
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 8th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 8th, 2013, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:42 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Rich Romness, Grand Forks City Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand 
Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; Les Noehre, NDDOT – Grand Forks 
District; Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; and Greg 
Boppre, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer (via conference call). 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF PO 
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 APRIL 10TH, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 10TH, 2013, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON KENNEDY/SORLIE BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Kennedy 
 
Haugen reported that he included in the packet the actual language MNDOT gave him regarding 
the Pier 6 Technical Report.  He stated that the two major outcomes, as relayed to him by 
MNDOT, were that the pier is still functional, and MNDOT District staff are still able to service 
it. 
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Haugen commented that one other thing is that there is another Steering Committee meeting 
scheduled for May 22nd, in the East Grand Forks Training Conference Room. 
 
Noehre stated that the deliverable for Pier 6 isn’t completely done, the technical portion is, but it 
hasn’t been formally written up yet. 
 
Information only. 
 
Sorlie 
 
Haugen reported that he has been trying to communicate with Mike Johnson, who has been 
trying to communicate the Final Phase 2 Scope of Work, but that hasn’t been accomplished at 
this time.  Johnson added that he still has not seen anything on the final scope of work, just the 
original that was developed earlier.   
 
Noehre commented that most likely part of the problem in getting the Final Phase 2 Scope of 
Work is due to the fact that the project manager for the Bridge Division is taking another job 
within the DOT.  He added that they have actually lost three employees in the last three weeks, 
and with all the work they are doing he would imagine they are running behind. 
 
Haugen stated that he knows that one of KLJ’s Environmental Planner is crafting a mailing list 
for the EIS document, and he believes they are trying to schedule a June public input meeting.  
He asked if a date had been established for this meeting.  Ellis responded that it has been 
scheduled for Thursday, June 13, 2013, on the Minnesota side and Wednesday, June 12th, 2013, 
in the North Dakota side.  Haugen commented that that is interesting as June 13th is when 
MNDOT is doing their MnSHIP public hearing for their northwest region in Bemidji, he would 
have thought that someone in Bemidji would have mentioned that conflict. 
 
Noehre commented that they are just about ready to send out the invitation letters to the 
cooperating/participating agencies on the Sorlie.    
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL NORTH DAKOTA S.T.I.P. DIFFERENCE WITH FINAL T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that it isn’t atypical to have some issues to resolve, and he thinks that Mike and 
himself will attest to the hard work they tried to put into this to eliminate differences, but we do 
still have them and we so still have to come up with a game plan as to how to address them. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation illustrating the differences between the North Dakota 
S.T.I.P. and the Final T.I.P., and went over them briefly (a copy of the presentation is included in 
the file and available upon request). 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, May 8th, 2013 
 
 

 3 
 

 

1) Grand Forks Project #8 – Columbia Road 
 

 Costs shown in red are what are in the S.T.I.P.  Haugen stated that part of the issue might 
 be that we have some funds in 2012 that we didn’t carry over into the T.I.P., but perhaps 
 the State did carry those funds over.  Johnson responded that as far as he knows the final 
 number in their S.T.I.P. just never got updated. 
 

2) Grand Forks Project #9 – Slurry Seal on US #2 
 Grand Forks Project #10 – District-Wide Sign Retro-reflectivity 
 
 Haugen commented that these are two projects that don’t show up in the District Side of 
 the S.T.I.P., but they must be in the District 9 portion of the S.T.I.P.   
 
 Johnson responded that the sign project should have been included in the S.T.I.P., but he 
 knows that the slurry seal projects will now be pulled out and included as just a line item 
 in District 9.  He explained that this will mean that he won’t know about them until they 
 get closer and closer to bidding them, and then they will need to get them in the T.I.P., so  
 it will most certainly cause some issues, but they will do the best they can.  Haugen 
 agreed, adding that eventually, if federal funds are going to be involved they will need to 
 be included in the T.I.P., so they will need to have good coordination so that they we are 
 aware of them so many days in advance of bid letting, and so they can be identified in the 
 T.I.P. 
 
 Discussion on how they will keep track of slurry projects ensued. 
 

3) Grand Forks Project #13 – Replace Bridge Structure Over English Coulee 
  
  Haugen reported that this project was amended into the T.I.P. in January, but it isn’t  
  showing up in the S.T.I.P.  Johnson responded that that is because it didn’t show up in  
  their 2013-2016 S.T.I.P.  Williams asked if they show off-system projects somewhere  
  else.  Johnson asked if this project has been bid yet.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t  
  think it has, unless it was done so very recently.  Johnson said that he will have to check  
  into why this project was not included in their S.T.I.P. 
 

4) Grand Forks Project #14 – NEPA Document For Kennedy Bridge 
 
 Haugen stated that if he understands correctly, North Dakota doesn’t separately identify 
 NEPA documents in their S.T.I.P.  Johnson responded that if they are of a larger scale 
 they do.  Haugen said, though, that they amended this project into the T.I.P. in December.   
 
 Johnson responded that they key with this project, and the English Coulee Bridge 
 replacement project, is that it is very possible that the funding for both of these projects 
 was authorized before their final S.T.I.P. was completed, and if that is case they won’t 
 double it up, so if they were authorized in the 2012 to 2015 S.T.I.P. they will not relist 
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 them in another S.T.I.P., so that could be the reason for these two not showing up in this 
 S.T.I.P., but he will check into this further.  He added that he knows they authorized 
 funds for the Kennedy Bridge.  Haugen agreed, but added that that is separate from the 
 Kennedy Bridge study we were just talking about, this is a separate study that is to be 
 funded with this amount.  Noehre asked what year it is scheduled to be funded.  Haugen 
 responded 2013 is what it is programmed for in the T.I.P.   
 
 Johnson reported that what happened was that NDDOT was supposed to have a cost 
 share with MNDOT on this planning study, however they aren’t using federal aid on their 
 side, and we are, so they just assumed that we would pay them dollars and they sent out 
 the RFP, but we hadn’t authorized dollars, and we can’t go back after they have already 
 advertised the RFP and selected a consultant, so what they did was to authorize dollars 
 for the environmental document so that they have money on the table, but it isn’t 
 technically for the planning study, it is for the environmental document.  Noehre said, 
 then, that it isn’t another study, it is the continuation, and going into the NEPA process.  
 Johnson responded that that is correct. 
 

5) Grand Forks Project #17 – South Washington Street Rehab 
 
 Haugen stated that this project was moved from 2013 to 2014 also is shown to have a 
 cost increase in the S.T.I.P., so he is wondering which amount is correct, the one in the 
 S.T.I.P. or the one in the T.I.P.   
 
 Noehre asked if these tables were on the website.  Haugen responded they were not.   
 Noehre said that he looked over the S.T.I.P./T.I.P. in advance, but did not see this 
 information, so he cannot answer at this time.  Haugen responded that he would send 
 copies of these tables out to everyone for review.   
 
 Williams commented that she would like to see the scope of work listed in the S.T.I.P. for 
 it because all the traffic signal modifications didn’t get programmed.  She explained that 
 once the left turn lanes are realigned then the traffic signals have to be modified to make 
 that work.  Johnson responded that the line item in the S.T.I.P. doesn’t have any more 
 information on this.  Williams said that she put in a budget request for it, for the City to 
 do that.  Haugen stated that we have project scoping worksheets for this.  Williams added 
 that she knows that Chris is working on it also, but she isn’t sure exactly what the project 
 needs.  Noehre stated that if you have the scope of work sheets, that is the scope of work. 
 
 Haugen stated that it appears that the T.I.P. needs to be changed for this project.  Noehre 
 asked why the T.I.P. is different than the S.T.I.P.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t have 
 an explanation other than that it was originally programmed in 2013, in the draft, then it 
 got pushed out to 2014 in the final, so he doesn’t know if the cost differences came to 
 light then.  Noehre commented that the reason for moving the project from 2013 to 2014 
 was due to not being able to get the traffic operations study designed that quickly.  He 
 added that it might be showing the difference between the PE and construction amounts, 
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 pointing out that it shows the construction cost as being $1.2 million.  Haugen responded 
 that the $1.2 million is the federal amount.  He added that the S.T.I.P. shows a $1.5 
 million dollar total construction amount, while the T.I.P. shows a $1.2 million dollar total 
 construction amount.  Noehre responded that the S.T.I.P. would include the PE.   
 

6) Grand Forks Project #18 – Repayment Of Advanced Right-of-Way 
 
 Haugen commented that this is actually a 20-year old advanced right-of-way repayment, 
 and it is not shown in the S.T.I.P.  Johnson stated that he visited with programming and 
 they didn’t see a need, or know of a way to show this in the S.T.I.P. because this was a 
 process developed by Federal Highway.  Haugen responded that this is just like a typical 
 advanced construction it is just that it has been twenty years since the advance, which is 
 atypical. 
 
 Haugen pointed out that although we show this project occurring in 2014 in the T.I.P., it  
 was actually planned to be done in 2013, so we hope to be able to just do an 
 administrative modification to move it to 2013.   
 
 Noehre asked if only construction costs are shown in the T.I.P.  Haugen responded that 
 when they have the information they do show preliminary engineering costs, the right-of-
 way costs versus the construction costs.  Johnson added that another thing to note is that 
 line item PE in the S.T.I.P. are project specific only for the really large projects, 
 otherwise they are lumped into a PE number that has been separated out.   
 
 Discussion on PE costs ensued. 
 

7) Grand Forks Project #25 – Rehabilitation of DeMers Avenue From Washington Street to 
I-20 

   
 Haugen stated that this is a decrease in cost of $50,000 on DeMers Avenue, all on the 
 local side of the $50,000 shows it is less.   
 

8) Grand Forks Projects #26, #30, #31 – Install Dynamic Messaging Signs 
 
 Haugen stated that this project is lumped into District 9, but we still try to show them in 
 our T.I.P. 
 

9) Grand Forks Project #33 – Replacing the Kennedy Bridge 
 
 Haugen commented that there were some differences in the federal amount.  He pointed 
 out that the S.T.I.P. shows a slightly higher federal participation and a slightly lower local 
 participation, not the typical 80/20 split we usually see.  Johnson suggested that an 80.93 
 percentage be used instead of 80%, that should give you the number shown in the S.T.I.P. 
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10) Grand Forks Project #34 – Columbia Road Reconstruction – Phase 2 
 
 Haugen pointed out that the federal amount shown in the S.T.I.P. is the same, but the 
 total project cost and the local share amounts are different than what is shown in the 
 T.I.P.   
 

11) Surprise Project  
  
 Haugen reported that the last project is one that it seems odd would be included at the last 
 minute, not really knowing the project or the year.   
 
 Haugen commented that for all the other projects it seems that we can do a game plan as 
 to how to reconcile numbers, and other issues, but this one we apparently have to wait for 
 it to have the full project scoping work sheet submitted before we can do a T.I.P. 
 amendment, and identify what dollar amount and what funding sources it will come from.  
 Williams stated that they aren’t going to do construction in 2013, it will most likely be 
 2014.   
 
 Haugen reiterated that it just seems odd that we would go through a full process, and then 
 at the very end a project just gets thrown in, and then when we try to address it we can’t 
 do anything because we don’t know the project details yet.  Williams responded that this 
 is one of those projects that is very, very, very unusual, probably a once in a lifetime 
 project that will be done like this.  She explained that they went out and monitored the 
 poles, and when the last report came in it showed that something needs to be done as 
 soon as we can, and there just isn’t any way to plan for something like this, this is just an 
 anomaly.   
 
 Johnson reported that his was just popped in on their end as basically a placeholder 
 because they hadn’t heard back officially from the City as to which year they wanted to 
 do it in.  Williams added that they weren’t even sure about the funding as Stacey Hanson 
 was still checking into that, so there were a lot of things going on that needed to be 
 determined on this one.  Haugen commented that it seems like a poor process.  Johnson 
 agreed, stating that it just didn’t work out well, and it probably shouldn’t have been put in 
 until they knew for sure when it was going to be done, then the T.I.P. amendment could 
 have been done to address it accordingly.  He added that if it hadn’t been shown in the 
 S.T.I.P., then came to light later, it probably wouldn’t have been as big a deal, but now it 
 is causing issues. 
   
 Noehre commented, however, it has been under evaluation as to what’s going on, 
 understanding what’s going on, and then figuring out how to solve the potential problem, 
 and that is going to take some time to do, and it should take some time to do because you 
 have to understand what to do before you do it.  He said that in the end he would say that 
 he agrees with all that was said, but about it being a poor process, etc., it is also a poor 
 process to not put it in as well and lose it in the shuffle with five hundred other projects, 
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 so now that it is there it is in the shuffle, and it isn’t lost, which happens equally as often.  
 He stated that the smaller ones are actually the more challenging, it is easier to remember 
 the big things.  Haugen responded, however, that it could have been identified as either 
 something pending, or something in the T.I.P., instead of not having any discussion 
 whatsoever about it and then having it pop up in the S.T.I.P. without any discussion 
 related to the T.I.P.  Williams said, though that if the poles never got out, it would 
 never be there.  Noehre asked what kind of discussion should have taken place.  Williams 
 stated that you can’t plan for it.   
 
 Haugen stated, however, that that the MPO finalized its T.I.P. on the 15th of March and 
 on the 15th of April it is in the Final S.T.I.P., so on the 15th of March, or prior to that you 
 had all this discussion about the potential of this, that’s where he is saying there should 
 have been some discussion of the potential of this happening rather than saying nothing 
 and have it suddenly pop up in the S.T.I.P.  Noehre said that he would agree with all of 
 that, but hope that you can agree that thirty days later, when it was recognized that none 
 of that occurred, that it still needed to be there.  Williams said that it was an emergency 
 repair that may or may not happen because if  those poles would have stayed…  Haugen 
 said, though, that it is 2013 dollars what would have been spent someplace else, but now 
 2014 dollars will have to be appropriated for it and reserved for it so you are still going to 
 have to do something to follow up on it anyway, so it doesn’t quite cover everything, but 
 this is a process that we keep working and improving on.  He added that they will figure 
 out when and how to reconcile these projects, and you have to remember that we are four 
 months away from adopting a whole new T.I.P./S.T.I.P. document, possibly, so do we 
 address only those that are in the annual element, the 2013, and let the rest go for four 
 months, or not, that is also something to discuss as part of this process.  Johnson said that 
 he would recommend waiting and not do any more work than you need to.  Haugen 
 pointed out that the only real issue we need to address is to make sure we have the proper 
 federal amount on Phase 1 of Columbia Road identified so that there are no issues with 
 getting the full federal portion this year for that project. 
 
Information only.  
  
MATTER OF UPDATE ON A.T.A.C. NEW SCHOOL TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 
PHASE I 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was a copy of the draft report.  He referred to a 
power point presentation, which A.T.A.C. presented to the Steering Committee, and went over it 
briefly (a copy of the presentation is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen explained that the MPO, and A.T.A.C., were asked to look at the proposed street 
network to ensure that what is being proposed as the initial street network is enough to 
accommodate the traffic volumes that will be coming through, so that is what this report does. 
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Haugen commented that the School Architect has been hired, and we will soon move into Phase 
2 of the project, which involves looking at the actual site and the streets surrounding the school 
to come up with a safe traffic pattern for all traffic modes.  He explained that they use a travel 
demand model sub-area analysis so we were just focusing in on this specific area to help us 
generate a 2015 travel pattern. 
 
Presentation and discussion on street network options continued. 
 
Johnson asked if any adjustments were made to the pm peak analysis since the pm peak for the 
school is quite a bit different than a typical pm peak on a normal roadway.  Haugen responded 
that they had this discussion with the Steering Committee, and the pm peak of the school is more 
centered around the 3:30 p.m. timeframe, but there is still less traffic generated than there is 
during our pm peak, so our pm peak is still worse.  He added that this new school site is not so 
remote that it is it’s own little special trip.  Johnson said that he has seen that before, where that 
wasn’t accounted for.   
 
Williams reported that they didn’t necessarily use the same peak hour at every intersection.  She 
said that they used whatever that intersection’s peak hour was, so it wasn’t just 4:00 to 5:00 or 
4:30 to 5:30 for all of them, which gives us the best picture possible.   
 
Haugen stated that the next phase will, with the architect on board, involve the school engaging 
their school boards, and public input meetings with the neighborhoods being held, as well as 
getting more engaged with the on-site school siting and related issues right around and adjacent 
to the school.   
 
Information only.  
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen referred to the packets and pointed out that the latest model runs were included.  He then 
gave a brief slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request), and went over the information briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will recall, at our last Technical Advisory Committee meeting we 
discussed an issue with intersection safety, specifically the fact that there were some 
intersections that were identified as having very crash rates occurring at them which was 
incorrect, so we made changes to reflect the correct information.   
 
Haugen said that they also updated the projects that were identified, to-date, as costing 
$1,000,000 or more in maintenance; which were primarily projects that Les gave us on the 
District side.  He added that Les also identified the year the project would typically be 
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programmed, and we adjusted the year of expenditure amounts for those projects to that year, 
which is why these projects tend to get quite costly. 
 
Haugen commented that they are still hoping that the other jurisdictions will give us their list of 
roadways that they expect will cost $1,000,000 or more in maintenance costs, not reconstruction 
with capacity improvements, just maintenance.  Noehre said that the list he gave was just a look 
at each individual segment, and not a look at systems or cost per year, or those kinds of things.  
Haugen responded that he understands this.   
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that back in April we met with MnDOT about our performance measures and 
targets, and they worked with us to review and renew them to bring them more into what the 
norm is for identifying performance measures and targets.  He said that before we had a mixture 
of our measures in our targets, and so the information included in the packet shows the format 
we have been directed to use to properly identify performance measures, and to identify the 
target we are trying to meet with that performance, basically separating them. 
 
Haugen summarized by saying that we simply can’t do this update as we have in the past.  He 
said that originally when we set up the RFP Scope-Of-Work we thought we could do what we 
did last time we did the update, and the is to review all the recommended plans to make sure they 
are still valid, and made very few changes to update to the current 2035 Plan, but we found that 
that is no longer the case.  He explained that two things occurred; the downturn of the economy 
and MAP-21 was put into place, so it is no longer a simple matter of rolling over our current 
document into a new document and just making sure projects are still valid.  He added that the 
fiscal constraint issue will be a challenge to deal with, and we are still trying to finalize our 
revenue streams as well.  He explained that the North Dakota Legislature just convened and have 
made some changes to the formula for state-aid distribution.  He added that Minnesota 
Legislature is still in session, and are still trying to develop a transportation package.   
 
Information only. 
 
  OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. NDDOT Delayed Traffic Counts 
 
Haugen reported that NDDOT was going to start traffic counts a week or two ago, but have since 
decided to delay doing their traffic counts until fall, although he assumes this will be dependent 
on the status of the Columbia Road construction.   
   

2. NDDOT Draft T.I.P. Solicitation 
 
Haugen commented that he believes we are still hoping to formally solicit for a Draft 2014 to 
2017 T.I.P., although we are getting pretty tight on the window of opportunity for that as well.  
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Williams asked what the due date would be for getting this in.  Johnson responded that he can’t 
say yet as they haven’t sent out the solicitation letter.  Williams commented that she asked this 
because the staff report is due today if they are going to make a June deadline.  Haugen 
responded that June 4th was the MPO’s identified date.  Johnson said that what will probably 
happen is that the language in the three MPO area letters will probably be worded a little 
differently than the other letters, asking if they could meet the June deadline or do they need until 
July.  
 
Haugen said, then, that it is still tentatively planned for a formal solicitation, so we should 
continue to try to go through your local agencies to get your projects approved to be submitted, 
but make sure you inform them that it is subject to change, and you may have an opportunity to 
go back a month or two weeks later to suggest changes based on newer information. 
 
Williams asked Rich if he has received the list of regional projects to put into the 2014 to 2017 
T.I.P.  Romness responded that he doesn’t think he has that yet.  Haugen commented that he 
thinks the expectation is that the 2014 to 2016 years are relatively unchanged, so they will be 
focusing on 2017 and 2018 for the regional projects.  Johnson agreed, saying that that is what the 
letter will state, that in order to fast-track the process, and to not create a lot of confusion, they 
will be focusing on those years.  Haugen said, however, that they still need transit projects to 
come up through that same timeframe.   
 
Williams asked if they want them to update their estimates between 2013 and 2014, or will 
NDDOT do that.  Johnson responded that they typically don’t do that, that the dollar amount 
identified is the dollar amount used.  Haugen added that the federal funds are basically capped 
right now for those years 2014 to 2016, so if your estimates go up or down it is just on the local 
side, except for the regional projects where the federal funds can fluctuate a little. 
 
Information only. 
 
 3. MNDOT TAP Input Meeting – May 9th 
 
Haugen reported that tomorrow afternoon, on the Minnesota side, they will participate in their 
Transportation Alternatives Program input meeting.  He stated that as MAP-21 changed how 
enhancement, safe routes, and recreational trials are funded, this is MnDOT’s effort to get input 
from all the stakeholders on this new combined program, how to shape it up and how to maybe 
draft up the eligibility process.   
 
Haugen said that there has been some discussion on the North Dakota side to potentially 
something similar to this, and they would encourage that that happen. 
 
Information only. 
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 4. MPO Peer Exchange On Performance Measures – June 19th 
 
Haugen reported that on June 19th the North Dakota MPO’s, Federal Highway, and the North 
Dakota Department of Transportation have, essentially through Federal Highway, worked up a 
peer exchange on performance measures where we would bring in similar MPO’s from across 
the nation into Bismarck to have a good exchange on performance measures.  He said that they 
are still trying to work out logistics as to whether or not they will be able to video-conference 
that back there to the Districts, which would allow some of you to participate. 
 
Information only. 
 
 5. MPO Bike/Ped Counting In Minnesota 
 
Haugen reported that Stephanie is going to be doing some bike/ped counting in Minnesota in 
June.  Erickson added that it will be taking place the week of June 17th, on Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Saturday.  She said that the counts will be taken as seven different locations, at three 
different times; 10:00 a.m. to noon, 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m., and 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
 
Haugen stated that this is in conjunction with Greenway, but if you will recall Nancy did a 
presentation last fall about Minnesota trying to develop a similar count program as what we use 
for traffic counts where we do a live ped counts and can factor in the time of day, day of week, 
month of the year, so this is helping establish that data. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
CHAIRMAN HAUGEN DECLARED THE MEETING ADJOURNED AT 2:45 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


