is trying to make is that all those things are hidden in the 
Illustrative Project list, all those things are hidden and letters to the editor, and all the other 
discussions, none of this gets brought up, it is all things that have to be discussed and evaluated, 
figuring out what the costs are and who is going to pay them, that is why he is going to vote 
against recommending the MPO Executive Policy Board approve it, because their hidden.  
Haugen suggested that a recommendation could be made to line this out of the plan and still 
adopt the rest of the document.  Noehre commented that that is another alternative, either put it 
all in, or take it all out. 
 
Shorten asked if there has been a corridor study done to look at the overall system and cost.  
Haugen responded that there was a mid-1990s one that sort of identified the Merrifield location 
as the preferred route; then there were the early 2000s where it was reconfirmed as the preferred 
route; and there were individual Interchange Justification Reports, plus the Bridge Feasibility 
Report that were done to try to get the State DOTs to designate it as a four-lane U.S. Highway 2 
in the mid-2000s that was way out of whack in terms of cost as you would have to four-lane and 
rebuild bridges over the interstate and neither the Red Lake or Red River Bridges could 
accommodate four-lane traffic, so that was when the focus was directed back on a county road 
route with a few improvements at spot locations, with the two major improvements being an 
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interchange and a new bridge over the Red River with the rest of the system being able to handle 
the traffic.   
 Discussion/Comments 
 
Shorten commented that reauthorization is supposed to take place in September, but that isn’t 
something they are thinking about right now, but as we all know MAP-21 provided a lot of 
guidance on performance measures and state of good repair, but no increase in money, will they 
ever get around to that, let’s hope.  He said that in talking to Mr. Haugen, the thought is that 
someday they will have to deal with these national assets and these State and Local assets, so 
there could be some more money some new authorization, and then a lot of these 
recommendations, and Mr. Noehre’s comment about Illustrative Projects and why have them, if 
all of a sudden funds were made available, it isn’t hard to amend this plan and move some of 
those priority Illustrative Projects into the fiscally constrained program based on the new revenue 
source, so we are hopeful, but given the circumstances we have now, we can’t be sure. 
 
Shorten stated that he has been doing MPO planning for 30 years and he never ended up with a 
plan that looks like this, but it is a new world, so if it kind of a shock to some of you that have 
been around for a long time, this is based on the parameter that we are all working with, and the 
limited resources that have been provided at the State and Federal levels.  Johnson said he has 
one caveat to add to that, and that is that he thinks what is being shown here is also a possibility 
of what could happen with the feds moving forward, their idea of throwing more money at it 
would be to remove the opportunity to use it on the Urban Roads system, so the only money we 
get is the NHS only, that would be their way of providing more money, so we have to be careful.  
Shorten agreed, stating that they could continue this theme, NHS is really the feds responsibility, 
everything else we devolve down to the States taking care of State Trunk Highways, locals take 
care of roadways all the way down to the Township roads.   He said that we know what happens 
in that process, everyone gets hurt.  He added that it could be called rebalancing or resetting, but 
it certainly goes against probably 30 or 40 years of federal/state policy about partnerships in 
transportation. 
 
Noehre said that he thinks the plan shows what we recognized a number of years ago, the DOT 
commissioned Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute to study just the State Highways three 
or four years ago, and at that point we were getting $240,000,000 a year in federal aid, and their 
report was somewhere in the neighborhood of $550,000,000 that the State needed to spend on 
State Highways just to maintain the state of good repair, with zero expansion projects, so we 
were spending less than half of what we actually needed to keep them in a state of good repair, 
and so you plan has caught up and is reflecting that. 
 
Shorten stated that he knows this could make this a little worse, but in Minnesota, as MnSHIPs 
having traction all the way down to the City and County Commissioner level, there is really a 
push, and actually Governor Dayton asked Commissioner Zelle to help promote this, going out 
and educating the public about why there is a need for more money, telling people that if they 
want the world to look like MnSHIP, or preservation only, that is your choice as voters, but if 
you want these other things that improve safety and improve mobility and reduce congestion and 
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drive time, etc., you are going to have to pay more, so get serious about taxes.  He stated that, 
maybe this finding and this report can be a springboard to action to educate people.   
 
Noehre said that even getting into the values used in the plan involve more than a little risk, 
extending those time periods out past what we generally see on much lower volume roads.  He 
stated that they took higher volume roads and stretched that state of good repair dates out past 
those, so there is risk involved, but hopefully it becomes a reality.   
 
Haugen reported that in his presentation to the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee last night 
he did point out that if they are looking for new revenue the first three things to look at in this 
plan would be the $40,000,000 that was shifted from the Urban Roads to the Regional side, we 
can easily identify that they could replace that; the other was that when the State Highway 
System first came out we took away $200,000,000 for the reconstruction to the rehab, and only 
brought back in $20,000,000, so there is still 90% of your need that you first identified that this 
plan doesn’t address, and he is sure that if they asked that 50% of that 90% be given back, that 
would be justified because of the risk of extending things out.  He added that he also said the 
City did the same thing with their state of good repair, there is probably a project or two that they 
would rather reconstruct and address rather than just treat it, so, while he didn’t give a number it 
is probably total of at least $100,000,000 worth of projects that are still a kind of state of good 
repair type project that could be identified and could be done, and he didn’t even get to the 
Illustrative list.  He stated that he hopes they are hearing this, and aren’t just focusing on the 
illustratives and saying this is our need and these are the projects we spend the money on.   
 
Haugen stated that they will try to pursue working further with Mr. Johnson on how to identify 
the Illustrative Projects.  
 
Haugen said that they do have the draft out, and have received some comments.   He added, 
again, that they are presenting the draft to the public this evening for input.  He stated that they 
will be seeking final approval next month so that on December 18th the MPO Executive Policy 
Board can adopt it and submit it to the DOTs, Federal Highways, and Federal Transit for their 
30-day comment period so that we can meet our January 31st deadline. 
 
MATTER OF LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that, as you saw on the last slide, they are going to amend the Long Range 
Transportation Plan and incorporate the results of the Local Road Safety Plan. 
 
Haugen stated that the NDDOT has hired the Consulting Firm CH2M Hill, with SRF as a 
subcontractor, to prepare Local Road Safety Plans.  He said that, to give you some idea of what 
these plan documents will look like, he did include a copy of a slide presentation given to local 
lead staff people.   
 
Haugen commented that they do intend to identify specific projects, and also have all of the 
information of that project available so that simply a county engineer can submit that page out of 
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the plan to the State for consideration of the Highway Safety Improvement Program funds, so 
these plans will be very project specific, with cost estimates, so that the project can just be taken 
from the plan and submitted as an application. 
 
Haugen reported that Grand Forks will be holding a full-day workshop on December 6th, from 
9:00 a.m. out at the Public Works building, and lunch will be provided.  He said that invitations 
were sent, and he hopes that most of you received one, however if you did not receive on and are 
interested in attending let him know and he will get one to you. 
 
Haugen briefly went over the information in the packet. 
 
Haugen commented that he believes that by April we will have a plan adopted.  He said that the 
reason we will adopt this into our MPO plan is primarily because it is introducing all of the 
Highway Safety Improvement Program funding, as a new revenue source, and these projects 
then would be able to be consistent with our planning documents and meet the T.I.P. 
programming process.  Noehre stated that we probably wouldn’t become eligible for funding 
until 2018 or 2019.  Haugen agreed, explaining that they are currently soliciting out to 2018, and 
projects are already pegged all the way out to 2017, so there are 2018 dollars in play now. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Annual Unified Work Program 2014 
 
Haugen reported that he just wanted to remind everyone that we do have solicitation again, and if 
the 2014 Annual Unified Work Program needs to have any changes done to it we need to know 
that soon so that we can make those changes in December, so that when we start the new year we 
know what activities we are pursuing. 
 

2. Solicitation For Next T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we do have open solicitation for projects; the first critical date is Friday, 
Notice of Intent for the TAC on the Minnesota side has to be submitted then, but the rest have to 
be submitted by early December.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY MCKINNON, TO ADJOURN THE NOVEMBER 13TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:04 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager 


