
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, March 12th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the March 12th, 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:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via conference call); Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Dale 
Bergman, Cities Area Transit; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Rick Audette (Proxy for 
Patrick Dame), Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, 
Grand Forks Planning; and Bobbi Retzlaff (Proxy For Darren Laesch), MNDOT. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Roger Hille, MNDOT-Bridge Division. 
 
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. 
 
Haugen reported that Joe McKinnon has been promoted and will no longer be assisting the MPO 
in its planning efforts, nor attending our Technical Advisory Committee meetings.  His 
replacement is Darren Laesch.  He stated that today is actually Mr. Laesch’s first day, and he was 
unable to attend today’s meeting, but should be in attendance at our next meeting. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 12TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 12TH, 
2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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SUSPENSION OF AGENDA 

 
MATTER OF SELF-CERTIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that typically when we adopt our Transportation Improvement Program we also 
do a self-certification that the document is completed and that it is consistent with our Long 
Range Transportation Plan, and also that we have followed all of the requirements of relevant 
sections of the US Code and CFR. 
 
Haugen referred to the Self-Certification document included in the packet, and pointed out that 
in the document we outline all of the activities that have taken place over the last twelve months 
to show that we are able to self-certify.  He explained that for a long time this document was 
only included as an appendix to the overall T.I.P., however several years ago it was requested 
that we have it as a separate agenda item prior to the T.I.P. adoption. 
 
Haugen commented that it is fairly straight forward as to what we are required to do, and how we 
have fulfilled doing those requirements. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the “Planning Requirements” section, 1B(5), and pointed out that the 
sentence states:  “To date, no complaints no complaints from the private…”.  He said that we 
may want to remove one of the “no complaints” from the sentence.   
 
Retzlaff referred to the signature page, and pointed out that the term “SAFETEA-LU” should be 
changed to “MAP-21”. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2013 SELF-CERTIFICATION, SUBJECT TO THE CHANGES 
DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the staff report, MnDOT released a draft of the Study 
Report to the Study Advisory Committee, and others, for review and comment.  He said that he 
believes the comments are due March 17th, and then the Project Manager will assemble the 
comments and the Project Team will then prepare a response to those comments, and release the 
final draft of the Study Report.   
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Hille commented that they are at the point where they are going to do everything they can to 
accelerate the process, and they want to make sure there is ample time to comment.   
 
Hille stated that he just wants to make sure that everyone has access to the draft report, and he is 
available for any questions or comments anyone might have.  He said that he thinks it is 
important that everyone spend a little time, at this point in time, to read through the draft report.  
He added that it is on the website, and is pretty easy to navigate.   
 
Kuharenko asked, once you get comments back, will copies of the responses be submitted to the 
respective City Councils.  Hille responded that they will put the final report on the website and 
notify the City Council members that it is available for their review. 
 
Hille commented that he doesn’t know if there is anything since the original draft that’s has 
monumentally changed.  He said that a lot of discussion and planning has been held on the 
bike/ped facility, with a number of different concepts arising from those discussions.  He added 
that they asked the consultant to delve quite a bit deeper into the challenges, the pros and cons, of 
inside the truss and outside the truss and those sorts of things.  He said that it is quite a balancing 
act, folks, when you have the traffic aspects and wanting 14-foot lanes, and bicycle and 
pedestrian wanting additional facilities, and trying to meet all those needs, but he thinks the 
consultant has done a very nice job laying it out and discussing the various options. 
 
Haugen stated that he would send the website link out to the Technical Advisory Committee 
members so they can download and review the document. 
 
Haugen asked when a decision might be made, because the way the draft document lays out is 
that if you go down this track you’re doing basically a CE Technical Memorandum, and if you 
go down this track you’re probably going to be doing an EA Process, and if you’re going down 
this track you’re probably going to be doing an EIS Process, so when do you think that decision 
will be made, or has it been made.  Hille responded that a decision has not been made, and they 
won’t make that decision until they get all the comments in, so they the concept of the process is 
to get all the comments and formally ponder through and respond to them, and then put out a 
final draft.   
 
Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that the Sorlie is going down the EIS track right from the start.  He explained that 
there have been a couple of drafts of the Purpose and Needs Statement distributed to the 
Coordinating Agencies for their review and comment.  He added that in looking at their website, 
it doesn’t appear that they have released it to the public at this time. 
 
Haugen reported that they have also produced what they are calling a “Methods Document” that 
sort of lays out how they will screen alternatives, or what the minimums are that they want to see 
done, and they have included primary and secondary criteria they want met.   
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Haugen asked if the next Coordinator Meeting has been scheduled.  Ellis responded that they 
have not. 
 
Haugen commented that one sticking point had to do with the rehab option, and whether the 
screening criteria was a hard fifty-year life, or whether it could be a little softer and allow a 40-
year or 45-year life, and so the Resource Agencies specific with historic preservation, he thinks 
they are going to meet with the Federal Highway and DOTs to try to reach some agreement on 
what that language should say. 
 
Hille stated that it is a pretty concise, and to the point, abbreviation of a lot of discussion around; 
if it is in-fact a rehab option, rehab project, does it need to last approximately 50-years, at least 
50-years, what are the grey areas, and, again, as he explained earlier, while they are trying to 
maybe avoid the EIS Process on the Kennedy, he thinks downtown, where you are absolutely 
attached to the Downtown Historic District, and all those other downtown elements, he believes 
that the EIS Process downtown is the right way to go as there are too many other elements down 
there, including the possibility, and they really want to look at getting it raised up a little bit, and 
anything you do involving hydraulics will cause mitigation issues.  
 
Hille said that if this project goes into, and he thinks the least it will go into as an EA, it’s a step 
backwards, or it is a step back in the process and it will still go through fast if you start it is a 
CAD-X, and you get down the road and determine you need to go with the EIS Process, you 
basically start over, and they can’t afford to do that, they can’t afford to let it go past 2018, so 
they felt they needed to go down that EIS Process. 
 
Haugen asked if he knows if that discussion has taken place with the Historic Committee.  Hille 
responded that it has not.   
 
MATTER OF FINAL 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we are now able to finally take action on our FY2014-2017 T.I.P. 
Document.  He explained that this document was on hold until after we got our Long Range 
Transportation Plan updated.  He said that now that the Long Range Transportation Plan Update 
has been completed we were informed at the end of January that our plan is up-to-date and our 
T.I.P. was unfrozen, so we are now able to take action.   
 
Haugen commented that both States have already adopted their final S.T.I.P., so we should have 
a pretty solid reconciliation between the three documents as to what the projects are.  He said 
that there are a couple of things he will highlight, but the first thing we need to do is hold the 
public hearing that we advertised for today. 
 
 a. Public Hearing 
 
Haugen opened the public hearing.   
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
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Haugen closed the public hearing.   
 
Haugen reported that staff was accepting written comments until noon today, no comments were 
submitted. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the T.I.P. document, however it is 
missing two things, the maps that showed where all the projects are in relationship to the year.  
He said they also had some Fiscal Year 2013 status reports and listing of obligations that were 
not completed at the time the packet was sent out, or the draft was submitted to the public, but 
they have all now been completed and he can show them if interested. 
 
Haugen commented that the big thing that has occurred was that North Dakota, in their Final 
S.T.I.P., in Fiscal Year 2017, includes the Sorlie Bridge as a project, and therefore our T.I.P. 
needs to include it as a project in 2017 so that when MnDOT has to amend their S.T.I.P. to 
include our Adopted T.I.P., that will be something they will have to show in their S.T.I.P. as 
occurring in 2017 as well. 
 
Haugen stated that the project funding for the Sorlie Bridge is only being shown with half of the 
cost estimate being funded in 2017, the remark section identifies that that half funding is only 
North Dakota’s half, Minnesota still intends to fund their share of that project in 2018, so when 
you see the next draft T.I.P. cycle you will see the project showing up in 2017 as North Dakota’s 
funding share and then in 2018, since we will include 2018 next time, you will see the other half 
coming on the Minnesota side. He added that until 2017 comes and goes that just might be the 
way it is shown in the next several T.I.P.s and S.T.I.P., as being funded in two separate years. 
 
Haugen said that the projects are, again because both States have already adopted their final 
S.T.I.P.s, they had placeholders for these projects, the dollar amounts should be accurate.  He 
added that they do have, as they have had in the past, for Grand Forks two illustrative projects; 
one is for the grade separation at 42nd Street, which also shows up in the ND S.T.I.P., and then 
there is the additional funding request for Phase 2 of Columbia Road.  He explained that when 
the Columbia Road project was moved back a couple of years, the year of expenditure did not 
occur, so now there is about a half million dollar difference between what the current federal cap 
is and what it could be based on normal 80/20 splits.   
 
Kuharenko said that he has a couple of questions on these two projects.  He pointed out that the 
Columbia Road project almost looks like the numbers for the total and the local share might be 
off.  He stated that the total value is actually, in this Illustrative Project, is actually less than what 
we are showing in the T.I.P., and the federal amount has increased, so he thinks that what might  
 
have happened was that the total local amount might not have been the total City value.  He 
added that he thinks that it is supposed to be is for a total of 6426 and a local of 2025 based on 
what was in the T.I.P.  Williams asked if it should be listed in both the projects and the 
illustrative projects.  Haugen responded that it is listed in both.  Williams asked why that is.  
Haugen responded that it is because one is the fiscally constrained number and so if we didn’t 
have it as an illustrative project the State, nor anybody else would consider giving you additional 
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money, so that is why it is listed twice.  Kuharenko commented that it looks like the 5437, that is 
the total federal eligible that you have on there, but if you end up looking back in the rest of the 
T.I.P., where that project appears again, there is a 6020 in there that appears to be the total 
amount and not just the federal level.   
 
Kuharenko stated that he did not see the 42nd Street Underpass project in the S.T.I.P. for 
$40,100,000.  Haugen responded that the S.T.I.P. doesn’t show a dollar amount, but he can pull 
it out.  Kuharenko said that he was kind of curious, looking at this one, as this project isn’t until 
further out, and the fact that it gearing more towards acquiring right-of-way, he thought there 
were a number of other projects in the illustrative list that also were going to require right-of-
way, and so he wondered what the reason was for including this project in the T.I.P.  Haugen 
referred to a slide, and pointed out where it is located in the S.T.I.P.  He added that the reason we 
are showing it in our T.I.P. is because it is in the S.T.I.P.; why it is still in the S.T.I.P., it may 
have been sort of a legacy and he thinks the original payback was going to happen in 2014, but 
then it was clarified that it would be done in 2013.  He explained that there was advanced right-
of-way purchased twenty years ago that had to get paid back so we had to list it for that reason, 
as well as because the City was doing their environmental document and the feds wouldn’t take 
action on it unless it was listed in the T.I.P.   
 
Haugen stated that a question we will need to ask ourselves when we do our next cycle is 
whether or not we still need to show the 42nd Street project as an illustrative project.  He 
commented that we have federal action, whether it was the EA or EIS process, and it has been 
signed off on.  He asked if they have their record of decision.  Williams responded that she 
doesn’t know if they have nor not.  Johnson commented that actually the EA was revised and 
became a documented CAD-X.  He said that he thinks it is going back and forth right now 
between their division and KLJ for comments, but Federal Highway is not acting on it, nor has 
the DOT acted on it.  Haugen said, then, that this would be why we are still listing it. 
 
Ellis referred to East Grand Forks Project Number 13, and pointed out that it should be for just a 
para-transit vehicle.  She asked if, since we recently received TAP funds, will that go into the 
next T.I.P.  Haugen responded it would, adding that it is a 2016 award.  Ellis said that she should 
have a project number for that by the end of the month.  Haugen stated that he has to publish the 
Draft Minnesota side T.I.P. at the end of March, so if he could get it sooner that would be good.  
Ellis responded that she got the paperwork today, and is meeting with Lou Tasa next week, so 
she will get it to him after that. 
 
Williams asked which is the correct street for the Columbia Road Project, one says 14th and one 
says Knight Drive.  Consensus was that it should be 14th.   
 
 b. Committee Action 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL 2014-2017 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE CHANGES DISCUSSED.  
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MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that last October we did imagery so we could do this pavement analysis.  She 
said that it is basically a continuation of everything that we have been working up to, and 
hopefully this will be able to update the conditions of our pavements, as well as get a report from 
them so we can have something to give to both City Councils so they can understand what the 
condition is based on a quantifiable source, with the caveat that, of course, there are always 
choices to be made that don’t necessarily mean that we have to go by that exactly.   
 
Kouba stated that they have this RFP out, they had it sent to the NDDOT for about a month now, 
and they have heard back nothing for changes or anything of that nature, so they should have, 
they are hoping to get the proposals back by the middle of April, and hopefully they should get 
something finished up sometime in July. 
 
Kouba said that staff is looking for approval of this RFP. 
 
Kuharenko said that, if memory serves, they are going to be using Goodpointe’s ICON, when 
was the last time they got a GIS update.  Kouba responded that also as a part of this they did 
update their GIS shape files, but she doesn’t know if they put it in their ICON Data Base or not, 
but it should be there by the end of this process.  Williams asked what date they pulled the GIS 
information to give to them.  Kouba responded that the latest was August.  Williams stated that 
they updated since then, so we probably need to get the latest GIS to them.  Kouba responded 
that she will talk to them, it will be a matter of updating that information into the ICON, so if 
there are streets you want to be analyzed in the future you will need to make sure that those also 
have new IDs attached to those segments. 
 
Johnson commented that he sent the RFP to Federal Highway for their review and comment, but 
has yet to hear back from them.  He stated that the only thing he saw, and he doesn’t know if it is 
appropriate for the RFP or more appropriate for the contract, but if he remembers correctly, 
when you go into the digital imageries they had a stipulation in there that the CPG funds are only 
applicable to functionally classified roadways, and he thinks that that same analysis and pay 
scales would be the same for actually analyzing the pavement; was that your plan, should that be 
in here, or what is the status on that.  Haugen responded that it would be his understanding that 
when we did our work program it was clear that the MPO would only be doing the functionally 
classified streets, and we reached agreement with both cities that if they want their local streets 
done at the same time they would pick up their share of that cost.  Johnson said that that is good,  
and that is what he remembered as well.  He asked what was done with the right-of-way imagery 
RFP, did we put that in that RFP or was it in the contract.  Haugen responded that he will look it 
up, but if someone wants to include language to make it consistent with what the RFP for the 
imagery was, they can do that, to make the RFP consistent.  Teri responded that she believes it 
shows in the contract and not in the RFP for the other project.  Haugen said that they will just 
verify, but if it is part of the motion, if it is there they will include it in this one, and if it isn’t 
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there then they will be consistent.  He added that whomever makes the motion should also 
include the caveat, or the condition of Federal Highway comments, if any. 
 
MOVED BY JOHNSON, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE PAVEMENT CONDITION ASSESSMENT SUBJECT TO 
CONSISTENT USE OF LANGUAGE CONCERNING THE USE OF CBD FUNDS, AND 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY COMMENTS, IF ANY. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK FOR TRAFFIC COUNTING VIA VIDEO 
 
Haugen reported that this item approves the Scope-of-Work with ATAC to continue on our 
traffic counting study.  He explained that Phase 1 was done last year, and consisted of 
assembling an inventory of what equipment we had, and doing a pilot location to see whether or 
not our video detection equipment at our traffic signals was okay to detect turning movements. 
 
Haugen commented that the Phase 1 Study concluded that our equipment is capable of doing 
turning movement counts, so they proposed the Scope-of-Work included in the packet.  He stated 
that they met with City staff, along with ATAC, on Thursday to make sure that everybody 
understands and is on board with what the equipment capabilities are, particularly regarding 
protocols as to how ATAC would have access to the signals, the cameras, and then with the data 
that is being stored, where that would be, what amount would be expected, and the protocols as 
to how it would eventually be dumped to ATAC to give us back reports that will help us identify 
the average daily traffics, the turning movement factors to use by time, day, year, etc.  
 
Haugen referred to the first page of the agreement, and commented that in the initial draft there 
were 30 intersections listed as a result of Thursday morning’s meeting, but we actually have 31 
intersections identified, and they are not all the same as shown here, so when this goes forward 
to the Executive Policy Board it will include 31 intersections, all those agreed to by ATAC and 
the City, so that would be the one change to what is displayed in the Technical Advisory 
Committee packet information. 
 
Ellis asked if, for the Minnesota side they are still relying on MnDOT to provide those type of 
counts.  Haugen responded that that would be correct, except that they would still be doing the 
turning movement counts manually.  Williams asked if they could make sure they get MnDOT  
the information from DeMers and Gateway for their counts because if it starts over the bridge it 
will end over the bridge.  Haugen responded that they can do that. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR PHASE II OF THE TRAFFIC COUNTING 
STUDY SUBJECT TO 31 INSTEAD OF 30 INTERSECTIONS BEING STUDIED.  
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Williams commented that they did furnish them with some of the Synthrex reports so that they 
are aware of what Synthres is capable of. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK FOR ITS REGIONAL ARCHITECTURE 
UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that we are updating our Regional Architecture with ATAC’s assistance.  He 
stated that this was last done in 2008, and our Regional Architecture of our Intelligent 
Transportation System is part of our Long Range Transportation Plan, it is a sub-component of 
it, and we are on a five-year update cycle, so this is the year we need to do it.  He added that part 
of the ITS will incorporate what we are doing now with the traffic counting via video so that as 
we discuss inoperability with our traffic signals with District 2 we might start actually engaging 
that because he knows that in the Grand Forks Downtown Traffic Signal project that came up as 
a desirable project, and the East Grand Forks Northwest Street Network Study that also came up 
as a desire to start trying to have better interoperable ability between our traffic signals at those 
corridors.   
 
Haugen stated that ATAC is the go-to group in North Dakota to do the Regional Architecture, 
they assisted with the initial establishment many years ago, and have been the firm that all three 
MPOs in the State of North Dakota have gone to make sure we are having a consistent and 
coordinated Regional Architecture in regard to ITS, so ATAC has prepared a standard Scope of 
Work.  He pointed out that their timeline is to begin later this summer, as they are just now 
finishing up the NDDOT update, they just finished the Bis/Man MPO’s update, and a year ago 
they did Fargo/Moorhead, but are now doing an amendment or modification to their Regional 
Architecture update, so we will be starting ours in the fall. 
 
Haugen commented that besides the Technical Advisory Committee members, there are a few 
additional people identified as participants in the process, so we may reserve some time at the 
end of our Technical Advisory Committee meetings to go into the ITS and invite some of our 
other players to come in and participate at that time.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR PHASE II OF THE TRAFFIC COUNTING 
STUDY. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF SPRING FLOOD OUTLOOK 
 
Haugen reported that for the Spring of 2014, it appears that our flood outlook is not going to be 
severe.  He said, however, that the main reason for having this item on the agenda is to ensure 
that if we do need to close any bridges across the Red or Red Lake Rivers we do have the most 
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up-to-date contact information for all the various players.  He referred to the last page of the 
document, and explained that it is our most up-to-date listing of titles and phone numbers of the 
contacts, and he would like everyone to look it over and let him know if there are any changes 
required.   
 
Williams referred to the staff report and pointed out that in the Background section it states that 
during recent flood events two of the three bridges had to be closed to traffic and staff had to 
scramble a bit to determine appropriate adjustments to traffic signal timings.  She stated that this 
was like eight years ago, so if we could specify that this happened in 2006 or so, that would be 
good because they aren’t scrambling anymore, and haven’t been for three or four years.  Haugen 
responded that it can be updated to reflect that change. 
 
Consensus was that the contact information needed no changes. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. Notice Of Proposed Rule Making and Performance Measures 
 
Haugen reported that on Monday the first of a serious of Notice of Proposed Rule Making and 
Performance Measures were out.  He explained that this deals with safety, and he distributed the 
information to the Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
Haugen stated, again, that this is just proposed rules and measures, so this is a docket where you 
can submit comments, and is open 90-days, which they may or may not extend, but then they 
will sit back and digest all the comments and see whether or not they can create a final document 
and release that information. 
 
Haugen commented that he also sent last Thursday, as part of the Technical Advisory Committee 
Agenda e-mail, an attachment that showed the schedule for further proposed rule makings, but 
there was a bad winter storm last week in Washington, so that schedule is already a little behind, 
but they are starting to roll out a lot of these proposed rule makings and all of the measures, as 
well as updating the planning regulations for MPOs and States. 
   
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 12TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:36 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


