
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, March 19th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the March 19th, 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); Parviz Noori, ND FHWA (via conference call); Les 
Noehre, NDDOT- Grand Forks District; and Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning. 
 
Guests present were:  Lance Bernard, Brian Shorten, and Nathan ??, SRF Consulting. 
 
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 not present. 
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON 2025 AND 2040 TRAVEL DEMAND FORECAST 
RESULTS 
  
Haugen distributed copies of the agenda and discussion documents for today’s meeting.  Brian 
Shorten, SRF Consulting Group, was present via conference phone for a presentation/discussion 
on the 2025 and 2040 Travel Demand Forecast results.   
 

1) Project Update 
 

Shorten thanked everyone for attending today’s meeting.  He stated that they are happy to be 
moving forward with the update, adding that Earl had called them about two weeks ago to let 
them know that the modeling runs for 2040 had been completed, and he wanted to get the 
information to the Technical Advisory Committee as soon as possible.  He gave a brief overview 
on what has transpired during the interim, and explained how some of their work aligns with 
Task 5, which is the range of alternatives, and which is what we will be discussing today.   
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Shorten commented that they did provide, in the packets, a project update memorandum listing 
what has been done to-date on the project, which has been kind of on hold while they waited for 
the model results to be produced.  He referred to the memorandum and went over the tasks 
completed. 
 
Shorten stated, again, that they are now beginning to work on Task 5:  The Range of Alternatives 
Report, which they will be working on for the next month or so.  He said that they will then work 
on the two remaining tasks for the planning process:  Task 7 - which will look at the future 
network and implementation, and Task 8 - which is the draft and final report. 
 

2) Overview of ATAC Model Assumptions/Outputs 
 
Shorten reported that when they received the vehicle count (VC) information from ATAC, via 
Earl, they had a few questions as they wanted to ensure the understood the process as they began 
building this future project list.  He stated that they were very comfortable with the assumptions 
ATAC used, but they had discussions with Earl and ATAC personnel in order for them to learn 
more about how ATAC did their forecasting and how the VC data was generated.  He added that 
he does think they may want to have a follow up call with ATAC soon, but based on the most 
recent information forwarded to them they feel they have a pretty good understanding of how the 
VC data for 2025 and 2040 was calculated.   
 
Haugen commented that they weren’t planning on displaying any of the 2025 information today, 
but they do have it available if anyone wants to see it.  Shorten said that it is his understanding 
that at your regular Technical Advisory Committee meeting last week Earl did present some of 
the VC data and the forecast data volumes posted on aerial photos, so you probably all had a 
chance to look at that information then anyway.  He added that since that time they have been 
starting to do an analysis with that data to identify future project needs. 
 

3) Review Old Long Range Transportation Plan Project List 
 
Shorten referred to the packet and pointed out that the first two tables is actually a list of projects 
from the old Long Range Transportation Plan.  He explained that what Lance and Nathan did 
was to take the list from the old plan and to go through it to update to 2013.  He said that he 
really wants to emphasize that this is the beginning of a process here, that these are worksheets 
that are far from done, but they needed to put something together to get your reactions, and based 
on comments they have gotten from Earl over the weekend, and since last week, they have 
already been making a lot of revisions, which is what they wanted to do.  He added that they also 
want input from everyone here today as well, so that they can continue to fine tune these 
matrixes.   
 
Shorten commented that they do understand that there is a 2012 aerial available for them to use 
for this, however they did use a 2011 aerial here so they will transfer the data over to the updated 
aerial, but it didn’t make sense to do it before this meeting as the information you have was 
already mailed and it would have made things confusing for this discussion. 
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Shorten stated that they are now beginning the process of project analysis through the range of 
alternatives.  He referred to the old LRTP tables, and pointed out that under the project 
descriptions they do show that some of the projects have been completed since the last plan was 
adopted, so they obviously won’t worry about carrying those projects forward.  He added that 
there are some projects that they defined by general project type, as well as whether or not they 
still feel they are viable.  He explained that Nathan took the new 2025 and the new 2040 VC 
information from ATAC and compared it to these projects to see, at least from a 
congestion/mobility standpoint, if they were still needed, so if you look at the “X’s” in those 
columns, they indicate that they are still needed, they are still justified, and by what year.  He 
pointed out that to the right of the “X’s” you will also see a rationale, and, again using only the 
VC as a criteria, they understand that in this original project list some of the projects were 
generated and put in the fiscally constrained plan as a priority, not because of the VC, but maybe 
because of a high crash rate, or freight issues, or because they were in rural transition areas, etc., 
so it isn’t just VC that determines the need for the project, however now that we have the ATAC 
data this is our first chance to use it as a first cut to see what remains from the old plan’s projects 
that we still feel are needed. 
 
Shorten pointed out that at the very right of the table you will see that Lance also took the project 
costs and updated them to 2013 levels, which will be the base we use to do year of expenditure 
later.      
  
Shorten referred the second page of the table and pointed out that there are 2Map ID 33s, both 
47th Avenue projects.  He said that both of these projects probably should be included on the next 
matrix as well.  He explained that when we now see the 2025 and 2030 VC numbers it looks like 
32nd Avenue is going to be quite congested, and a way to relieve that congestion might be to add 
capacity to 47th Avenue and also add an access onto I-29.   
 
Shorten stated that some of these projects that you will see on this matrix, and especially on the 
next matrix, which are the potential future projects, have not been tested thoroughly yet.  He said 
that at this point they are just trying to get projects on the list for further analysis, so nobody 
should think that this is the list, it is just the beginning of a project venue that will be refined 
through the various technical steps that they propose to do in Task 5, and out of that will be a list 
of projects which then will be prioritized by you through a ranking process. 
 
Haugen asked for an observation; he said it seems to him that a lot of the recommendations in 
our 2035 plan are addressing issues that are still showing up in the 2040 forecasts.  Shorten 
responded that that is what they are finding.  Haugen said that it seems to him that there aren’t 
any projects that are no longer needed, based on what the new model is indicating so far.  
Shorten responded that if you look at this matrix, under the grey columns, the 2025/2040 VC 
columns, you don’t see “X’s” there, and they’re not already completed projects, so what they 
have done here is to circle those in order to ask about them as they don’t show up as VC issues.  
He referenced various projects and went over the rationale given to either keep them as viable 
projects, or delete them as not still being viable projects, pointing out that where you see “X’s” 
they feel the project is viable, and where there aren’t “X’s” they wanted to ask your opinion as to 
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whether or not you feel they are still viable knowing that they could be viable for reasons other 
than VC, which is the only piece of information they have at this time to measure the viability of 
the whole project list. 
 
Shorten asked if the committee wanted to go over those projects without “X’s” to determine 
whether or not they should remain in the plan based on a justification other than VC issues.  He 
pointed out, however, that there are still a number of analyses to be completed under this task:  1) 
Earl has several more runs from ATAC to analyze different project alternatives; 2) SRF will look 
at about five projects that may be bigger projects to see if their TSM alternatives; etc., so this is 
just the beginning of that, but if there are projects you feel aren’t needed we can cull them out at 
this point. 
 
Noehre said that he printed out the attachments sent to him via e-mail, and he has two old Long 
Range Transportation Plan matrices, one has a subheading of short-range and the other doesn’t 
have a subheading, and he is wondering if they are identical except for the heading.  Lance 
Bernard, SRF Consulting, responded that they are identical.  He stated that if you use the one that 
does not have the short-range heading on it, that would be the one they would like you to focus 
on.  Shorten added that in the process of working with Earl to get this information out to the 
committee, there were different iterations that were sent. 
 
Discussion on projects that should and shouldn’t remain in the plan ensued. 
 
Haugen referred to the table and pointed out that some project costs are incorrect:  1) Map ID 15 
– the base project cost is $7,000,000 inflated out to 2013 instead of $23,000,000; 2) Map ID 33 – 
cost estimate is too low.  Bernard responded that they were just trying to put a placeholder in 
there by using the Merrifield Interchange cost estimate until the actual cost estimate is available.   
 
Noehre asked when they updated the cost estimates did you use the normal cost of inflation or 
what we have experienced within the State for construction cost inflation.  Bernard responded 
that they used the normal inflation rate to get the numbers up to 2013, a 5% inflation rate was 
used.  Haugen added that they did that for some projects, but for other projects like the 
Washington Underpass, the Washington CFI, they used the cost estimates from those reports, so 
it is actually a kind of combination of the two rates.  Bernard stated that one thing he would like 
to point out is that the cost estimates they have provided are just initial costs estimates they used  
to try to get a sense of where things might start to be aligning based on some of the future 
revenue forecasting they have done.  He said that once they have really refined this project list, 
and they know that these are the projects that they are going to incorporate into the plan, they 
will be using a more refined rate to ensure they are more accurately reflect what the costs will be. 
 

4) Review New Long Range Transportation Project (Menue) List 
 
Shorten referred to the new Long Range Transportation Plan matrix, and said that from Page 3 
on they are all maintenance projects that the NDDOT gave them, so they aren’t really projects 
that will be programmed into the plan, but instead are projects that they have to account for so 
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that they understand and commit resources to so that all needs are met for federal highway 
guidelines, and then the remaining revenue available can be used for expansion projects, new 
projects, crash projects, etc., so we will focus on Pages 1, 2, and part of 3. 
 
Shorten commented that what they are trying to do with this matrix, somewhat like the old 
matrix, is to walk through it and get the committee’s input as to how you want it refined.  He 
stated that this list is built on what they have seen from the new Model’s VC data; from 
information they have based on their existing conditions report and analysis, such as crash data, 
high crash locations, etc.; from public input; from work done on the University Avenue Corridor; 
from pavement management information; and from freight discussions.  He said that they aren’t 
suggesting that all of these projects are justified, this is just the beginning menu, but they did 
take the VC analysis that ATAC did, and looked at it to determine whether or not these projects 
did have a congestion or mobility issue, and reflected those findings here. 
 
Shorten reported that there are some additional high crash locations that need to be added to the 
matrix:  1) 13th and Washington; 2) 28th and Washington; and 3) 31st and 32nd Avenue).  He 
stated that these additions, along with the comments made today, will be implemented into the 
matrices. 
 
Discussion on whether or not a project should remain on the list ensued. 
 
Haugen asked what the difference is between preservation and maintenance projects.  Shorten 
responded that he thinks the reason they are showing preservation projects on Pages 1, 2, and 
part of 3 is because they involve city roads, and the ones on part of Page 3, and Pages 4 and 5 are 
all State Highways.  Bernard commented that in most cases the projects are the same whether we 
call them maintenance or preservation projects.  Shorten added that what they were trying to do 
with the projects that NDDOT provided was to use the criteria of non-expansion, and over a 
million dollars in order to meet federal highway requirements for taking care of overhead and 
maintenance.  Noehre stated that he would call most of what he sent preservation projects. 
 
Discussion continued. 
 
Haugen reported that he has already requested that ATAC run three more models:  1) all of the 
recommended projects in our current plan, with our 2040 forecasts; 2) all of the 2035 
recommendations plus the 47th Avenue Interchange; and 3) all of the 2035 recommendations but 
with just 47th instead of Merrifield Interchange.  He stated that this will let us see whether or not 
the Merrifield Interchange would relieve congestion on 32nd Avenue by itself; and we will see 
how 47th works with and without Merrifield.   
 
Shorten asked how many more runs there are after that on the budget with ATAC.  Haugen 
responded that there are eleven runs remaining.  Shorten suggested that everyone pick a couple 
more runs they would like to see Earl give ATAC to do, there would still be a few left for some 
additional ones once we refine the list.  Haugen commented that another sequence would be, we 
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already have ATAC running with both future bridges, we could spend two runs on either or 
bridge if we want. 
 

5) Next Steps 
 
Shorten commented that this, then, takes us to our agenda item 5a – so defining these runs that 
you want to see done, and then with that information we will take all the comments made today, 
as well as that information and start culling more projects out of here. 
 
Shorten stated that another thing they wanted to get input and direction on was; as he mentioned, 
CPS is going to do eight layouts, very conceptual layouts, but sufficient enough information so 
that when they come back for the public meeting they can show people what the footprint would 
look like, what the impacts would be right-of-way wise or section or cross-section wise, cost 
wise, etc., so he would like to know what your priorities are for those eight layouts.  Haugen 
commented that he has already requested that they look in earnest at Columbia Road, both north 
of 32nd Avenue and also south of 32nd Avenue.  Shorten asked if they would like to include the 
47th Avenue Interchange as well, since it will a partner document with the IJR.  Haugen 
responded that that would be fine.  Shorten added that, particularly these projects on Matrix 2, 
and probably these ones that have capacity issues would be the ones that you would be most 
interested in seeing what the expansion needs would be.  Haugen commented that another might 
be the University Avenue Concepts, Columbia and 42nd.  He said that they already have some 
statements in the University Avenue study that was done, but they really don’t have a good 
unifying conceptual document of those recommendations.  Shorten suggested that the committee 
discuss this further and have Earl e-mail your decisions to them.    
 
Haugen asked that on their matrix they refer back to the issues map and sort of identify what 
issues on that map these projects are trying to resolve.  Shorten responded that they would do 
this. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
HAUGEN ADJOURNED THE MARCH 19TH, 2013, TECHNICAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE MEETING AT 3:05 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


