
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, August 13th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 13th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:37 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Mobility Manager Cities Area 
Transit; Darren Laesch, MNDOT Planning Director; Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local Government 
Division; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks 
Engineering;  Dale Bergman, Public Transit Division Director; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Patrick Dame, Grand Forks Regional 
Airport Authority; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities 
Area Transit; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County 
Engineer; and Ryan Brooks, 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 Sarah Erickson, GF/EGF MPO 
Intern. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Steve Emery, East Grand Forks Engineer; Bobbi Retzlaff, MNDOT-St. 
Paul; Mark Walker, Grand Forks City Engineer; Al Grasser, Grand Forks City Engineer; and 
Troy Schroeder, NWRDC. 
 
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. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 9TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE JULY 9TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITT1ED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that he is unaware of anything new to report on the Sorlie Bridge project.   
 
Noehre commented that their consultant, KLJ is preparing a presentation that they will be giving 
to both Cities and the MPO Executive Policy Board that will give a broad outline of what it will 
likely contain.  He hopes that they will be giving it within the next month or so.   
 
Noehre stated that over the last several months they have gone through a detailed analysis on the 
Sorlie Bridge, with the result being that the bridge is in better condition than they thought it was 
when they started this process.  He explained that this is due to a number of factors, some of 
them being updated methods, criteria, and formula calculations for evaluating bridges; and a 
more detailed inspection of the Sorlie Bridge, which revealed that the gusset plates are not in as 
poor a condition as was originally thought eight months ago.  He said that this means that the 
repair methods for the gusset plates, for example, is not as extensive as they thought, as several 
months ago they thought that to repair them would require we dismantle the bridge and replace 
them, but that is no longer the case.  
 
Noehre said that the bottom line is that the current conditions are such that we probably wouldn’t 
have even started this project, but would have waited several years more before doing it.  He 
stated that there has also been a question, or desire to raise the bridge to reduce the flood 
closures; but further analysis has shown that raising it at the abutments isn’t that great of a 
challenge, however to do so would require removing much, most, or all of the bridge deck, 
which would mean complete closure of the bridge for at least six months, and at a considerable 
cost.  
 
Noehre reported, then, that the direction they are heading with this project; and that we will ask 
both Cities and the MPO for input on before the final decision is reached, is to reduce the 
environmental documents from an EIS to a categorical exclusion, and to do a minor rehab on the 
bridge since we have already invested so much time and monies. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Noehre knows how long the bridge will need to be closed to do the work 
we are now looking at doing.  Noehre responded that he doesn’t, but there is a possibility that it 
may not need to be closed at all, that they may be able to do it with just lane closures. 
 
Haugen asked, with the potential savings in our program, could we shift funds to a bridge to the 
south.  Noehre responded that we cannot do that.     
 
Walker asked, we started some discussions about a signature feature on the Kennedy, with the 
Sorlie moving to a maintenance project does that still allow that opportunity or does it close the 
door on that for the Sorlie.  Noehre responded that he would say that it is still an opportunity, but 
again it will depend on the scope and the level of the signature feature.  He said that we aren’t 
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building a new bridge, so we aren’t making bump-outs or adding other such things, so does it 
limit the potential signature features, absolutely, but does it close the door entirely, no. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that on the Kennedy Bridge there are two items; the first one was included in 
the staff report and that was the signature items.  He said that when this idea was conveyed to the 
MPO Executive Policy Board there was a little bit of excitement on the Board’s level, and that 
excitement was generated by some misunderstanding in that they felt that if they couldn’t get 
some safety features attached to the structure, then how can we afford to put amenities or 
enhancements or betterments or signature items to the structure.  He said that we have invited 
representatives from MnDOT and NDDOT to come to the Board meeting next month, but as part 
of the answer, looking through some reference material,  MnDOT is leading this so looking at 
their bridge aesthetics manual, he pulled the two paragraphs out that explains the importance of 
aesthetics.  He pointed out that it is so important, in-fact, that they have three levels, or three 
categories of bridges and percentages set aside to address some of those things. 
 
Haugen commented that there was a meeting to start discussions on this topic.  Walker explained 
that they did hold a meeting to open up the discussion about adding a signature feature to the 
bridge.  He said that he would say that there were three options that were discussed, with no final 
recommendation made of course, but the three options were lighting the bridge in some way, 
adding an interpretive plaque in the center of the structure, and a nicer sign welcoming people to 
Grand Forks, North Dakota and East Grand Forks, Minnesota.  He stated that they left the 
meeting with the idea that MnDOT would come back with some renderings of what a sign might 
look like; and with some potential costs for lighting options; and then regarding the interpretive 
plaque the thought was that it would be placed in the center of the bridge, so the question of a 
bump-out on the pedestrian path be allowed at that location.  He said that within the next sixty 
days or so we hope to hear back on this issue and another meeting will be scheduled.   
 
Laesch stated that Roger Hille had hoped to be here today, but was unable to make it, and that he 
will be available for questions and discussion at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting on 
August 20th.  He said that Mr. Hille did want him to pass on that what they have agreed to thus 
far is that MnDOT is willing to pay for half of the cost of aesthetic lighting and that they will 
cover the cost of the curb and rail design to maintain the historic features; however the cost of 
any signage or plaques would be the responsibility of the communities. 
 
Noehre commented that their funding picture may not exactly mirror MnDOT’s.  He said that 
they have to evaluate each item individually and determine whether or not they are able and 
willing to fund it.   
 
Haugen reported that another issue he wanted to discuss isn’t in the staff report, and it should 
have been, but the MPO Executive Policy Board is also trying to figure out how a low area on 
the East Grand Forks side of the bridge can be raised to assist in their flood fight effort.  He said 
that conversations have been started, primarily via e-mail, amongst the MnDOT and East Grand 
Forks staff, and the Corps of Engineers.   
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Bail stated that he doesn’t have much to report on this issue at this time, however he did contact 
the Corps of Engineers to get their input on what they would need to do to get this project done.  
Laesch said that they took a look at that profile, and it appears it could potentially be raised about 
a foot or a foot and a quarter, and that would eliminate about 300 square feet of overtopping, 
which may need to be made up with a box culvert or extend the bridge, but that is for the Corps 
to determine.  He added that if it needs something significant like a box culvert or extension of 
the bridge, if it wouldn’t get tied to the Kennedy Bridge, it might get tied to the 4th Street Bridge 
sometime in the future, but it if isn’t needed now would be the time to do it since we are 
replacing the deck and would be ripping out a bit chunk of that pavement anyway to tie into the 
bridge.   
 
Haugen commented that perhaps one of the first things would be to identify where the low spot 
is in relation to the approach, because it looks like your project already is here, and is really close 
to where the low spot is.  Laesch responded that that is correct, and added that there is a catch 
basin at the low spot and it is in-between the two bridges.   
 
Bail said that part of the issue out there is with both bridges having vertical curves, you have to 
have a curve between them, and they kind of maximized that as much as they could when they 
did the layout over there because they were involved at that time.  He pointed out that the lanes 
are at a different elevations just to try to meet the minimum requirements needed to get the 
grades to work, so there isn’t a lot of room to play with in there unless, like the DeMers 
underpass-overpass it would be raised up or something to give them more room.  Laesch agreed 
that it will be challenging to get a lot of grade there, and they will have a drainage issue to 
contend with as well so they will need to put some additional catch basins in there to 
accommodate the drainage. 
 
Grasser stated that this question is coming off the original conception of the Kennedy Bridge, 
and his strong recommendation to the City Council is going to be zero impacts on flood levees, 
so any impacts that come up about hydraulics flow and any increase in flood levels would have 
to be fully mitigated.  Haugen said then, that for the Kennedy, there is the base project that is 
agreed to, signature items or aesthetic items that are also now in play, as is this dip in the road 
issue on the East Grand Forks side, so as the project progresses some of these things will be 
ironed out sooner than later, and we have somewhat of an idea from MnDOT as to what they 
think they can do but we also have the Corps of Engineer involvement as Mr. Grasser pointed 
out, the flood protection project is a high priority as well. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT FINAL MINNESOTA SIDE 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that he originally thought we would have a Final T.I.P. on the Minnesota side 
only, North Dakota hasn’t promulgated a Draft S.T.I.P. yet, so it is difficult to do a Final T.I.P. 
when North Dakota hasn’t produced a draft S.T.I.P. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side we got our A.T.I.P. too late to really draft up a Final 
T.I.P., and there are some significant differences between the A.T.I.P. and what our Draft T.I.P. 
was in April, so instead we just threw a question out there primarily looking at North Dakota and 
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when they think they might have a Draft S.T.I.P.  He added that we are hoping that in September 
we can have a combined North Dakota/Minnesota T.I.P. developed for final approval 
consideration. 
 
Johnson reported that the snafu they ran into was that they were hoping to get a Draft S.T.I.P. out 
this month yet, but he just heard from the MPO in Bismarck that they aren’t going to be able to 
adopt their Draft T.I.P. this month so they won’t get that adopted until September, and they can’t 
complete their Draft S.T.I.P. until their draft is adopted. 
 
Haugen asked if would be possible for us to do a Final T.I.P. even though Bismarck T.I.P. won’t 
be done, and thus NDDOT’s S.T.I.P. won’t be done, can it be done concurrent with those 
adoptions.  Johnson responded that it would depend on when the timelines lay out.  He said that 
the reservation he would have is that during their draft status changes happen and then you 
would already have a final and then you would be doing amendments.  Haugen agreed.  He 
asked when MnDOT would like to have a Minnesota side only T.I.P., could they hold off until 
October for a T.I.P.  Retzlaff responded that they would prefer one in September.  Haugen said, 
then, that we will proceed with a Minnesota side only T.I.P. in September, and a North Dakota 
side only in October. 
 
Haugen reported that the Draft A.T.I.P.; and he doesn’t know if this has been resolved, but they 
have been meeting on the Kennedy and Sorlie Bridges to try to make sure that our T.I.P.s and 
S.T.I.P.s all mirror each other, so he doesn’t know if they ever resolved the issue of the 
construction engineering for the Kennedy and how that might lay out in our T.I.P.  He explained 
that on the Minnesota side they are proposing, and this causes an imbalance, to subtract out the 
construction engineering and show it as a separate listing.  He added, however, that maybe it 
isn’t so important now that we have two separate final T.I.P.s going, but on the North Dakota 
side they essentially will have one project showing, and that is the actual project itself; and on 
the Minnesota side there will be three separate project listings; preliminary engineering, the 
actual project, and construction engineering.  He stated that originally the construction 
engineering would have caused him concern because there isn’t a similar one in the North 
Dakota S.T.I.P., plus you are proposing to show other funding that doesn’t show up anyplace 
else in the S.T.I.P.; but the North Dakota half of the construction engineering, and then the total 
project costs are a little bit different because you subtract construction engineering from the 
project total then the projects do not match-up. 
 
Laesch commented that typically they don’t show any engineering, but their reasoning for 
showing and breaking out the construction engineering was to show just how the funding breaks 
down; the construction engineering will be state funds only through bond dollars, and the 
construction will be federal dollars.  Haugen said, then, that even though we are showing 
$990,000 in other, $425,000 has been programmed and we aren’t trying to capture the other 
$500,000 in the program, so he will do something similar to this on the Minnesota side that says 
that the total $1,800,000 has $900,000 from the State of Minnesota and the other $900,000 is 
already accounted for in the North Dakota project listing of $19,800,000.  Laesch said he was 
comfortable with this, as long as the total match.  Haugen said, however, that they won’t match 
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in the S.T.I.P. and T.I.P. documents because North Dakota is not showing any preliminary 
engineering this S.T.I.P. cycle, but it helps that we are doing two separate final documents. 
 
Noehre reiterated that, as he mentioned at the last meeting, he understands this is a fiscal 
document, but when we talk about it, and even how it gets reported in the media, those dates get 
pulled up.  He commented that the Grand Forks Herald a couple of weeks ago reported that the 
Kennedy and the Sorlie are to be done in 2017, but we have communicated with each other that 
it will be done in 2018, so his point is that somehow, so that we can communicate effectively and 
clearly, he would like somehow, better, that it is what the construction year is, and he knows that 
it is in the remarks section, but he doesn’t know if that has been effective in communicating with 
the public as they don’t care where the dollars come from or what year they are being pulled 
from, they only care when it is being built, and when is it going to impact them.  Haugen 
responded that he guesses it is back on all of us to make sure that when we write our staff reports 
or other communication documents that we nail down as construction years, and be clear that it 
is construction years that we are identifying.  He added that the Grand Forks Herald did not 
contact MPO staff, nor did they use our information to show 2017. 
 
Haugen summarized by saying that we resolved three things:  1) Minnesota only in September; 
2) North Dakota only in October; and 3) We will show that the construction engineering and 
make remarks on the Kennedy bridge the way we can, the two separate documents.  He said that 
this means we will have a Final T.I.P. and begin soliciting for the next round of T.I.P.s at the 
same time so get ready for any changes in the 2019 year. 
 
Laesch asked if there were any comments on their Draft S.T.I.P.  Haugen said that he would send 
them to him as he needs to work with the transit folks on both the Minnesota and North Dakota 
sides to make sure that information they received from a meeting a couple weeks ago is included. 
He explained that Grand Forks, as the lead agency, has done a salary survey and the bus drivers 
are in for a significant pay raise that was not identified in previous financials so our numbers will 
have to be adjusted upwardly.  He said that in addition to that the capital side of East Grand 
Forks, the Draft A.T.I.P., keeps referring to designated bus stops, and he isn’t sure where that 
came from, but it will need to be changed.   
 
MATTER OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL UPDATE 
 
Kouba reiterated that she presented some of the findings they came up with for our 
Environmental Justice areas at last month’s meeting.  She reported that we now have a document 
for our Procedural Manual, and it is up for preliminary approval today. 
 
Kouba stated that the document basically has all of the changes she talked about; where the low 
income and minorities are located in our area, as well as the change that we are not looking at 
only the areas that have both those populations, but the individual low income populations and 
then the minority populations are looked at separately. 
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Kouba said that she also discussed the method in which they came up with those populations and 
of where they are located, and that is the other significant thing in the manual, in the new manual 
as to the current manual.   
 
Kouba stated that basically, from this body they are looking for preliminary approval, but they 
will begin our public participation process comment period right after we receive preliminary 
approval so they will go through their Human Services Coordination Committee, they will hold a 
public hearing, and then we will insert any changes/comments we receive from those, and bring 
the document back to the Technical Advisory Committee for final approval. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the document, and pointed out that in looking at the flow chart that we 
have, it ends up calling out the various documentations that we are going to need based on what 
the project will do in that area.  He said that he knows that for federal funds they are required to 
do a documented Caterogical Exclusion (Cat Ex) or NEPA document unless we are going to do 
something greater than that, and in that there is the environmental checklist which ends up 
including whether or not there is an adverse impact to an environmental justice population, and 
he is seeing in this flow chart that we have various documentation in here, what kind of 
documentation are we looking for in this, what kind of documentation do we need, and where 
does it go.  Kouba responded that it is basically exactly what you are doing already, we just kind 
of need to see it so that we are covering for the MPO side.  Haugen disagreed, saying that it is a 
little bit different.  He explained that they are doing project level specific analysis, while we are 
looking at all the projects that are identified in the Long Range Plan level and their relationship 
to these three highlighted areas, and also in relationship to these three highlighted areas 
somewhere on top of each other so then from a planning level we will be looking at whether 
there are impacts, whether those impacts are adverse, and then start to identify some potential 
medication to those impacts.  He said that when you do it at your project level you are going to 
more specific refined detail.   
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 10, last paragraph where it states:  “For the purposes of this 
document anyone with a ratio number of 1.84 or less is considered low-income in the MPO 
area”, and asked where the 1.84 figure came from because he sees that in the paragraph before it 
ends up calling out anyone with a ratio number of less than 1.00 is considered in poverty and 
anyone 2.00 and over is considered to have a healthy income, many with a ratio number between 
1.00 and 2.00 qualify for some assistance programs and have been considered working poor, so 
where did the 1.84 come from.  Kouba responded that they basically were just trying to get a 
middle ground for a definition of low income.  She said that the way it is divided up by the 
census, and their information, they have ranges, so we are just trying to get as many of the low 
income people included as possible, specifically those that are considered working poor.  She 
added that, while they don’t want to get too close, they still want to get as many people as 
possible, so 1.84 is the end of the last ratio they used.  Williams asked where the ratio came 
from, the 1.84, is that from FHWA.  Kouba responded that it is from the census information, they 
divided it up, and they are using their poverty definitions/thresholds.  Haugen referred to a slide 
illustrating the census definition.  Kouba stated that this is coming straight from the census 
information, using that information, but making sure we include everyone that fell under the 
Health and Human Services guidelines for poverty.   
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Williams asked how the Department of Justice break this down, how do they make the 
determination.  Haugen responded that the Department of Justice is not something we would 
look at for guidance.  He stated that environmental justice, federal highway and federal transit 
agencies, which are two federal agencies, refer to the Health and Human Services guidelines.  He 
said that the problem with the Health and Human Services guidelines, as we discussed last time 
we presented this, is that they don’t have a lot of data attached to geography, the place that has 
data attached geography is the Census Bureau, and so the other guidance Federal Highway and 
FTA gives us is that we use HHS or something equivalent, but not less than what the HHS 
guideline would be.  So Teri used an equivalent, which is the census data, which is more readily 
available and can be segregated by geography, and the 1.84 allows us to not be less than the HHS 
guideline for poverty, thus how it came about. 
 
Kuharenko asked if there is a federal requirement for a minimum versus a maximum, as to what 
our value is, are we looking at the minimum or the maximum as to this 1.84.  Kouba responded 
that it is probably considered more of a maximum because with the HHS they are looking at 
families with two, three, four, etc. person households, and it is broken down to each group have a 
certain income level they need to be at to be considered in poverty.  She said that that is what is 
nice about the census data, it has already done it, but it is with their thresholds as the thresholds 
are different, the census has a little more give to it.   
 
Rood commented that it may be maximum versus minimum.  Kuharenko said that he is looking 
at this, and less than one puts you at the poverty level, and if your between one and two your 
working poor, so the 1.84 he is seeing as being closer to the maximum side, however he is 
curious  as to what the federal requirements are for environmental justice and if they are making 
their areas larger than they could be, are we going to be impacting a lot more projects by saying 
it is an environmental justice area and therefore we need to an additional analysis and at the end 
of the day possibly throwing or increasing the cost of the project because of it being classified as 
an environmental justice area and all the paper work that is associated with it.  Kouba 
commented that we probably are on the higher side just because it is closer, it is, we are getting 
into close to the two, and we feel like we need to go lower than that in the analysis, instead of the 
range between 1.0 we eliminate the range between 1.05 completely.   
 
Kouba stated that if you look at the areas that show up on the map, they are areas that she would 
expect to see because in the downtown area you have the Mission, and we are looking at the 
main area, and are also looking at the main UND area; the area along Washington between 17th 
and 24th, she knows there are a lot of apartments there so you will find a lot of people trying to 
cram into apartments with larger families.  She said that when she looks at those areas she 
doesn’t see them as areas that are going too far beyond, but that is her opinion and it is one thing 
they are looking at from this body, is it too much, is it too little, are you seeing areas that are not 
out of context of all of this, so.. 
 
Williams commented that what their concern is is by trying to make these areas as large as they 
are we have the potential of increasing project costs unnecessarily, and that is what they want to 
avoid.  She said that she isn’t sure exactly what the definition of adverse impact is, but are we 
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looking to try to – disproportionately and high adverse human health and environmental effects.  
Kouba responded that she thinks we are also looking at the difference between a large area and a 
project specific.  She explained that the areas that we are looking at are considered block groups, 
so they are a lot larger group area that is covered, where you are looking at your specific projects 
might be less than half the size, maybe a quarter of what they are looking at.  She said that if you 
look at it and if it is in that area and you look at that area for your own project requirements, and 
you are seeing something different she wouldn’t be surprised, so it would not affect your project 
or increase your costs, but you would have to bring forward that information, you could probably 
get your hands on more neighborhood economic information than the census can put out, so that 
is the difference.  Kuharenko said, however, that it is still additional documentation that they 
would have to go through because if they end up having this in here saying that it is an 
environmental justice area, and they have a project that is adjacent to it, then they have to go 
through and, as you said, they would have to go in and get more of a neighborhood look at it to 
disprove that it is an environmental justice area, so that is part of the concern of having a larger 
area than what might be necessary.  Haugen stated that he understands their concern, but they 
also have to keep in mind that we are also involving a federal transit agency, and so low income 
is a key ridership indicator for them, so working poor is a germane discussion for our other hat 
that we have to wear and do planning for, but only if you’re doing adverse impact do you need to 
go through a high level of mitigation.  He said that if you look at their areas they are extremely 
old neighborhoods, they are extremely well defined neighborhoods, so from a Long Range 
Transportation Plan perspective with state of good repair, they are basically working just within 
the curb to curb of existing streets, so he would suspect they will find there is no adverse impact 
coming through and if your projects are following our plan you will also find similar no adverse 
impacts, so a little more documentation.   
 
Williams asked if the MPO staff would be going through and looking at the list of projects in the 
Long Range Transportation Plan in terms of significant, and then are you going to create a 
document that says that these have already been reviewed so that we can just put it in our project 
file.  Haugen responded that it will be part of our Long Range Transportation Plan amendment 
we will be processing at the end of the year. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is a two-step process; the first was to update our manual to take out 
the condition of having both low income and minority populations, and the second is because we 
have more relevant community survey data we are utilizing it, and once we have identified the 
areas we will have to go back and look at all of our projects in relationship to these, not as a 
condition of both low income or minority, but if it has one or the other. 
 
Rood asked how much lower the HHS threshold is, would it eliminate much of this area if they 
went closer to that.  Kouba responded that, once again it is dependent upon the number of people 
in a household.  She explained that in the old manual one of the things that was done was that 
they took the average census data, which said it was 2.32 people per household in this area, 
which you can see with our college population it can skew the results of family sizes in this area. 
She said then, just cut off, or use the income for 2.2 people as the cutoff and use income 
information from the census, so there is a lot of skewing and estimates being shuffled around 
previously.  She explained that what the census does is they already weed out how many people 
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are in these amounts.  She stated that this is one of the things they were having trouble with in 
our current manual, so if we are looking at HHS information we have to look at how many 
people are in a household and go from there, so it is very detail oriented, and take a lot of time 
and effort to get through it.  Haugen commented that what is probably in play are these two 
census track block groups, block group four and one, twenty eight and thirty four, and the other 
ones are forty five and fifty percent.  He said that you would have a hard time not convincing 
him that if there is a 45% population in a block group that is identified as struggling to make a 
living, we should identify them as somewhat of a high risk population.  Kouba added that in 
actuality, in our maps we put it at 50% so, of those examples shown only one of them would 
have been highlighted.  Kuharenko asked where the 50% came from.  Haugen responded that it 
comes from two different things; one is the actual Environmental Quality Board and its guidance 
of implementing EJ.  He added that they are also the ones that control the NEPA process as well.  
He said that they are the ones that suggested the threshold of 50% or higher automatically, as a 
high risk population.  He added that FTA and Federal Highway, when they promulgated their 
latest circular regulations on EJ, their draft identified that 50% as an automatic, but they removed 
it in the final draft based on comments such as those Teri has been making about just because 
you do not have a magical 50% doesn’t mean there are no low income populations that are 
adversely affected by your projects, so they took out this straight forward 50% rule. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that this means that on one side we have the NEPA folks suggesting 50% as 
the magical number; and the FTA and Federal Highway folks saying we can’t rely on that 
because numbers less than 50% can be as adversely impacted and should be accounted for as 
people at 50% or more.  Kouba commented that in addition when they did, with their minority 
population, it was three times the average number for the whole area.  She said that when they 
did three times in the low income it was 86% and we would have nobody considered low income 
in our area, which she doesn’t think any of our federal partners would agree with completely. 
 
Williams asked where Block 1 is located, is it in the downtown area, because it is shown at 28%.  
Kouba responded that she isn’t sure, that she would have to go in and look at it.  Haugen 
commented that the work our Intern, Kyle Economy, did and presented as a map will give us an 
idea.  He referred to a map and stated that Block 1 is located along Washington Street.   
 
Rood commented that she would agree with Ms. Kouba, when you look at the map it seems like 
a natural break in those areas, they are the areas she would draw just based on their low income 
bus ridership numbers, and it seems like reasonable areas, and she doesn’t see any one of them 
that you could eliminate.  
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY GRANT PRELIMINARY 
APPROVAL OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL, AS SUBMITTED.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF MINNESOTA FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION REVISIONS 
 
Haugen reported that at the beginning of this year Minnesota met with their statewide partners to 
discuss reactions to 2010 census changes to the urbanized areas, Federal Highway’s new 
guidance on classification that was released in late 2013, Map-21 requirements, and NHS 
designations.   
 
Haugen stated that originally MnDOT, when they met with us on January 22nd, agreed that for 
NHS designations they would leave them pretty much untouched except for the new arterial’s on 
the freeway/expressway classifications Federal Highway created.  He said that MnDOT would 
focus just on those classifications and sort of highlight that they are freeways/expressways and 
leave the rest of the functional classifications alone.   
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that since that January meeting MnDOT received a memo from Federal 
Highway’s Minnesota Division that strongly suggests they reconsider their stance on Principal 
Arterials, and particularly how it connects to the NHS funding or NHPP funding.  He said that 
with that in mind MnDOT came back to us and said that they are going to move forward and do 
a complete statewide revision based on the Federal Highway Guidance, and let the results shake 
out as they may, so without consideration to what prior practice may have dictated, etc., the new 
guidance is the primary pusher on this and we have truly been asked to look at how a roadway 
functions, and not really consider geography or political boundaries. 
 
Haugen stated that another thing you need to be aware of is that in the federal guidance they have 
separated collectors on the urban side into major collectors and minor collectors.  He said that 
this may not have an impact today, but since Federal Highway seems to be pushing the 
separation of major and minor collectors, if we translate that onto the rural side there is a major 
significance between major collectors and minor collectors when it comes to federal funding and 
eligibility, so MnDOT did release, statewide, it’s draft based on the information they had 
available, and they will be the first to tell you they aren’t 100% sure their data is 100% accurate, 
so it was a good test to make sure that we at least agreed with what the base current conditions 
are, and then start discussions about future reclassification. 
 
Haugen referred to the power point slides and went over the definitions of the various 
classifications. 
 
Retzlaff commented that the only thing she would emphasize, that came out of their meetings, is 
that when they did the statewide review it was truly a desk review, and they knew their data 
wasn’t 100% correct so it was them sitting in St. Paul going through the AADT data they have, 
and when they had questions looking at Google Maps and Google Earth to try to figure out what 
was going on, so they are expecting changes, and if there are any disagreements with any of the 
findings please give them a thorough reason why you disagree with it, some kind of justification.  
She added that they have been receiving comments, and they are slowly trickling in from other 
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areas of the State, but so far the comments have been pretty minor, no huge changes.  She stated 
that the reason they are asking the MPO to hold off on formal approval is so that they can go 
through this back and forth process to make sure we agree with all the changes that are being 
proposed by the MPO rather than having to go through an approval process twice.   
 
Haugen said that a couple of other tried and true practices of functional classification are no 
longer held valid.  He stated that the first one is when you go from and Urbanized Geography to 
a Rural Geography the standard practice was to automatically drop down a functional class, so 
you will see in practice, Bygland Road, as it passes that magical political boundary area, it drops 
down a functional class.  He added that this is also true on 220 North. 
 
Haugen stated that the other thing that was tried and true in past practice was that you didn’t 
have hanging, or non-connecting functional classified roadways.  He pointed out an example of 
this under the new criteria, explaining that you can have, and do end up with functionally 
classified roadways that don’t connect at both ends of their termini, so that is a new item to look 
out for under the true guidance of Federal Highway. 
 
Haugen said that you might be wondering what North Dakota will be coming through with on 
this, they are wondering the same thing. 
 
Johnson reported that he really doesn’t have anything new to share on this issue at this time, 
based on the conversations you have had with MnDOT.  He said that the only real thing that 
might be a sticking point on their end is whether or not they are going to push the major and 
minor collector issue.  He added that it will obviously cause some issues in this area as well as 
the Fargo area, so that will be a decision that will need to be made at a higher level.  He said that, 
as far as redoing the whole thing, similar to what MnDOT did and send it back to you, he doesn’t 
believe it will be a process they follow, they will leave it up to the entities to maintain what you 
have and look at your system as you see with the new guidance and see if it needs updating. 
 
Haugen stated that they did have some conversations about whether or not one State would 
acquiesce to the other State for direction on this.  Johnson commented that that would be the next 
step, if our Management Team didn’t want to do it then you would have to have the secondary 
question of how about in these areas, should we do it, or how should we do it.  Haugen said that 
he talked to Bobbi and her answer is that Minnesota is going to require it, so we would be doing 
it on the Minnesota side, and the only thing they may acquiesce is to allow us not to show it as 
our common functional class maps making that distinction, but on the official Functional 
Classification Maps a distinction will be made, but to make them kind of look similar they might 
allow us to mask the designation of major and minor collectors on the Minnesota side. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this was a sort of reintroduction, he thinks we discussed this earlier this 
year, and next month they will be asking for preliminary approval of the map in order that we 
can forward it on to MnDOT and allow them to go through their process, and then eventually 
come back to us with final adoption, so this was more of an information type item. 
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Laesch added that their district took a look at some of the major cities in the district and they all 
kind of show something similar in that they are losing some of their Principal Arterials, bumping 
them down to Minor Arterials, those kind of off-shoots that just kind of die off.  He said that he 
thinks they are kind of holding the position that they aren’t really, when you look at the range of 
how many Principal Arterials they should have based on their mileage, they are in the lower 
range so it’s difficult to eliminate some of those Principal Arterials, and most of them do meet 
the volume requirements, so he thinks they will push back a little bit on that, but as a district they 
want to support consistency so statewide that is the philosophy their district will support, but 
they feel that if they can they would like to keep those as Principal Arterials, so you aren’t alone, 
Crookston, Bemidji, Thief River, they are all looking at a very similar situation. 
 
MATTER OF U.S. HIGHWAY #2 ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is the kick-off meeting with the Steering Committee 
packet of information.  He stated that they essentially met for the first time and got organized.  
He said that the committee is a mix of staff and property/business owners along the corridor. 
 
Haugen commented that the KLJ team put together a highlight of what the study is trying to 
identify and take action on, and that information is included in the packet as well. 
 
Haugen stated that the next phase will be to identify the individual stakeholder meetings, and 
around the second week of September we have preliminary identified it as our public open house 
to allow all the people who aren’t individual property owners along the corridor to have the 
ability to come and give us input on the study.  He added that they will also begin putting 
together the background analysis of current conditions and identify what the future conditions 
might be, including how a fertilizer plant might impact traffic conditions.   
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2015-2016 WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
 
Haugen reported that we are starting a new two-year cycle of our work program, beginning in 
2015, and are soliciting work activities from our local member jurisdictions.  He said that part of 
the request we have from our federal and state partners is to identify the timeline, the major 
milestones, to allow us to reach our January 31st, 2019 deadline for a new Long Range 
Transportation Plan, so in backtracking that we know that we have our major modal plans of 
transit and bike/ped to update, and we do have a tentative timeline for those.  He added that our 
street and highway plan will start in earnest in January of 2017, and will conclude at the end of 
2018, with a one month review in 2019.   
 
Haugen said that we have had discussions with each City, normally we start the process off by 
helping them look at their Land Use Plans to see how they should be updated to account so that 
when we do our street and highway and our other modal plans we are accounting for the traffic, 
where it will be generated from and where it wants to go. 
 
Haugen stated that with this activity you will also notice that we have three activities in 2014 that 
we are doing to reach that 2019 deadline.  He commented that you heard the EJ update already, 
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you will hear about the safety integration later, and then you already had presentations on our 
Regional Architecture. 
 
Haugen reported that this is just sort of solicitation kick-off as we prepare a two-year work 
program.  He said that, as per usual, if you are going to submit something to us for consideration 
you need to have your local council, or local governing body formal approving it as an item for 
us to consider.  He added that if you have project ideas contact us and discuss them with us as 
early as you can so we can make sure eligibility isn’t a concern later in the process. 
 
Williams asked when they need to have the approved lists to the MPO.  Haugen responded that 
they need to be submitted by the end of September.  He added that we hope to have a draft work 
program for consideration in October, and present it to the feds and states in November. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is a two-year program, so towards the end of 2015 we will re-exam 
what we have pegged for 2016 to make sure the projects are still valid and there hasn’t been any 
new more pressing study that needs to be done, so the second year is written more in pencil than 
in pen. 
 
Haugen reported that, for those of you that have been around long enough, you perhaps 
remember when there were emphasis areas put out by our federal partners, they have not been 
utilized for several years, however they have reinstituted those emphasis areas so when you see 
our work program next time you will see us identifying emphasis areas and how our different 
activities also work those areas into our work program.  He explained that the emphasis areas are 
the things that we are already focusing on, performance measures and stuff like that. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SAFETY INTEGRATION INTO THE LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Haugen stated that Sarah Erickson, MPO Intern, will be presenting this agenda item, she will talk 
about our integration of safety into our Long Range Transportation Plan. 
 
Erickson said that, just to give you a bit of a background, she was brought on in May to start this 
Integration Program as MAP-21 now requires integration rather than just recommends it.  She 
added that with MAP-21 they increased funding for safety measures as well as imposed a penalty 
for States if they don’t reach certain safety criterias, so as a result she worked on two primary 
things thus far this summer; which were Goal 8, Safety section, as well as Chapter 2. 
 
Erickson commented that for Goal 8 we initially had only two objectives that were really quite 
broad, not very specific, so, whereas we have to integrate both State’s Strategic Highway Safety 
Plans into our Long Range Transportation Plan now, she went and looked at both of them and 
compared them, and for the most part most of the strategies and standards were the same, so she 
just incorporated all of them and added them together, and if there was one that was present in 
one but not the other she would still include it, so this is a pretty big compilation of all the 
different standards and objectives found in both Minnesota and North Dakota. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, August 13th, 2014 
 

15 
 

Erickson said she then sifted through the North Dakota Local Roads Safety Program, which is a 
subset of the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and then on the Minnesota side she went through 
MnDOT’s District 2 Highway Safety Plan and the Polk County Roadway Safety Plan, and pulled 
out all the projects that specifically pertained to our MPO area, and while this won’t be included 
in the final draft, she identified which individual project from those three plans directly related to 
different standards or objectives.   
 
Erickson stated that the first fourteen objectives are pretty concrete and directly from the SHSPs, 
but they are still looking at transit, bike and pedestrians; which she pulled from Federal Highway 
Administration website, as they had suggestions; however transit is still rocky as they had no 
specific direction. 
 
Erickson commented that in looking at the performance measures they were able to compile 
them based off the HSP’s as well, but, as you can see, Grand Forks and Polk County only had 
data for the first four performance measures, and even with that the way she approached those 
numbers was to take the same proportion on the North Dakota State level and apply them to the 
Grand Forks level, but she found that other in plans, such as St. Cloud, they kind of left a 
disclaimer stating that until they get further federal guidance they aren’t putting a set number, so 
it is still up for discussion. 
 
Erickson reported that for Chapter 2 she has added crash trees and maps from the Strategic 
Highway Safety Plans, as well as added language to incorporate the systemic safety approach in 
addition to the dark spot right now, their Long Range Transportation Plan still is the dark spot 
approach so she just added to it, and incorporated those as well as a discussion of emphasis 
areas.  She stated that this is still a more recent update, and she has been working on this the last 
couple of weeks so it is definitely a very preliminary draft.   
 
Erickson stated that looking forward there is still revenue that has yet to be touched on in the 
integration process, and we have very preliminary numbers based off of the Grand Forks County 
versus Polk County, and then the District 2, the total amounts for those projects, but the 
expenditures are still up in the air so they aren’t entirely finished with revenues. 
 
Haugen commented that this information hasn’t been distributed yet, it will be after this meeting.  
He explained that Ms. Erickson just finished a pretty good draft of how Chapter 2 would look in 
the area of safety crash analysis so they will distribute that to this body for review and comment. 
 
Haugen reported that on the revenue side they did identify that, one of the main things that is 
occurring is that North Dakota in particular used to have safety kind of wrapped up under the 
Urban Roads Program, now it is completely separate, therefore it allows us to add some revenue 
back in to allow us to address some safety specific concerns and projects.  He explained that we 
originally thought Minnesota didn’t have any opportunity for revenue, however we are seeing 
that there are some HSIP projects being done so we are working towards a number that we agree 
is reasonable from the Minnesota side for specific stand-alone safety projects to be identified.   
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Haugen commented that before Sarah leaves us we will have reached agreement on the revenue 
side, and then it will be up to the full-time MPO staff to figure out how to incorporate them into 
the last chapter and identifying projects, if any, or how we are going to identify the expenditures 
in the plan. 
 
Haugen stated, then, that just as we presented several Technical Advisory Committee meetings 
ago, that our safety goal, we would incorporate all of the strategic highway safety objectives and 
standards into our plan.  He said that, just for this bodies convenience, and for our remembrance, 
we have highlighted those that have specific projects contained in the local safety programs so 
you have some idea as to how it all relates back together. 
 
Haugen reported that they have incorporated the whole language in Chapter 2 about the strategic 
highway safety plans, and some of the outcomes that have been developed through that process.   
 
Haugen stated, then, that this is where we are at in integrating safety into our Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  He added that Sarah has been a great help, however she has a soon-to-come 
termination date, of her choosing.  Erickson explained that she is going down to Dallas next 
month to intern with Southwest Airlines.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 Update On MPO Projects 
 
Williams asked for an update on the different programs and projects the MPO is currently 
working on.  She said that she has the count program, the street analysis, Upper Great Plains, 
ITS, etc., and she would like an update on where the MPO is at with them. 
 
Haugen responded that he would look to Teri Kouba to talk about the Pavement Management.   
 
Kouba stated that she knows that they have started, and we are planning on getting a more in-
depth progress report for next month’s meeting.  She said, however, that she does know that they 
have started the analysis, and are most likely in the middle of it right now.  She added that they 
will be coming forward with some dates for some training for the ICON Software.   
 
Kouba commented that they said that they had to redo some imagery that somehow got lost, but 
they have completed that so she has the whole right-of-way imagery package and she is currently 
making the rounds of getting into the Cities’ hands, both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen asked for an update on the ITS Regional Architecture from Stephanie Erickson.  
Erickson responded that right now they are just meeting with the different stakeholders and 
getting their input into the document. 
 
Williams asked about the Upper Great Plains and the traffic count program.  Haugen asked what 
she was referring to on the Upper Great Plains.  Williams responded that there are different staff 
working on different things, so if they had a summary of all these different programs every 
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meeting it would be very very helpful to try to keep up with everything.  She added that the other 
program is the traffic count program. 
 
Haugen responded that on the count program they have established the capture of vehicle 
detection through the videos at all of the intersections we have on our list except for those that 
are waiting for the new traffic signals to get installed.  He said that on the South Washington 
project, while all the signals are up, they aren’t operational, but ultimately they are starting to 
capture data.  He added that they did do a sensitivity analysis that showed that the videos are 
pretty good at actually capturing data.  He commented that before he went on vacation he 
requested a teleconference with A.T.A.C. about the scheduling of the remaining traffic signals, 
so he needs to work with Ms. Williams to schedule that call to assist A.T.A.C. in understanding 
when those new signals will be available for them to finish off their video detection capture.  
Noehre commented that it wouldn’t pay, probably, to do it immediately after the project is done 
in order to allow a period for traffic to mobilize again.  He said that even giving a project a 
completion date, or saying that the signal will be up and operational prior to the project being 
done, it wouldn’t make sense to do it again, he wouldn’t think.  Haugen disagreed, stating that it 
does actually because what they are doing is they are going in and putting in the parameters of 
detection, so they aren’t really starting the counting.  Williams added that they are just doing the 
set-up as to where to put the counter and how to set the counter, etc., so they are just wondering 
when they will have access to the system so they can do the initial set-up.  Noehre responded that 
they will probably have access within the next few weeks.  Williams asked if the fiber would be 
put in then as well.  Noehre responded it probably wouldn’t, that it will follow shortly after the 
signals are up.   
 
Haugen said, going back to the Upper Great Plains project, you will have to go back and ask 
what more they want of us to do because last he saw was a draft response from engineering that 
was in the works.  He said that he provided Mark Walker with a project by project classification 
list with Upper Great Plains’ maintenance versus improvement versus expansion, so he isn’t sure 
what more he wants from them.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 9TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:05 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


