
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, August 14th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 14th, 2013, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:35 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via conference call); Rich Romness, Grand Forks City Engineering; 
Dustin Lang, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Ryan 
Brooks, Grand Forks Planning: Les Noehre, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; Shawn Morrell 
(Proxy for Joe McKinnon), MNDOT Office of Transit; and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks 
Consulting Engineer. 
 
Guest(s) Present were:  Mike Bittner, KLJ.  
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, 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 JULY 10TH, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO APPROVE THE JULY 10TH, 2013, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 

a.     New Schedule 
 
Haugen stated that, as noted at our July meeting, the end of July was our deadline for completion 
of our Long Range Transportation Plan update, which we missed.  He said that during the month 
of July the NDDOT, Federal Highway, and other partners contemplated what should occur in  
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regard to our missing that deadline, thus our receipt of the letter that was included in the packet 
indicating that January 31st is now our completion deadline for the Long Range Transportation 
Plan update to be done. 
 
Haugen commented that the letter also discussed that, because of the schedule change, we 
needed to do a revised scope and schedule to show how we will accomplish meeting the January 
31st deadline.  He said that they wanted this information by Monday this week, so in working 
with SRF and the NDDOT, we were able to come up with a revised scope of work to accomplish 
this. 
 
Haugen reported that he has a short power point presentation illustrating the new scope of work 
and schedule that he would like to go over.  (A copy of the presentation is included in the file 
and available upon request).   
 
Haugen went over the schedule briefly.  He explained that January 2014 is held in reserve for 
Federal Highway and FTA to have a 30-day review and comment period, so that means for us to 
meet the deadline, the MPO Executive Board, at their regular December 18th meeting, unless a 
special meeting is held, is when the update needs to be adopted.  He stated that this means that in 
November we need to be processing preliminary approval of a document, which means that we 
actually need to have a draft completed in October for the public review process to begin. 
 
Haugen stated that in November we will be going through our Public Participation Plan’s process 
of going to each Planning Commission and City Council for preliminary approval, and then in 
December we would go through those same steps for final approval of the document so that on 
December 18th we can hopefully have the MPO Executive Policy Board adopt the plan, and 
submit it for the 30-day Federal Highway/FTA review period. 
 
Romness asked how early in October will the draft plan likely be available.  Haugen responded 
that it won’t likely be available until later in October.  Romness stated, then, that we are really 
looking at having only a month and a half to get it through the council, because he knows they 
are going to spend a lot of time on it. 
 

b.     T.I.P. Impact 
 
Haugen reported that the other action taken, as a sort of incentive for us to meet the January 31st 
deadline, is that they have frozen our T.I.P. document.  He referred to information included in 
the packet, some clarification questions/answers, and pointed out that it explains what this means 
to us. 
 
Haugen explained that the freeze, in essence is affecting us in that we can’t formally adopt a new 
2014-2017 T.I.P. document, however we can adopt a draft of that document, and, in-fact 
MNDOT already has a draft document adopted, and we adopted our Minnesota side.  He stated 
that yesterday, and today, he received from NDDOT what they are suggesting be the projects to 
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include into our draft, so in September we will be approving a Draft 2014-2017 T.I.P.  He added 
that it still yet to be known when the NDDOT will formally adopt a Final S.T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that, as the letter clarity indicates, because of how late this is coming in the 
T.I.P. cycle, while normally when they freeze a T.I.P. they say that the current year is frozen and 
no changes can be made, but because 2013 is almost complete, the current year of the T.I.P. will 
be FY2014, so projects currently listed in the 2013-2016 T.I.P, in FY2014 can proceed as if there 
is not a freeze.  He added that they are also allowing a one-time amendment to occur to our 
document; so, potentially by the Technical Advisory and Executive Policy Board September 
meetings, we will be processing that one-time T.I.P. amendment to the 2013-2016 T.I.P. 
document. 
 
Haugen said that his last clarity question was that it is only allowing our State Agency Partners 
and our Transit Operators to propose T.I.P. amendments for this one-time opportunity, so until 
January of 2014, from September to January that freeze means that there cannot be any additions 
to the T.I.P., there can’t be any modifications of projects.  He added, however, that if a project is 
dropped, that can still occur regardless of the freeze.   
 

c.     Financial Forecast Revised 
 
Haugen referred to a slide from our current plan, and pointed out that we always tried to 
highlight that as we go out to the outer years our purchasing power erodes.  He explained that 
under our current plan we were assuming a 2% rate of growth in revenue, with a 4% cost 
escalation, so that is why as you get further out the band gets wider, we can’t purchase as much 
with the revenue that we currently can.  He added that originally when we were starting this 
update we were told we could use a 3% rate of growth, but were told last Friday that we now 
need to use a 1.5% rate of growth on our revenue, so we actually have gone backwards with this 
purchasing power graphic, we will have less revenue coming in than we previously thought, and 
certainly from what we have in our current plan. 
 
Haugen then referred to a slide illustrating the revised rate of growth in revenue, and went over it 
briefly.  He pointed out that instead of having somewhere in the neighborhood of a quarter of a 
billion dollars to work with we are down to two-hundred million total.   
 
Haugen commented that this gives us a comparison of where we were at in our 2035 plan, and 
where we are not at in our 2040 plan, and that is a loss of roughly a hundred million dollars.  He 
stated that adding another five years to those costs means that our purchasing power erodes even 
more, so we are in a financial pinch more so than we were prior to Friday’s events. 
 
Haugen referred to the slide presentation, and explained that the next few slides capture the 
financial picture we are in.  He stated that the first slide is just recognizing that as we do long 
range transportation plans, these are emphasis that we are told in the federal regulations and rules 
of how we are supposed to develop the Long Range Transportation Plans; preserve the existing 
and emphasize the national regional transportation facilities.  He added that prior to MAP-21 the 
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feds were a little more flexible with their funds, but with MAP-21 and the National Highway 
Performance Program, they have really infused 60% of their funds to that program of National 
Highway’s routes. 
 
Haugen said that when we started this process we asked our member agencies to give us a list of 
projects that would preserve the system, originally costing over one million dollars, and NDDOT 
provided a list in which Les identified four major reconstruction projects, that if possible he 
would like to have occur before 2023.   
 
Haugen referred to the project lists, and went over the current project costs, as well as the actual 
inflated costs, explaining, however, that if you look at where we are at with our financial picture, 
our short, mid and long term, our short term is inflated to $41,000,000 because of the two bridge 
projects that are in there, so if we subtracted those two projects it would go down to $15,000,000 
for the regional system.  He then went over the various projects, and their costs, pointing out that 
this means that on the regional system we are really basically only able to meet four projects for 
reconstruction, none of the $66,000,000 that Les identified of reconstruction needs in 2012 costs, 
so as we escalate those costs out to 2040, depending on where they fall during that time frame, it 
is more than $66,000,000, plus he also identified $28,000,000 in just maintenance types of 
activities such as concrete panel replacements, mill and overlay, etc. 
 
Haugen summarized that right now we are standing at a fiscally constraint issue where we are 
really following the MNDOT model, with their MNSHIP document that we have been discussing 
at our Technical Advisory Committee meetings, where because of their financial picture as well, 
preservation has been the outcome of their MNSHIP Plan. 
 
Haugen stated that some other things we have agreed to help grease the wheels so that we can 
meet these deadlines, previously we were talking about identifying projects above a million 
dollars, that are preservation type projects, we have now raised that value up to five million 
dollars.  He explained that the five million is taken from MAP-21 in several places, but the one 
place he hooked onto is under five million in federal participation is almost an automatic 
category exclusion to the project so the environmental process has been streamlined at that value 
so that is where the five million came from. 
 
Haugen commented that we now need to finalize our list for our other agencies that haven’t 
submitted their list of projects to identify all those five million or more type of preservation 
projects.  He said that the one project on the Minnesota side would most likely be the slide repair 
on the Point Bridge; and on the North Dakota side there are several streets that perhaps would 
come up to that five million dollar mark as well, with the obvious one probably being the 
Minnesota/4th Avenue Corridor, since, while the mill and overlay gave it some ride ability for a 
while, it probably won’t last out to 2040. 
 
Haugen summarized that in any event we need to finalize these lists so that we can show the feds 
that we are preserving the system, which is a requirement of theirs, that we identify these major 
projects to show that we are preserving what is in place.  He added that because we are sort of 
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relaxing the one million to five million, our current plan sets aside, as you see, dollars annually 
so that we would have monies to do these preservation type projects, so even though we are 
saying we are going to identify these five million or more projects, we know that every other 
year, or every year there will probably be a desire to have less than five million dollars flowing 
towards preservation type projects so we need to identify what amount, if we have anything left 
after we do these major projects, we can have set aside so that we still ensure that we have a way 
to still do annual operation and maintenance type activities as well. 
 
Haugen commented that we will probably have a couple of meetings in September to make this 
October work, so hopefully you can all reserve some time to be available early in September.  He 
said that they are suggesting we do a day long type of activity with the Technical Advisory 
Committee to try to work through as many of these issues as we can as a group.  He reported that 
we also need to hold a public open house.  He explained that the real purpose of this open house 
is to sort of portray this financial picture he just gave the committee that the public is more aware 
of where we are at financially with our plan.  He stated that it may take more than one day to get 
this all done we may need to take the latter half of the regular Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting to hold the remainder of the special meeting. 
 

d.     Update Transit/Bike/Ped 
 
Haugen reported that we are also updating our Transit Development Plan (TDP).  He referred to 
a slide illustrating the schedule for that update, and added that we are also going to update our 
Bike/Ped component as well.  He stated that those two documents will be on a month-earlier 
timeframe than our Street and Highway Plan.  He added that they have been working with the 
groups on these and they essentially have the drafts completed for the public open houses to 
occur in September, and then to seek adoption of them in October and November. 
 
Noehre commented that in regard to the reconstruction projects that were identified, you still 
have to preserve the system so therefore we might have to look at preservation methods rather 
than reconstruction methods for some of them at least.  
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there really isn’t much to update on the Sorlie at this time unless NDDOT 
or KLJ has anything. 
 
Noehre commented that they are still in the preliminary stages of beginning work on the EIS 
document.  He said that they are trying to set up a meeting for the Citizens Advisory Group 
sometime in September.   
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, August 14th, 2013 
 
 

 6 
 

 

 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that a public input meetings were held on July 17th.  He pointed out that he 
included copies of the summary of those meetings in the packets.  He stated that, ironically, they 
had nine people on the North Dakota side attend, and nine people on the Minnesota side attend.   
 
Haugen referred to the meeting summary and reported that he doesn’t think there was anything 
surprising in the comments they received.  He went over the comments briefly, summarizing that 
it is safe to say that everyone feels that we need to maintain the crossings we have, but if we can 
improve the bike/ped accommodations that is important.  He said that they also had some historic 
preservation perspectives discussed at the meetings as well. 
 
Noehre commented that he just wants to emphasize that now is the time for comments and 
questions and input on both bridges.  He stated that once the construction process begins, that, 
unfortunately is the time we get most of the comments and questions, but by that time it is too 
late, so he would like everyone to encourage your family and friends to speak up now and make 
their feelings and desires known for both structures.   
 
Haugen reported that there was an advisory committee meeting held on July 31st, and somewhat 
giving us the feedback they got from the public at that meeting, one of the questions was “is the 
Kennedy Bridge worthy of being on the National Register of Historic Places”, and our study 
committee spent a lot of time discussing the historic considerations of that structure, and in the 
packet was that information.  He commented that they did another inspection recently and the 
results confirmed what they already thought was going on with the bridge, there were no 
surprises, no shocks as to what the condition is.  He said that it is eligible for the National 
Register based on the engineering significance, and it has a significant role in the expanded 
transportation network. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation, part of which discusses historic resource considerations 
we need to look at when doing these types of projects, as well as issues and concerns with the 
bridge structure, proposed addition of a multi-purpose trail to the side of the bridge deck, etc., 
and went over the information briefly.  (A copy of the presentation is included in the file and 
available upon request). 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen reported that the next Study Advisory Committee meeting is scheduled to take place on 
September 25th.  He stated that they will present a lot more on the bike/ped accommodations, as 
well as the bridge replacement alternatives.  He added that they will then meet in November and 
December with the public to show what their study conclusions are, and then that will lead into 
the project development process in 2014 that will help reach a 2016 implementation date of 
something to improve the condition of the Kennedy Bridge crossing. 
 
Information only. 
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MATTER OF LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLANS 
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT is updating their Strategic Highway Safety Plan.  He 
explained that they spent most of last year working that document, but they have not finalized 
the document yet, however, as part of the updating of the Statewide Strategic Highway Safety 
Plan the crash data was telling them that there is a good portion of crashes occurring on the local 
system rather than on the state system, so they hired the same firm that did the Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan for the State to come into each county wishing to participate and develop a 
local road safety plans that are somewhat mirrored images of the State Plan, but is specific to that 
county.  
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that included was the e-mail details within 
counties that include one of the 12 urban cities.  He said that if that county agrees to participate 
then the local safety plan will go into the urban city and do a critical analysis of the crashes 
occurring in the City. 
 
Haugen commented that Grand Forks County has indicated that they will participate.  He said 
that they also indicated that they will absorb the 10% cost of $3,000.00, so he believes that 
means that in September they should be starting activities on the local road safety plan that 
would include Grand Forks County, as well as detailed information on the crashes occurring with 
the City of Grand Forks.   
 
Haugen reported that as far as the Long Range Transportation Plan is concerned, we are required 
to have a safety component that sort of takes out of the Statewide Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
those pertinent sections that apply to our urban area, so with this local road safety plan occurring, 
that is really addressing our crash history, that will establish those projects that are most likely 
the best candidates for the Highway Safety Improvement Program, which funds safety 
improvements across the state, so even though we might have a December deadline, depending 
on what happens with these local road safety plans, and the State’s Strategic Highway Safety 
Plan, there may need to be an amendment occurring soon after the December deadline or 
adoption of our Long Range Transportation Plan because this safety component is not synching 
with our timelines. 
 
Haugen reiterated that it is this safety component that is driving the projects that will be the best 
candidates for the Highway Safety Improvement Program funds, and in North Dakota that is 
roughly an $8,000,000 annual pot of monies that safety projects compete for. 
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF NDDOT TRAFFIC COUNTING 
 
Haugen reported that this is just a reminder that the NDDOT was originally going to be doing 
their tube counts this spring, but because of the weather, and then with the construction season 
starting soon after, they were delayed until this fall, so by the last week of September they hope 
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to be back in town laying down all their tubes.  He explained that, unless something happens, all 
of our major construction projects, with the exception of the English Coulee Bridge and Campus 
Road Replacement, should be done, so our traffic flow should be somewhat back to normal.   
 
Information only.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 14TH, 2013, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:16 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


