
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, September 10th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the September 10th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee to order at 1:36 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Mobility Manager Cities Area 
Transit; Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local Government Division; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand 
Forks District; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Rick Audette (Proxy for Patrick Dame), Grand Forks Regional Airport Authority; 
Nels Christensen, BNSF Railroad; and Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, 
GF/EGF MPO Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner, and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO 
Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Mark Walker, Grand Forks City Engineer; Al Grasser, Grand Forks City 
Engineer; Peg O’Leary, GF Historical Preservation Commission; and Mohammad Smadi, 
A.T.A.C. (via conference call). 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen said that, for the sake of anyone new, he would ask that everyone please state their name 
and the organization they represent. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen explained that a request has been made to move Agenda Item 8 – Matter Of Regional 
ITS Architecture Plan Update, up for discussion.  Item 8 moved up for discussion. 
 
MATTER OF REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that Mohammad Smadi from A.T.A.C. would like to give a brief presentation 
on the Regional ITS Architecture Plan update. 
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Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Smadi explained what ITS is, and what it does.  He then gave a brief overview on what they have 
completed, to-date, on the project; and stated that they are about half way done updating the 
plan, but do still have some work to do over the next couple of months, and will have the actual 
report available for review and comments and finalized by November 2014. 
 
Grasser said that they have had a couple of inquiries from the Grand Forks City Council 
regarding whether or not there is a method of putting some signs out in the community when the 
railroad tracks are blocked on 42nd Avenue  so someone on Gateway Drive or on University 
Avenue would be able to turn off or avoid that conflict.  He asked if this would fall within the 
parameters we are talking about here.  Smadi responded that it could be an ideal project; to deal 
with the rail detection and then provide information to travelers, and is something they could add 
to the architecture.  Grasser commented that he would like to throw that idea out there because 
they are being asked to start looking at it, and the other thing they are looking at is maybe an app 
on the phone.  Smadi asked who the contact person should be for this.  Grasser responded that he 
could be the contact person, unless Mr. Haugen would prefer he was.  Haugen stated that he 
believes train detection was included in the 2008 Plan.  Grasser commented that one of the 
challenges they have is getting that information back out to those locations where it would be 
useful to take an alternative action.  Smadi reported that the challenge with these sorts of things 
is the timing, so you want to have a good idea of how long the train will be there, how long the 
intersection will be blocked, for it to be worthwhile to divert the traffic; that is the challenge they 
have seen from other locales.   Grasser agreed, adding that they have identified some of that too, 
and they might not be able to get all of the way there, but there might be some benefit in at least 
identifying when a train is actually there. 
 
Information only. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 13TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY JOHNSON, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 13TH, 
2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITT1ED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen asked if a tentative date had been set yet for the presentations on the Sorlie Bridge.  
Noehre responded that there has not yet been a date set, and it likely won’t be as soon as he 
hoped, more likely it will take place in October.   
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that on the Kennedy Bridge a couple of things came back from the MPO 
Executive Policy Board that he needs to make this body aware of.  He said that the first thing is 
on the signature features, or the aesthetic type things.  He explained that the MPO Board directed 
MPO Staff to arrange a meeting with the public, and all others involved in trying to assess or 
come up with what is possible, what is realistic, and whether or not there is a desire to have 
aesthetic things on the Kennedy Bridge.  He said that there was quite a lengthy discussion on this 
issue, and in the end that is what the board directed staff to do, so sometime before the end of 
September you will be notified of when this event will take place.   
 
Grasser asked, then, if we are expecting the general public to help us define what is possible or 
what is not possible to put on the bridge.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He explained 
that the concern was that the Grand Forks Herald had already asked for that input, so the invite 
would also include the Grand Forks Herald to see what input they have received, and what ideas 
they have come up with so it is a more open forum. 
 
Walker asked if the Grand Forks Herald had received any comments.  Haugen responded that the 
person he talked to, the editor, was not aware of any, but he wouldn’t necessarily be the person 
who would know the answer to that question and said that he would have the right person get in 
touch with the MPO.   
 
Grasser asked if there was any discussion at the Executive Policy Board about, and maybe it is 
just him, but he gets a little uncomfortable when we just throw the whole thing open to the public 
and get ideas that aren’t technically feasible.  He asked if there would be any discussion about a 
process where you try to identify the technically feasible options before you throw it open to the 
public.  Haugen responded that there was discussion about the process of how it gets whittled 
down to stuff that is desired, but the initial point would be a bit of an open forum, thinking of 
how that topic is raised.  He said that the one concept he has in his mind is the original concept 
of the Sorlie lighting project that the Downtown Leadership Group came up with versus what the 
end result was, and sort of step them through that process.   
 
Noehre commented that Roger Hille is working on this project, but that he wasn’t able to attend 
today’s meeting because he is actually in Minneapolis on some other bridge work, but part of 
what they are doing, as well, is to try to work with their historical folks as to what the 
possibilities might be.  He said that, as everyone knows, MnDOT is the lead agency on this 
project, so the contract with the consultant is through them, but as a partner he would suggest 
that their asking the question wasn’t meant to allude we were raising our hands to lead a lengthy 
process to go through and receive the world of possibilities for features, then go through and 
evaluate them all, unless we are publically looking at the community saying that here are a 
couple of things we might be interested in, these  are the parameters that we can work in with 
these one or two things, so that is really what they would be looking for from the communities, 
giving us one or two narrowed down ideas that we can consider.  Haugen reported, however, that 
there was discussion that there already was a committee set up, and that that committee had met 
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and had a whole different tangent of discussion, so in the end this is what the board voted to have 
done so staff will follow through with their request and do the best we can with it. 
 
Haugen stated that we are aware that the proposal for the soon-to-be-hired consultant does 
contain up to two meetings at which the consultant will work with this issue.  Noehre 
commented that that isn’t many meetings to kick the door open and say the universe is the 
possibility. 
 
Williams asked if a list of some of the things that they did look at, and did determine aren’t 
technically feasible, or where there isn’t any way of maintaining it, or whatever the reason may 
be, could be created because it might help circumvent people coming in and starting all over 
again as that would be counterproductive. 
 
Noehre stated that it might be easier to start out as we typically do, saying okay, here are three 
things, which one do you like best, you would probably get the most input, actually, from that.  
Haugen responded that staff will be scheduling something and they will be working with many 
of the people in this room to set it up, and supporting it with materials. 
 
O’Leary asked what they are expecting to get out of this.  Haugen responded that he thinks that 
part of the issue was the committee that did meet, and who was invited to attend that meeting and 
participate and provide input to that meeting.  He explained that there was a considerable dislike 
for that process, so the board is perhaps going to the other extreme of making it as open and 
transparent as possible, that is the perspective he took from the request.  Walker stated that he 
would like to comment a little bit on that since he is the person that set up the meeting.  He 
explained that he originally thought they would just get some city officials together to talk about 
what we might like to see for a signature feature, and as a courtesy they did invite East Grand 
Forks to participate, and he thinks what Mr. Haugen is talking about is that maybe there were 
some people from East Grand Forks that wanted to be at the meeting that weren’t invited, but the 
original meeting was intended to just be a kick-off meeting to determine how we should proceed 
with this issue, and what might be possible.  Haugen stated that it wasn’t a reflection on your call 
of the meeting or anything, it was a reflection of who was able to attend and who knew about it 
so they could make time to attend, or as one board member put it:  “the wrong people attended”, 
from his perspective. 
 
Haugen reported that there was also discussion at one point about whether they want to have any 
aesthetics added to the Kennedy.  Grasser commented that there are two ends to the bridge, so 
even if one side doesn’t want anything it doesn’t mean the other feels the same way, so there 
could be two different decisions on that.  Noehre agreed that that may be the case with some 
things, however lighting would not be one of them.  Walker stated that one thing that was 
discussed was more inviting welcome signs to either Grand Forks, North Dakota or East Grand 
Forks, Minnesota, and that is certainly something one side could invest in and the other side 
could choose not to.  Haugen agreed, pointing out that you already see that investment on U.S. 
#2 whereby East Grand Forks has a nice welcome to Minnesota statue closer to the Highway 220 
area, and on the Grand Forks side there is just a Welcome to North Dakota sign on the bridge 
itself. 
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Haugen said, then, that there was some discussion about not having any aesthetics, or if they had 
to choose which one they wanted to invest aesthetics in, and they felt the Sorlie is the one that 
should have more consideration of signature items attached than the Kennedy Bridge.  O’Leary 
stated, though, that the question then arises as to whether any aesthetic issues would be 
addressed on the Sorlie, or whether it would be required to remain as it is, in which case they 
will have lost their chance to have aesthetics on either bridge, because she thinks there is a real 
good chance of the latter happening.  Haugen commented that the meeting that is going to be 
held by the MPO will be focused on the Kennedy Bridge, but there will obviously be some spill 
over about what is or isn’t possible on the Sorlie since they are so close together in time, and in 
distance.   
 
Noehre stated that his recollection of the MPO meeting discussion is that the two bridges were 
starting to get tied together, and they said let’s not do it here so we can do it there, and his 
comment is that they need to be treated separately because they are separate, and even though 
they are being done close together in time, two years can be a long time in how rules and 
regulations and laws change or don’t change. 
 
Haugen reported that the other point that took place was the low spot on the East Grand Forks 
side.  He said that MnDOT did make it very clear that it is part of their project, and they have 
extended the project limits so that it is inside the project.  He added that if the Corps of Engineers 
determine that there will be minimal impact in addressing this low area, MnDOT said that they 
would include the repair in the bridge project.  He stated that MnDOT is evaluating the area, 
communication has been sent to the Corps of Engineers for their input, and that is where we are 
at with this issue at this time.   
 
Walker asked if the intent is to raise that low area both east-bound and west-bound lanes, raise 
that entire section to the height of the bridge.  Haugen responded that they want to, as part of this 
project, raise it as much as they can, but the board also passed a motion that they would like to 
get the Minnesota side up to the equivalent of the Grand Forks side so that we get the most 
protection from having it closed as possible.  He added that they know there is an increment that 
might be able to be done with this project, and that it won’t get them to the same level as the 
Grand Forks side, but they still want the MPO to push for it, and remind MnDOT and East Grand 
Forks that getting it raised to an equivalent or higher height than the Grand Forks side is what 
they desire.  He commented that this is an opportune time to perhaps do something in 
conjunction with the Kennedy Bridge project, but they still want to kind of push to alleviate the 
issue so that the closure occurs less often than it has in the past, if ever. 
 
Haugen commented that with the low area discussion there was also a lot of discussion on how 
many feet the river has to get to force closure, so he reminded himself that we worked up the 
Bridge Incident Management Plan quite a few years ago now, and we did revise the river height 
table, and highlighted the section to show that there is a possibility that, and MnDOT has 
installed them twice in the past, putting berms on the ramps can protect the bridge from closure, 
and the amount of feet back then was an additional two-feet. 
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Grasser said that he has a correction and concern with the table, specifically the Point Bridge in 
that the closure should be 44.9 not 40 feet.  He said that is based on where the low point is on 
those two closures.  Haugen responded that Mr. Walker forwarded him that information the other 
day.  Grasser said that the other one, the action level of the last bullet, he is a little concerned that 
when we start talking about what is going to happen with the Kennedy Bridge we are going to 
start talking two numbers; there will be a 52-foot number and a 52 plus 2, which is a 54-foot 
number.  He stated that from his standpoint, when they are flood fighting, when you’re adding 
these berms that is an emergency action, and a potentially achievable action, depending upon 
who knows what when, and so he doesn’t want there to be any confusion, and he thinks we 
should still be talking about the closure potentially happening at 52-feet, not 52 plus 2 feet, so he 
would actually like to see the bullet point Action 2 changed, where it says:  “river elevation for 
the Kennedy Bridge will be increased..” to “may be increased up to two feet if reviewed and 
approved by the Corps”.  He said he doesn’t want someone to think this is a certainty, and this is 
all of a sudden going to happen, it is more uncertain than that in his mind so he would like to 
reflect that uncertainty in that review process.   
 
Haugen stated, then, that it sounds like there are two changes you desire on this, and it has been 
quite a few years ago that it was changed to reflect this data, so they can do those changes.  He 
asked if there was a physical change that caused the Point Bridge to raise four feet.  Walker 
responded that he isn’t sure where the number shown came from, but the criteria they have in the 
Corps of Engineers O&M Manual indicates that they are supposed to have the closure in place 
by 45.2 or so, but they recognize that the low spot is 44.9, and that is when water starts ponding, 
so instead of putting up some road closure signs, and then shortly there-after putting up the 
physical closure of the flood protection system, they just automatically put the flood protection 
system closure in place before the water hits 44.9.    
 
Walker commented, on that low area in East Grand Forks, just as a clarification, he thinks the 
height is 52.6-feet, and according to the O&M Manual the Corps requires them to put the closure 
in before it gets to 52-feet, so there may be times when you even have that in place that the 
Corps will require you to have that closure in place even though the road is raised.  He said that 
their criteria is that you get the closure in place at least three feet before water reaches the 
closure.  Grasser added that there is one elevation that you are dealing with and a series of 
actions if it is impacting the sill there is another set of actions and elevations if it just the low 
area, but isn’t at the sill of the flood wall, as it is the sill of the flood wall that they are supposed 
to assemble and close three feet ahead of the flood, but they have more flexibility at the low area. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is an amendment on the North Dakota side, and they did advertise that 
a public hearing would occur at this meeting. 
 
Haugen opened the public hearing.  There was no one present for discussion.  He closed the 
public hearing. 
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Haugen stated that this amendment is in regard to signal foundation work at Columbia and 24th 
Avenue South.  He explained that it is a somewhat convoluted project with a lot of history 
behind it, with the end result being that the federal funds increased from $16,000 to over 
$160,000, and we need to amend the T.I.P. to reflect that significant increase in the federal 
participation. 
 
Haugen commented that they received no written comments prior to noon today, and no oral 
comments were received either.  He said that MPO staff would recommend approval of the 
amendment. 
 
Williams referred to the staff report and asked for clarification.  She pointed out that the staff 
report that was provided has numbers that are not the same as what is in the T.I.P., and she 
couldn’t find an award letter, which the report said would be available.  Haugen responded that 
the award letter is the report that includes the contract that identifies the dollar amount of 
$166,660.00, that is the award.  He added that you normally get an award letter from the 
NDDOT saying please amend your T.I.P. because we are awarding you X amount of dollars 
towards this project, or please amend your T.I.P. because we are increasing participation in X 
amount of dollars, but the award letter is the staff report that was put together that contained this 
agreement that identified this dollar value.  He said that is why he stated that this project is kind 
of an interesting one, and that is one of the interesting things.  Grasser commented that it would 
be clearer if we called it a cost participation maintenance agreement or staff report, award letter 
is kind of confusing.  He added that one thing they did notice in there too, was that if you look at 
the numbers in this staff report they don’t add up to all the numbers in the T.I.P., but if you have 
the July staff report awarding the project all the number add up to the numbers in the T.I.P.  
Haugen asked if the T.I.P. number is correct, the total federal amount.  Grasser responded it was.  
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVAL THE FY2014-2017 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
  
MATTER OF 2015-2018 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that the public hearing for this item will be held at the MPO Executive Policy 
Board meeting next Wednesday. 
 
Haugen pointed out that, included in the packet, is the complete draft document highlighting just 
the Minnesota side projects, and, as we discussed last month, regarding the two bridge projects, 
this Final T.I.P. reflects those additional project listings Minnesota wants for construction 
engineering, etc.; and also the project listing for the Kennedy Bridge PE. 
 
Haugen stated that there is no inconsistency between the MPO T.I.P. and the Area 
Transportation Partnership T.I.P., or the Draft S.T.I.P., so staff recommends approval subject to 
public comment. 
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Williams said that she has a question regarding the environmental study; is that just minority or 
is there supposed to be minority and low income on that map.  Kouba responded that it is 
currently what is accepted in our current Environmental Justice Manual, and they will change it 
as soon as they change the manual.   
 
Haugen asked when the final commentary for the manual will take place.  Kouba responded that 
it is October 17th.   
 
Haugen reported that the map is being updated and there will be a separation of minority and 
low-income populations shown.  He added that there are, however, none identified in East Grand 
Forks, so the updated one won’t affect the Minnesota projects. 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE DRAFT 
FINAL FY2015-2018 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side they are still shooting for next month to do the 
final T.I.P. as well.  He explained that there are communications occurring between local 
government and the MPO about the Draft T.I.P. and the Draft S.T.I.P. and trying to reconcile 
those documents.  He added that in addition to this, soon there will be a solicitation coming out 
for the next T.I.P. cycles on both sides of the river, and it is planned for the end of September or 
early October to have letters sent out, with a December 2nd deadline for submittal of projects so 
we can get them to our State Partners.  He said that this will cover the Street and Highway, the 
TAP, HSIP, but not Transit, as we will have a separate deadline of October 31st for transit 
projects.  Williams said that these projects need to be approved by their City Councils, correct.  
Haugen responded that that is correct. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that in November they will be doing the transit side, and then in December, 
through our Technical Advisory Committee and Executive Policy Board we will process the 
candidate projects for 2016 through 2019.   
 
MATTER OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that currently Goodpointe is about 60% completed with their analysis.  She said 
that one of the reasons why they are behind is because we had a very rainy May, which meant 
they couldn’t come out and redo some of the areas that slipped through the cracks between 
transferring data and such, so they are a little behind schedule on that point, but they still believe 
they should be done by the middle of October, at which time we can then fit in some training 
sessions with the new software.   
 
Kouba commented that she will be getting in touch with people to find out who will be attending 
the training sessions, and to let everyone know when and where the training will take place, as 
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well as when the analysis is completed.  She added that they don’t want to do the training until 
the analysis is completed.   
 
Grasser said, then, that the change in scope was that they had to go back and pick stuff up that 
was missed the first time.  Kouba responded that that is correct, but just with the timing itself in 
our right-of-way imagery RFP, and processing work, stuff got missed and it was transferred data 
that got somehow missed or deleted so they had to come back and get that information.  She 
added that a few of the roads were completely missing.  Grasser asked if was a budget thing, or a 
process thing that we separated out the data gathering from the analysis.  Haugen responded it 
was a process.  Grasser asked what kind of process.  Haugen responded that they had to have a 
separate request for proposals on the Right-of-Way Imagery versus putting that into pavement 
management software.  Grasser asked if that was a federal highway requirement, and not to be 
too critical, but it has been over a year since we gathered most of that data and now we are still 
trying to get the system up and running, so if there could be a way of consolidating those next 
time it would be beneficial.  Kouba responded that when they did get their Right-Of-Way 
Analysis Proposals, both consultants that submitted proposals included training on putting 
information into our system, so they are used to having them both together.  Grasser said that 
that is how they have seen it in the past as well.  He stated that they are trying do updates to 
pavement stuff for this legislative session, and yada-yada-yada, and their last analysis is seven or 
eight years old, and the images they have are already a year old and they are still trying to get 
them into their working system. 
 
Grasser said that one thing with the process that has always stymied them in the past is when 
they talk about doing budget scenarios, to do that you have to have a projection of a deterioration 
curve or something that relates age and condition to a specific technique, and he is curious how 
they do that, if they just have a one-point data, are they just bringing in their own curves, how are 
they doing that to come up with a scenario.  Kouba responded that they have it as a module and 
we have to put in the kind of strategies we want to be using for pavement, whether we do some 
different strategies, whether it be that we are only spending X amount of money on updating it, 
or whether it be a total reconstruct, or just the chip-seal, or an overlay, but this is the scenarios 
we are going to have, so it kind of differentiates that.  She stated that she isn’t exactly sure which 
curves we are using or any of that, what the deterioration rate is exactly, but she can definitely 
look into it, and she is actually going to look into because she needs to look at it for our own 
Long Range Transportation Plan as that was one of the things that we are trying to work with, 
the Long Range Transportation Plan.   
 
Grasser stated that they will need to understand that.  He said that he is assuming they are 
expecting that we would use this process and data in our transportation planning, but if we don’t 
understand it, and are comfortable with how they are arriving at those things, it isn’t going to be 
of any use to us.  Haugen commented that he isn’t sure who on the Engineering Staff accesses 
ICON currently, but those modules, or those charts are in there already so you someone should 
be able to click on your ICON and find what you need right now, so you can find out what is 
used and whether it is acceptable or not.  Grasser said, then, that those won’t change.  Kouba 
responded that they can change them and update them in those.  Grasser said, though, that unless 
they do it it will just bring in the same ones they currently have, because they have always had 
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trouble with that in the past, because how do you develop those curves because you have such a 
wide variety, if it is a classified street, a private street, an asphalt street, a concrete street, etc., it 
is always different.  He added that he was surprised that someone was able to do that.   
 
Haugen commented that in looking at these last two weeks of October, not including the Fridays, 
let them know if there are better days than others for a day and a half training session.   
 
Haugen asked if any of the 60% completed data available right now with the data base we have 
access to.  Kouba responded that she doesn’t think it is. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF U.S. HIGHWAY #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that the information this month is just to inform you and invite you to 
participate, if you wish, next Tuesday, September 16th at the Howard Johnson Motel, for our 
Public Input meeting.   
 
Haugen stated that they sent out letters to all the property owners.  He explained that in the letter 
they offered them an opportunity for more of a one-on-one meeting with the consultant team, or 
if they wish they can just attend the public open house.   
 
Haugen commented that the intent of the this meeting is to inform the public that we are doing 
this study, what the extent of the study will be, what influences we will be looking at in order to 
try to capture all the issues that they might have generated for us.  
 
Haugen said that they have already communicated with the airport to have one large airport 
interest meeting at the airport that day instead of trying to have six different interests meet at 
different times.   
 
Williams asked if they will have the open house information that is going to be given out, will 
they have that available ahead of time so they can take a look at it.  Haugen responded that it is 
the same information from our Steering Committee meeting.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MINNESOTA FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that since there isn’t anyone present from Minnesota today, and this is an 
information only item, unless someone wants to go over any of it there is no need to discuss it at 
this time. 
  
Williams said that her only question is whether this is something North Dakota will be requiring 
as well.  Haugen responded that they aren’t requesting a wholesale revision of their functional 
classification. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 Reminder of 2015-2016 UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that he would just like to remind everyone that the MPO would like to have any 
work activities you would like considered for our 2015-2016 work program.  He said that we 
know that the Land Use Plans are most likely going to be one important project for both cities for 
the next year. 
 
Haugen stated that, on a related front, he thinks we discussed the possibility of the NDDOT 
providing some local match.  He said that there is a more likely opportunity for this to occur if a 
study is being done on a State Highway, using the 80/20 split with the 20% being split 10/10; or 
80/10/10.   
 
Haugen explained that if we were just going to use it for an MPO general activity it would not be 
considered, but if it is on the State Highway System half of the local match will be covered. 
 
Williams asked if it is correct that the work program is council approved, and when is it needed 
by.  Haugen responded that it is, and it is needed by the first Tuesday in October. 
 
Rood asked if the Transit Development Plan is already scheduled for 2016.  Haugen responded it 
is in the que. 
 
Haugen reported that related to the work program, although it isn’t signed, sealed and delivered 
yet, there is a very likelihood that the MPO will receive an additional $300,000 of federal funds 
for planning.  He said that what he presented to the Planning Commissions about their land use 
plans, that was included in the $450,000 available fund figure.  He explained that FM/COG is 
releasing $300,000, a one-time-only deal, similar to what Bismarck/Mandan did a few years ago.  
He said that in no way are they acknowledging or implying that the distribution formula is 
flawed, they are just saying that they have an extra $300,000 that they need to release, so our 
work program in 2015 will be a little more robust because of this additional funding. 
 
Grasser said that he just wanted to comment that he found the presentation given by Mr. Haugen 
at the Planning Commission meeting very enlightening and useful.  He added that he would 
suggest that some of the timelines presented, and maybe the work elements would be good to 
bring to this group.  He said that, speaking for himself, he sometimes has a hard time tracking 
which elements are ending up in the Long Range Transportation Plan and what the timelines are, 
so he would suggest that we add that even in here just for updates periodically, as he found it 
very useful to see some of those timelines and stuff at the Planning and Zoning Meeting, so 
thank you for presenting that, it is good information. 
 
Gengler asked if Mr. Haugen would be giving this presentation to the City Council on Monday.  
Haugen responded that if there is a request he could certainly do that.  He added that normally 
transit, engineering and planning get together and write-up one staff report to present it to 
council, but he doesn’t know if all the entities are ready to do that on Monday, or do you want to 
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wait until another meeting.  Grasser responded that engineering has some more projects, outside 
the Land Use Plan, that they would like to have considered, but the Land Use Plan can move 
ahead on its own, but they do have some other things they would like to have considered, but 
they haven’t brought it to their Service Safety Committee yet, and it their request will need to go 
before the Service Safety Committee before it can be submitted to the City Council.  Gengler 
stated that he can wait and combine his request with the other requests later on. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 
10TH, 2014, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:40 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


