
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, June11th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 11th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:32 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand 
Forks District; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks 
Engineering; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Darren Laesch, MNDOT-Planning 
Director; Rick Audette, Grand Forks Regional Airport Authority; 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:  Joe McKinnon, MNDOT. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that, because we have some new faces here today, everyone please state their 
name and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 14TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE THE MAY 14TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITT1ED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that unless someone from either NDDOT or MNDOT has anything to share on 
the Sorlie Bridge there is really no update that he is aware of. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Kennedy Bridge, as you recall last month there was a request from 
MNDOT and NDDOT for concurrence on the planning study, particularly about the rehab option 
and the internal placement of bike/ped accommodations; and then also a request for the north 
side.  He said that the City of Grand Forks approved those requests; the City of East Grand Forks 
also approved them, but then added a request that a median be placed between the driving lanes.  
He added that the MPO Executive Policy Board concurred with the final study report as is, and 
didn’t itemize anything. 
 
Laesch commented that there was a meeting held prior to this meeting, at which they had 
discussion on what the estimate should be in the STIP, and Mr. Haugen will put that together.  
He stated that this is so that they can ensure that their STIPs and TIPs coordinate. 
 
Haugen added that this body may see the results of this at next month’s meeting if North Dakota 
releases their Draft T.I.P., if not then we will wait until we do a final approval in August or 
September. 
 
Information only. 
   
MATTER OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE UPWP 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that several months ago they recommended approval of a 
Request For Proposals on US Highway 2 Access Management Plan, however since the RFP was 
released the proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Plant got a stronger potential to be a reality.  He stated 
that in our 2040 Plan our traffic forecasts did not account for such a plant being located adjacent 
to this corridor, therefore, because it seems more likely than not that it will become a reality, we 
are amending the work program to include additional work as part of this access management 
study to incorporate into the forecasted travel what the plant may add to the system, particularly 
to the US Highway 2 Corridor.   
 
Haugen stated that the second part to this amendment is; because of the proposed fertilizer plant, 
and also as part of looking at the east end of the corridor, we were originally going to stop shy of 
the I-29 Interchange, but after looking at the 2040 forecast numbers, the capacity we are showing 
for the Interchange we find that it is pretty congested, and with the additional traffic from the 
proposed plant we felt that we should include the interchange ramps in the study as well. 
 
Haugen reiterated that the purpose of this amendment is to have the Access Management Study 
incorporate the likely increase in traffic from the proposed fertilizer plant and also to expand the 
study to include the interchange ramps with I-29 and US #2.   
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Haugen commented that, as part of the effort to keep our funding neutral, as noted our original 
plan was to do a traffic incident management plan this year, however, as Stephanie Erickson has 
explained there are some things at the National/Federal Highway level that we are waiting to 
occur in both States, however they aren’t likely to happen any time soon, so we have decided to 
delay the start of the plan until late in 2014 and carry over into 2015, and then the additional 
finances to help on the U.S. #2 study have been moved from the consultant line item under that 
plan up to the U.S.#2 Access Study. 
 
Williams pointed out that this is a substantial increase from the original cost of the study, and she 
is wondering if, when costs increase over 100%, is it proper to proceed or should it be re-
advertised to let everyone look at the new scope, because it is basically a whole new scope.  
Haugen responded that this issue came up between when we advertised and before the deadline 
for submittal of the proposals.  He said that they didn’t inform any of the potential firms that 
there was a possibility of added scope, so they were all ranked according to what the RFP was 
requiring.  Williams stated, however, that what was added wasn’t just more of the same thing, we 
actually added more elements to it, separate elements.   Haugen responded that we are adding the 
interchange ramps to the east end, the plant is just sort of adding on one additional traffic 
forecast to account for, we are already accounting for the rest of the travel demand forecast, so it 
isn’t too substantial of a change, adding the ramps would be the most substantial change. 
 
Kuharenko commented that he would suppose the follow-up to that is that we are only adding the 
east ramps, the west ramps were already involved, so even though the ramps are the majority of 
the additional work, does that justify a 118% increase in the costs, what kind of review measures 
do we have in place that this is a justifiable increase in costs.  Haugen responded that he is 
putting a number out there, it is a swag as to what the consultant costs will be.  Kuharenko said, 
then, that that is your estimate, it isn’t KLJ’s number.  Haugen added that they are also asking 
KLJ, as part of the cost increase, to provide 3-D animation, which is something the Selection 
Committee requested be added to the work, which will also add cost to the project.  He said that 
a couple of intersections along this corridor will most likely have some heavy public 
involvement as to the solutions, the alternatives that will be considered, and the Selection 
Committee felt that the 3-D animation is extremely helpful in communicating what those 
alternative intersection treatments might be, so that will add cost to the project as well, so the 
$120,000, or up to $120,000 cost increase is a bit of an MPO Director swag of the costs.  He 
explained that they are still negotiating with KLJ, who is the consultant chosen to do the study, 
to see what their final costs will be to do these added things to the U.S. Highway #2 Corridor 
Study. 
 
Noehre asked, in regard to the Nitrogen Plant, will we be including what we know today of the 
Nitrogen Plant so that we can include it in the traffic counts and the Access Management Plan or 
is it to do that and to also be a Traffic Operations Study for the Nitrogen Plant.  Haugen 
responded that it will do the first part, but some of the work can be used if they move forward 
into the next stage that requires they do an impact study, but one of the big questions along this 
corridor is, the Nitrogen Plant is indicating that they are going to rely heavily on U.S. #2 as its 
distribution route, whether 69th Street should be that main location or if 55th should, so it is pretty 
critical that we account for potential traffic as we go along and try to decide what the 
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management plan will be, and how the accesses will be shaped.  He stated that the primary 
purpose is the Access Management Plan.  Noehre said that he would wholeheartedly agree with 
that element, but would equally disagree with this study being a traffic operation report for the 
nitrogen plant.  Haugen commented that there will certainly be some portion of the work done 
here that can be used, but there is certainly other work that we aren’t even considering in this 
scope.  He said that if they have to do a traffic impact analysis, they will have to do it later.  
Noehre responded that he would hope that when they do do the traffic operations report they take 
this as a starting point.  Williams stated that they support that completely because from the 
description of the work here we’re not going to get all the information they need.  Noehre 
commented that the plant is still just a proposal, so if it doesn’t get built that leads to other 
options that we should look at.  Haugen responded that this is one piece of information they need 
to know to allow them to make a decision to proceed further. 
 
Williams commented that, prior to finalizing the contract, they have discussed this internally, 
they have a couple of things they would like to request; in establishing milestone dates and 
everything they would like for them to build-in a minimum of a week for any reviews, but they 
would prefer a two weeks.  She explained that if they don’t have enough review time they 
obviously just can’t go do a good job.  She said that the other request is actually regarding the 
format in which they are receiving some of these things; they would like to see a strike-through 
line format so that when they review the document they don’t have to wade through everything 
every-time to determine what was changed.  Haugen commented that these requests have nothing 
to do with this amendment, but instead has to do with the…  Williams agreed, but added that it 
may have something to do with the timelines in the contract with the consultant, he may come 
back and say they can do it but it may add another week or so to the contract, and she believes 
that would be part of this contract.   
 
Kuharenko said that another question we should ask is whether or not this body would be given 
monthly updates on where the project is at.  Haugen responded that they have three public 
meetings, but he doesn’t recall if KLJ’s scope includes monthly project meetings.  Kuharenko 
said that he thinks they have three Steering Committee meetings, but he doesn’t think that has 
anything to do with this committee.  Williams commented that she thinks they would just like to 
be updated similarly to how they are being updated on the Sorlie and Kennedy Bridge projects, 
so maybe you could just add another line item to this report so they can keep up with what is 
going on. 
 
Noehre asked if this includes adding the junction of County 11 and North Washington.  Haugen 
responded that it isn’t identified in the work program, but the Selection Committee has asked 
KLJ to also look at that intersection, so we should probably add that discussion to the scope of 
work description for the U.S. #2 Access study.  Gengler asked if it is appropriate to do that.  
Haugen responded that, in hindsight it would be appropriate to identify that it is being added to 
this work program line item because we are asking KLJ to look at that intersection.  Noehre said, 
then, that if approve this we are approving up to that $120,000.  Gengler said that he thinks it is 
important that it be added.  Haugen stated, then, that any part of the motion to recommend 
approval will include a recommendation to add in the secondary access point to the proposed 
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plan, the 70th and County 11 intersection, which is less than a quarter mile from the North 
Washington Interchange ramps to I-29.   
 
MOVED BY NOEHRE, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 2014 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK 
PROGRAM, SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE CHANGES/ADDITIONS DISCUSSED 
ABOVE.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF INTEGRATION OF THE LRSP AND LRTP 
 
Haugen stated that he would first like to explain that the “Erickson” listed for this agenda item is 
not Stephanie Erickson, but is instead Sarah Erickson, our new MPO Intern.  He said that Sarah 
is in grad school studying public administration at UND, and will be working with us full-time 
over the summer.  He added that her one assignment is to help us with integrating our Long 
Range Transportation Plan and the Stratigic Highway Safety Plan, the Local Roads Safety Plans; 
so that we can become more accountable for the revenue and expenditures for the Safety 
Program.   
 
Haugen reported that we talked about the integration as we went along with our Long Range 
Transportation Plan process, and also kept you up-to-date with the Local Road Safety Plans.  He 
said that the Local Road Safety Plans are not finalized yet, they will be soon, and in-fact there is 
a North Dakota Safety Conference going on today and tomorrow in Bismarck, which is where 
some of Technical Advisory Committee members are.  
 
Haugen stated that Sarah put together, to help her kind of understand the scope of work, a power 
point presentation.  He explained that she is hustling to get here today, however she had to be in 
the Twin Cities yesterday and was not able to leave until this morning so is enroute as we speak.   
 
Haugen referred to the power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Noehre referred to a slide discussing the North Dakota Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and 
pointed out that it states that North Dakota sets aside 50% of transportation funds for local safety 
projects; and although he understands what was meant, it isn’t exactly how it reads so he would 
suggest instead of it saying North Dakota sets aside 50% of transportation funds it should say 
safety funds instead.  Haugen stated that he would update the slide to reflect that. 
 
Presentation continued. 
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Haugen reported that each State has a Highway Safety Plan, and within those documents they 
already have performance measures and performance targets identified.  He said that the first 
four shown are in the National Proposed Rule Making.   
 
Haugen stated that since 2010, both States have been annually submitting these documents to the 
Feds, with these performance measures identified, and also targets identified as well. 
 
Haugen said that on the North Dakota side they were able to easily identify these first three 
bullets, on the Minnesota document they couldn’t readily identify that it is there, but you can see 
that both states also go into a bunch of other performance measures, and have been for quite a 
while as part of the required national measures.   
 
Williams asked; the Local Road Safety Program is not required, so it wouldn’t be appropriate to 
list these as projects that we are going to do, they are ones that we could look at and then balance 
them with our existing needs, because that is one of the questions she asked early on in this.  She 
explained that one example is the intersection of 32nd and 34th is one of the highest crash 
locations in the State, but it isn’t included in our list at all because the idea is that it will be 
addressed under the HSIP or one of the other programs, so these are not hard/fast absolute we 
have to do projects.  Johnson responded that they aren’t, but it gives you a list of projects that 
you can do, and there is a pile of money you can tap into if you have access to it.  He said that he 
looks at this as more of a benefit, of something that wasn’t provided in the past, but the leg work 
has been done and it offers a way to improve your system.  Williams said, however, that they 
may actually come up with additional stuff later one, correct.  Johnson responded that there is 
always going to be something that wasn’t covered by this, there will be other projects.  Williams 
said that it is actually “may include that are not limited to the items that were generated in this 
2014 study.  Johnson responded that that is correct, there will always be opportunity for other 
projects, but these are items that have been identified as issues, and just like any other issue you 
have with an intersection or roadway, he thinks it is appropriate to identify them and look at 
ways to fix them.    
 
Williams commented that what they are concerned about is that they have a known location that 
has many, many, many crashes; and they are looking at maybe spending their dollars on 
restriping the street so it has three lanes instead of two lanes, and there are no crashes on it right 
now, so that is the thing they are looking at in terms of being able to balance things out.  She 
added that she knows it is better to be proactive than what you’re doing, but if you have 
operational problems right now, you can’t just turn your back on them and work on things that 
may happen in the future.   
 
Johnson reported that another thing you have to be aware of is that some of those operational 
improvements, as a stand-alone, do not necessarily justify for safety funding, there has to be a 
safety improvement benefit for them, so all of these would fall under that pot of money.  
Williams commented that she is strictly talking about intersection improvements that would 
reduce crashes. 
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Noehre stated that he would suggest that there needs to be some kind of balance for all of this, 
because if we totally ignore where there is systemic then we would never get caught up, so we 
have to address urgent current needs and the systemic things and integrate them.   
 
Johnson commented that another benefit this provides is that these improvements have already 
been studied and identified, and are ready to go; whereas if you did have something, even if it is 
on the high crash list you have to go through and do the leg work to determine whether or not the 
improvement you proposing will work and will reduce it, it isn’t just a matter of saying that there 
is lot of rear-end crashes here, you have to do to the leg work to justify where the work has been 
done for you.  He added that there will be projects that will be based on high crash locations, and 
based on other things, but he thinks these need to be practically looked at, and then practically 
used to help yourself get ahead of some of these so you may be able to prevent some in the 
future.  Williams said that that’s probably the point she is getting around to, is that we need to 
review them and then decide whether we are going to act on them or not, it isn’t a matter of here 
is a list and you have to do them all type thing, and she just doesn’t want to infer that in the Long 
Range Transportation Plan; that here’s the list and we have to do these, that isn’t what that 
program was designed as. 
 
Noehre commented that the other side of the coin is also true, in that we don’t have to only apply 
HSIP funding to those projects that are in the plan, if it is a high enough priority, and there is a 
high enough cost benefit then maybe we should be looking at it no matter where the funding 
comes from.  He added that he also agrees that just taking that list and cutting and pasting it into 
the Long Range Transportation Plan would be challenging because that really wasn’t the intent 
of it either; it has to be included in the Long Range Transportation Plan, he wholeheartedly 
concurs with that, but just how to get it in there without then narrowing everyone’s focus to, 
okay here is your list, because that wouldn’t be appropriate either.  Williams agreed, adding that 
because every time something comes up we have to do a plan amendment to get it on the list, she 
doesn’t want to get caught in a merry-go-round of, here is a high crash list and now we have to 
amend the Long Range Transportation Plan in order to spend those dollars, so she would rather 
we keep it as generic as possible.   
 
Noehre stated that another part, as most of you have heard him say, is that the local road safety 
program individual projects contain some elements that the NDDOT isn’t sure they are going to 
allow as far as policy is concerned, so they are in there because they are proven and tried 
strategies that have worked other places, but that doesn’t mean that we are ready to implement 
them next week ourselves.  Williams agreed, saying that she just doesn’t want to create a 
problem where we are constantly going in and amending to either not spend or spend, one way or 
the other.  Johnson commented, however, that you also have to put enough information in there 
so that you’re not also amending, because if you don’t put in enough information you still have 
to do amendments, so you need to find that balance and you may have to be more specific than 
what you are thinking so that you aren’t amending either way.   
 
Haugen reported that the local safety plan, just like the Long Range Transportation Plan, are at 
best five year documents just like the Transit Development Plan is a five year document, so we 
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do have to account for those other years somehow, so we are still trying to figure it out and are 
working to come up with a solution. 
 
Kuharenko commented that one thing he wants to bring up is in the changes to the objectives and 
standards; and the standards are saying that we are going to install this or install that, and he is 
wondering if that is appropriate for this or should it be investigate A, B, or C.  Haugen responded 
that, again the Strategic Highway Safety Plan uses this language, and the only thing we are 
changing from that plan is the word “standard” when they use the word “strategy”, otherwise we 
are pulling everything straight from the Strategic Highway Safety Plan.   
 
Haugen stated that, again, under the engineering type strategies we aren’t incorporating the 
behavioral type strategies.  Noehre added that, again, those things are to be investigated, but does 
that mean that we sit down and do every one of those items blindly with just a cookie-cutter and 
send it out for bid, that isn’t what that means.  Haugen agreed, adding that that is where those 
identified projects in the local safety plan has investigated those segments, and some segments 
didn’t have enough characteristics to be prioritized while others had enough factors to make 
them rise up to a level of where the local safety plan identifies that if we invest a small amount to 
do these things you will have a great reduction in crashes.   
 
Williams asked if we were limited to the number of objectives we can have.  Haugen responded 
that we aren’t, but then there are only so many identified in the Strategic Safety Plan.  Williams 
asked if the one that we have now reduce the number of severity and the rate of crashes 
compared to previous years, is that in there now.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t know.  
Williams stated that she can’t see a comparison between these two, she can see them both being 
in there, adding one without deleting the other because keeping the vehicles on the road is not 
necessarily the same as reducing the number of severity and rate of crashes compared to previous 
years, so can we have both.  Haugen responded that, again, the Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
and the Local Road Safety Plan have these objectives listed in them, as he recalls, and we are 
integrating those into our Long Range Transportation Plan. 
 
Williams said that she kind of looked at one of them, and the proposed revision is kind of related 
to the Local Road Safety Program; whereas the one we have there now is kind of related to HSIP 
and there are still two separate fundings.  Haugen commented that the Local Road Safety Plan is 
directly dealing with HSIP dollars, that is why they were done, so it isn’t separate funding 
programs.  Williams stated that they are separate objectives though, you have urban objectives 
and you have rural objectives, and they are different.  She said that she isn’t going to strike edge 
line on our city streets because we don’t have to.  Haugen agreed, adding, however, that this isn’t 
the only objective we are going to have it is an example of how it is going to change,  He 
explained that there are six emphasis areas, so there will be at least six objectives, and probably 
many objectives under those six.  He said that if you will recall the local safety plan in particular, 
there are some objectives and some strategies that we aren’t pursuing even though they are under 
the emphasis area.  Williams said, then, that we will have more than the three objectives we have 
right now in our Safety Plan.  Haugen responded that that is correct, adding that we will have at 
least four performance measures, and maybe more. 
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Haugen reported that on a national level there is a big fight going on about pedestrian facility 
fatalities and bicycle fatalities not being part of the national measures.  He said that if North 
Dakota and Minnesota already have them measured, he doesn’t know what the big fight is 
because they are already being done and have been done for the last several years. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 Highway #2 Access Management Study 
 
Noehre commented that, going back to the Highway #2 Access Management Study, again in his 
mind it is a very important study, and very appropriate at this particular time to do this study.  He 
said that he would also agree with Mr. Kuharenko that when we do address comments it is in 
some form reported back to the committee that the comments are addressed.  He added that often 
we have someone make a comment, and here is the answer to it; or if it is in a line by line strike 
it out kind of thing, show that it was done; just do something so that all of us don’t have to read 
the document over and over again hunting to ensure our comments were addressed, or each 
other’s comments were addressed.  He said that he would also agree that, because it is an 
important study, and it is important to the community, and to the region, we have some sort of 
monthly update in a similar manner as is done for the Sorlie and Kennedy Bridge projects, and 
he isn’t suggesting that the consultant has to come all the time, just that an update is provided.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 11TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:24 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


