
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 14th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 14th, 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:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Dale Bergman, Cities Area 
Transit; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; 
Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; 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 Kyle Economy, GF/EGF MPO 
Intern. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Roger Hille, MNDOT-Bridge Division; Stacey Hanson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Scott Mareck, WSB Associates; Kris Riesenberg, FHWA-MN; and Mike 
Bittner, KLJ. 
 
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 APRIL 9TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 9TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
 
1 
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SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen reported that they are having some technical difficulties getting the bridge presentation 
uploaded so he would like to suspend the agenda in order to discuss the proposed T.I.P. 
Amendment item first. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED T.I.P. AMENDMENT FOR CITIES AREA TRANSIT 
CAPITAL PROJECTS 
 
Haugen commented that they did advertise for a public hearing at today’s meeting, therefore he 
would now like to open the public hearing. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing and explained that the public hearing notice also stated that 
staff would accept written comments until noon today, there were no comments submitted. 
 
Haugen reported that this amendment is to add a couple of 5339 Program Capital projects to our 
2014 annual element. 
 
Haugen explained that, as identified in the packet, the City requested, and was awarded funds to 
replace the bus washing system out at the Bus Barn; to renovate the dispatch area out at the Bus 
Maintenance Facility; and to purchase a fare collection system for Demand Response Vehicles. 
 
Bergman commented that the bus washing system is a replacement for an item that is fourteen 
years old, and whose company went out of business about eight years ago, so it is time to replace 
it. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE PROPOSED FY2014-2017 T.I.P. AMENDMENT FOR CITIES AREA 
TRANSIT CAPITAL PROJECTS, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge Project: 
 
Hille reported that he would like to go over a very abbreviated version of the Kennedy Bridge 
Planning Study just to bring this group up to speed on where they are, and where they’d like to 
go in the very near future.  He explained that this project is on a very abbreviated time-line, and 
they think they have things going in the right direction. 
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Hille said that he hopes that everyone has seen the longer version of this presentation, and if 
there are any questions, please stop him as he is going along. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Hille pointed out that the Kennedy Bridge is a 1963 model, which makes a difference in 
Minnesota because it is 50-years old and thus eligible for inclusion on the National Historical 
Register, therefore they have to treat it as a historic structure in their State. 
 
Hille commented that North Dakota and Minnesota are partners on this project, just as the 
NDDOT leads the Sorlie Bridge Study, and consequent project; MnDOT is the lead on this 
project. 
 
Hille stated that the primary need, of course, is to provide a safe and reliable traffic facility; with 
a secondary need to provide a safe and reliable bike/ped facility.   
 
Hille reported that some of the Minnesota Legislation they have in place requires that they 
consider bike/pedestrian traffic on projects they are constructing with Chapter 152 monies.  He 
explained that some of the regulatory requirements are listed in the report, and include such 
things as hydraulics, which is a major issue here because, generally speaking, on projects such as 
this they can do analysis on 100-year frequency floods for hydraulic analyses, but this, because 
you’ve got your Corps flood protection system, and you have to be at 500, there is a whole new 
issue to get a 500-year without any adverse effects.  He stated that they also have geo-technical 
issues that they have been dealing with for years as well. 
 
Hille commented that this is a bridge that is 1,200 feet long, half of it is approach spans and the 
other half is truss, with no sidewalks.  He referred to a drawing of the bridge, and pointed out 
that what we have now services traffic very well, with 12-foot lanes, some buffers on each side, 
and some minor shoulders.  He stated that they don’t necessarily like this bridge from a 
maintenance standpoint, they would like to have an extra lane for their equipment, but they have 
to live with what they have. 
 
Hille stated that they thought a lot about bicyclists, and heard a lot from the community about the 
need for bicycle and pedestrian traffic here.   
 
Hille referred to a slide illustrating some of the various piers, and pointed out that the lower part 
of Pier 6 has moved something around 40 or so inches, and the top has moved about 30 inches on 
the south side; and on the north side the bottom has moved around 20 inches and the top around 
19 inches, so they have a crazy-twisting mess.  He stated that that section of the bridge is 
designed to take loads as the pier moves towards the river. 
 
Hille referred to what they call the bents, that have to be straightened because of some abutment 
movement; and the pin and hangers have been a problem, they work very good for thermal 
expansion and contraction, but, again, they don’t have any redundancy built in so that is 
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problematic for them.  He stated that they have some abutment bearings that are an issue, as 
much as the lateral pressure that is causing some shearing of those anchor bolts. 
 
Hille reported that they looked at an external pathway to the truss, or to the structure, for bikes 
and pedestrians; and they looked at four different options to determine how they can safely 
accommodate traffic and pedestrian and bicycle traffic within the truss.  He stated that, again, 
hanging a cantilevered piece off the truss is not an issue, it is not problem, it has been done on 
the Sorlie Bridge, but what is a problem here is that their approach spans and the 500-year 
hydraulics would require they put in additional substructure units and additional piers to carry 
things, and they would have to make sure there was no impact hydraulically up or down stream.  
He added that they also feel it is problematic in terms of the historic features of the structure. 
 
Hille commented that there are four different layouts.  He pointed out which layout North Dakota 
prefers, but what the final option will be he can’t say at this point, although he can say that they 
have talked to some of the councils and certainly some like one, and some like another, so they 
don’t have all the issues sorted out, and they can’t work them out until they get into the final 
design phase of the project. 
 
Hille reported that the way this structure was built, right along the approach spans on both sides 
there are longitudinal expansion and contraction joints, mostly designed to make sure that as 
those piers move there is the ability to accommodate those movements, so they aren’t sure 
whether they can take those out or not, and they won’t know that until they get further into the 
design aspect, so they can’t tell you right now if they can move this far enough so they have a 
joint over or closer to one of the girders on the approach spans or whether they can delete that.  
He said that they think, without getting into the final design, that they will be able to delete that 
expansion, that longitudinal expansion joint which will give them more options. 
 
Hille stated that some of the things that the final report discusses are:  Pier 6, there is no 
question, from a technical standpoint, that it has to be addressed, and after looking at other 
options of rehabilitation, they don’t think that’s a possibility. That’s a replacement. 
 
Hille said that the study was to look at rehab or replacement; and when they looked at a 
$35,000,000 replacement cost, and probably $16,000,000 to $18,000,000 for a rehab; and part of 
this study was to analyze the structural capacity of the existing truss, they think they are all right 
there so they are leaning pretty hard towards rehab in the final study. 
 
Hille commented that this rehab, this is just the bridge.  He said that they know they are going to 
put some substantial dollars into analysis of the pier, that when they put the pier in they are going 
to put some technology in there so they can monitor subsurface movement; and they know that if 
they are going to do some different things with the curb on the bridge they will make some 
adjustments there and will require they remove some curb on the Minnesota side, move the 
centerline one way or the other so they will have a couple of million dollars there.  He stated that 
the thinks they came up with about and $18,000,000 cost once the study was out and they looked 
at some other issues to include the approaches and some of the other instrumentation they want 
to do on Pier 6. 
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Hille reported that the next step will be to get feedback on the study.  Haugen commented that 
the MPO Executive Policy Board has pushed hard for an external bike/ped structure, and he 
hopes that that allowed MnDOT to look at that option closer than you perhaps you originally 
thought you would have to look at it.  Hille responded that there is no question that they did look 
at it closely, and they appreciate the Board’s input, and he isn’t so sure that if they weren’t in that 
environment that contains historic and 500-year hydraulics, he thinks they might look even 
closer at it, but with the timeframe that they have, and the other structure in town going under 
construction as well, he just doesn’t think that is the right direction to take.  He added that in any 
event, this will not be an easy fix, it is not an easy project and it will not come without some 
major inconvenience to this community. 
 
Haugen said that one of the reasons the Executive Policy Board was focusing so hard on the 
external facility is because they felt it provided the safest option for bikes and pedestrians to 
cross, but he anticipates that this particular feature, which is labeled as the NDDOT preferred 
alternative, will appease a lot of their concerns as far as safety, and it creates a more robust 
barrier between the bike/peds from the vehicles than the other alternatives that were previously 
displayed. 
 
Haugen asked if they were seeking, from this body, a sort of recommendation to the MPO 
Executive Policy Board on the three points:  1) Rehab versus replacement; 2) Internal versus 
external for bike/ped accommodations; and 3) Which side should the shared use/multi-use trail 
be located on, the North or the South side. 
 
Hille agreed, but added that he looks toward this group, or this organization to have the foresight 
to say that if you put the path on this side we connect to not only what we have now, but what we 
expect to build in the future.  He said that the last thing anyone wants is to put a path out here to 
do what we think is right, and then it isn’t compatible with the MPO’s Long Range Plan for the 
greenway and other bicycle and pedestrian uses, so if you can help them with that kind of North 
Side/South Side issue, that would save them a lot of time and effort.  He added that they don’t 
want calls from the Governors after it is built asking why it was put on one or the other side, so 
that is why they are looking to this group for that foresight. 
 
Lang referred to the NDDOT preferred drawing, and asked if it has a direction associated with it, 
or is it just a drawing that could be shown either with the east or the west, but it isn’t designated.  
Hille responded that their intent, when they sent it to him, was that it was located on the North 
Side, but it could be either side.  Lang said, then, that the preferred side would be the North Side.  
Hille said that he isn’t so sure that he would call it a preferred option of the NDDOT, it is 
another option to consider during the final design.  Haugen commented that he thinks it would be 
fair to say, just like those other internal bike/ped options, those could be flipped to either side, so 
he is sure this has that same availability as well.  He added that last evening Mr. Hille was 
between both communities giving this presentation, and at the East Grand Forks Working 
Session they didn’t take any action, they just received the information; but at the Grand Forks 
Service Safety Committee did take action, and they will be recommending to the Grand Forks 
City Council that they approve the rehab, internal bike/ped facility, and north Side option.   



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, May 14th, 2014 
 

6 
 

Bergman pointed out that East Grand Forks doesn’t have any bike paths in this location so it 
wouldn’t make any difference which side it goes on on that side.  Haugen responded that the 
only connection that exists is a sidewalk on the north side on the Grand Forks side that leads up 
to about where the approach officially starts, and then heads to the greenway.  He added that, as 
Mr. Hille mentioned, with this project accommodating bike/peds then both communities will 
have to get their current existing trail systems to connect to the bridge, and that is why he 
believes the Grand Forks Engineering Staff, with the knowledge of the greenway flood 
protection system, prefers the north side. 
 
Hille added that the communications they have received from Grand Forks Engineering pretty 
much pointed out some substantial problematic challenges they would have if it were placed on 
the South side, because of getting down to the greenway, limited right-of-way, historic property, 
and more.  Haugen commented that it doesn’t sound like making the connections to the 
greenway trail systems is overly cumbersome on either side of the river, particularly if we stay 
on the north side on the North Dakota side, although there is more flexibility on the Minnesota 
side.   
 
Williams asked if action was necessary today or can we wait until the City Council formally acts 
on it so that we aren’t going to circumvent anything that might come out of the meeting.  Haugen 
responded that he is sure that next week both City Councils will be doing something, and the 
MPO Executive Policy Board will also want to take action as well.  He said that, if you will 
recall, the original action by the MPO Executive Policy Board was to recommend an external 
bike/ped facility be constructed was without any input from the Technical Advisory Committee, 
and you do have committee recommendation from the Grand Forks side, and you certainly have 
both engineering staffs’ recommending the same three options that the Service Safety Committee 
recommended.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE SUPPORTING BOTH CITY COUNCILS’ FINAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS.   
 
Haugen said, however, that you might have two different recommendations from the two city 
councils.  Williams said that, without having the absolute final come through, we have 
representatives from both communities, many communities, in here and she wouldn’t want to try 
in any way or means give the idea that we are trying to circumvent any authority that the City 
Councils have by trying to come with a recommendation that may not be consistent with what 
one or the other City Council has, that is what she is trying to avoid. 
 
BERGMAN SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
West asked if this recommendation would be for the replacement, or a new structure, or both.  
Haugen responded that the motion is stating that we support, essentially, whatever 
recommendation each council makes next week on the three choices that MnDOT and North 
Dakota are asking for direction on.  He reiterated that the three points are 1) Rehab or replace; 2) 
Internal or external; and 3) Southside or Northside. 
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Hille commented that if you are going to make a recommendation, concurrence is probably a 
word the councils are using.   
 
Lang asked if this were delayed until our next Technical Advisory Committee meeting, would 
that delay the process.  Noehre responded that we are making a technical recommendation, not a 
policy recommendation, while the City Councils are making a policy recommendation so he 
wouldn’t have an issue making a preferred choices recommendation, because in regard to the 
technical aspect he is kind of starting to squirm a bit about just passing it on by saying that we 
will support whatever the councils want.  Lang agreed, adding that the council could do 
something that we don’t think would be in our best interest.  Noehre added that there could also 
be the issue of the two councils choosing different options, which would then mean that we 
would be supporting them both, how do you do that.  He said that he understands the idea behind 
the motion, but that isn’t the intent of this body.  West said, then, that what Mr. Noehre is saying 
is that we should be making a recommendation that the City Council should take into 
consideration when they make their decision.  Noehre responded that that is correct. 
 
WILLIAMS WITHDREW HER MOTION, SECONDED BY BERGMAN. 
 
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS:  1) REHAB; 2) INTERNAL; AND 3) 
NORTHSIDE. 
 
Ellis asked if there was enough room for a bike lane.  Hille responded that he cannot tell what the 
inside looks like, or what it will look like until they get into the design phase.  He said that he 
can’t tell you whether the historians are going to allow a barrier between the sidewalk and the 
traffic, those things have to be worked out during the design phase.  He added that they don’t 
have nearly enough information to talk about the specifics of the cross-section itself at this point 
in time.  Ellis asked if one of the final designs, then, could possibly have no bike or pedestrian 
facility.  Hille responded that he doesn’t think that is a possibility.  Ellis said that that is their 
council’s biggest concern, that you can accommodate bikes and peds.  Hille commented that they 
are certainly going to have facilities that will accommodate bicycles and pedestrians, exactly to 
what degree and what the cross-section looks like they do not have enough information to say. 
 
Williams said, then, that it would be fair to say that we are doing a conceptual plan.  Hille 
responded that that would be correct.  He added that the first three items we are talking about; 
north or south, rehab or replacement, inside or outside, those are more than conceptual, what the 
cross-section is is conceptual. 
 
West asked, then, if the existing clear space is 66-feet and change, so we can get four lanes and a 
bike-lane in there, in the existing structure as it is today.  Hille responded that they can get four 
lanes of traffic and some type of bicycle/pedestrian facility, they are confident of that. 
 
Haugen referred to a drawing of the bridge, and explained that it was submitted by the NDDOT 
as their preferred alternative.  He pointed out that they have conceptually laid out how they can 
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design four lanes with a bike/ped accommodation.  Hille commented that, again, there are some 
challenges with that because it eliminates the center barrier, but he is certain they can work 
through some of those issues. 
 
Williams asked if the bike/ped access has to be ten-feet wide.  Hille responded that there is no 
question during this process, there are standards for bicycles, for a healthy combined use path.  
Haugen commented that eight-feet is allowable as the minimum.  Hille said, again, Minnesota 
has some standards, North Dakota has some standards, certainly the standard width for a traffic 
lane is twelve-feet, but there may be some design exceptions either from the traffic side or from 
the pedestrian combined use paths that they will have to determine, however, ultimately they 
know enough that they can come up with safely accommodating the traffic and safely 
accommodating the pedestrians to some degree inside that truss, whether that is eight-feet or ten-
feet, whether that is twelve-foot lanes or eleven and a half-foot lanes, they just aren’t there yet, 
nor can they get there with the amount of information they have or without review by the 
historians or Federal Highway. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Hille commented that they are hopeful that this project will be let sometime in 2016.  He added 
that they all hope that they don’t experience major movement that causes them to have to do pier 
repairs or accommodations prior to that.  He said that at their last inspection, it looked fairly 
good. 
 
Haugen stated that there is some interest in the room as to when they might be doing the request 
for the next phase, the design phase, project development, when do you think MnDOT might 
release that.  Hille responded that he was actually working on this last night, and they have to 
renew their agreement with the NDDOT to include some of these things.  He stated that this 
body understands, he thinks, that ultimately the decisions will be made by those with the 
checkbooks, and that is North Dakota and Minnesota DOTs combined, but they like to have as 
much of the issues ironed out prior to that as possible, so this helps substantially, and he would 
like to thank this group, and the City Councils for accepting the recommendations of the study, 
and this will help accelerate that process, but when will they get there, the next phase under 
contract, certainly this calendar year, but which month he can’t say, but they are working on it 
already, and North Dakota has already said that they were going to accelerate the approval 
process in the agreement, and that helps, so they have everybody working together here.  Haugen 
added that the T.I.P. already has a project for the NEPA process included, so you have funds 
from the North Dakota side to pay for it. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge Project 
 
Noehre reported that they did some additional testing and inspections.  He said that they have 
received some of the test results back, but all indication is that the concrete samples they did take 
look very good considering the age.  He added that they the North Dakota and Minnesota Bridge 
Divisions are going through and checking all the calculations and inspections, and there is a new 
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ASHTO guideline on rating fracture critical bridges, so they are going through and updating that 
process as well.   
 
Noehre stated that they are getting very close to coming to a conclusion and determining what 
the next steps will be, but they aren’t quite there yet.  He said that both bridge divisions are 
working together, and will meet again to go over the calculations and what the implications are, 
and make a decision on which way to go.  He added that this could mean that they may conclude 
the EIS process, but it isn’t fully determined yet.   
 
Hille added that the bridge was designed under one set of design standards, but it now has to be 
analyzed under a different program, so the strength analysis, being different, plus section loss in 
certain areas being different, plus some of the rivet types that were used back when it was 
constructed, makes it a complicated process.   
 
Haugen said that the last time the committee met there was to be a subsequent meeting with the 
historical preservation group, has that occurred.  Noehre responded that he isn’t sure what 
meeting is being referred to.  Haugen asked if it was called the Methods Document that some 
discussion was had regarding a forty, forty-five, or fifty-year rehab life span was going to be 
followed up with technicians and specialist in the historical preservation amongst everybody.  
Noehre responded that some of that meeting has taken place already, actually more than one, but 
he doesn’t think there is a finished Methods document.  He said that they went into the additional 
testing and inspection which might have some influence on this so, to his knowledge, it wasn’t 
completed. 
 
Haugen commented that the Purpose and Need document has been finalized, when will it be 
available on the website.  Noehre responded that, again, because of the testing and the additional 
inspection it’s the same question, the same answer, there might not be a need for it.  He said that 
if there is a need for it he would answer yes; and if there isn’t a need for it the answer would be 
moot.   
 
Information only. 
   
MATTER OF SCOPE OF WORK FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL 
UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that back when we were doing our Long Range Transportation Plan, one of the 
caveats of approval was that we updated how we looked at our environmental justice.  She 
explained that we previously had said our area of true interest, or the most need was when 
minorities and low income populations were localized in one area, now the outlook is that it 
doesn’t matter if they are both there, it matters that there is a population in any part of our cities.   
 
Kouba said that what we are going to do is to look at the data again to make sure we show that 
our EJ areas are including all areas that have high concentrations of minorities and a separate 
area of high concentrations of low income people, so we are focusing on both caveats of the 
environmental justice. 
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Kouba stated that one we have done the above, then we will look at our Long Range 
Transportation projects and make sure that they still have taken  into effect that there are no 
major negative effects on these populations.   
 
Kouba said that they are seeking approval of the scope-of-work. 
 
Haugen commented, again, this is a two-step process, the first is to look at the manual, remove 
the “and” specification and replace it with an “and/or” qualification; and once that is complete 
look at the Long Range Transportation Plan.  He stated that we have a new date of September for 
the Environmental Justice analysis and November for any impact it may have on the Long Range 
Transportation, and that is what is in the scope of work. 
 
Williams asked, at one time our funding was tied to this being completed, is that still true.  
Johnson responded that it is not, he explained that the letter stated that the Long Range Plan has 
been accepted, but this needs to be done as part of that acceptance, so everything is a go with the 
Long Range Plan, this is just a direction to follow-up on and complete in order to get everything 
done and updated. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE SCOPE-OF-WORK, AS 
SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF A LETTER OF REQUEST FOR NDDOT FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE FOR MPO 
 
Haugen reported that this is a request from the three MPOs in North Dakota to the North Dakota 
DOT.  He explained that the development of this request originates out of the Fargo-Moorhead 
area.  He said that they have had some conversations with Director Levi about the possibility of 
receiving some North Dakota State funds to assist their operation. 
 
Haugen commented that most of you should be aware that both Fargo and Grand Forks receive 
Minnesota State funds to help with our operation of MPOs, so as part of the discussion with 
Director Levi, he asked that the three MPOs jointly present a letter to him with this request, a 
copy of which is included in the packet.   
 
Haugen stated that the letter outlines the request, suggesting a dollar amount of $100,000, as well 
as how it could be distributed between the three MPOs.  He explained that the request is trying to 
mirror what Minnesota does for its MPOs by having the NDDOT include an item in their budget 
to help financially with the MPOs. 
 
Haugen reported that all three MPOs are processing this letter through their Technical Advisory 
Committees and Executive Boards so that, assuming it is approved by all three, they can make 
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the formal request to Director Levi, and then can start having discussions and determine whether 
or not we can input these dollar amounts into our work programs for the next two years. 
 
Williams asked if they know what fund the money will come out of, the additional funding if 
NDDOT pledges additional funds, do we know where it is going to come from, is it going to 
come from our Highway Users or is it a separate fund.  Haugen responded that we don’t know, 
but it would more than likely be internal funds that the NDDOT has, not taking from the 
distribution, so they wouldn’t be playing with the Highway Distribution formula at all.  Williams 
agreed, but said that she is wondering is if there is just going to be a line item created within that 
that once the distribution is made, then this is one of our liabilities or obligations.  Haugen 
responded that for the NDDOT budget it would be part of their administrative costs, it wouldn’t 
be something that would reflect negatively on the local side, what it would do on the local side 
would be to reduce whatever match the two cities have by the amount we receive.  He pointed 
out that the State of Minnesota doesn’t reduce the amount of funds it distributes to its locals for 
projects, and Minnesota funds are used to reduce the amount of dollars the locals have to have to 
match the MPO progress.   
 
Williams pointed out that it indicates what Fargo-Moorhead would do with the additional 
funding if it is approved, do we have anything lined up, or outlined up as far as where those 
funds will be targeted for.  Haugen responded that it will just be reducing the local match 
requirement, which is how we use the Minnesota funds.   
 
West pointed out that in the second paragraph of the letter it states that “federal funding provided 
for the MPO operations in North Dakota is typically adequate to meet the minimum planning 
requirements however state funding will assist the MPOS and any DOT match the full obligation 
of federal transportation funds provided through the grant program”, so we are keeping the 
overall budget the same, but in here it is indicating there is more happening.  Haugen responded 
that the other two MPOs get a greater share of the planning funds available to North Dakota, they 
have also had issues in the past of spending down their planning dollars.  He explained that one 
of their issues has been local match, so that is what that statement is addressing.  He added that 
for us it isn’t an issue. 
 
Noehre asked if we haven’t helped them with that in the past.  Haugen responded that we did 
receive funds from another MPO to help erase some of that backlog of funds.  He added that, 
because one of the issues they had was the local match.  He explained that it will not increase 
any of the federal dollars we would get, it only decreases the dollars the locals have to match. 
 
Noehre commented that the funds have to come from somewhere, somebody is going to get less.  
Haugen responded that it is part of the State DOT budget.  Noehre said that he just knows there 
are eight places they usually go to get additional monies. 
 
Haugen reported that the Fargo/Moorhead Transportation Technical committee did review it last 
Thursday, and they recommended approval of the letter being signed by their executive board.  
He said that Bismarck/Mandan reviews it Monday, and their executive board will act on it on 
Tuesday, and we meet today and our executive board next Wednesday. 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, May 14th, 2014 
 

12 
 

 
Williams asked if it could be changed from a funding request to additional information, she 
would feel more comfortable knowing exactly where that money is coming from, and how it is 
going to work out.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t know if they would know the answer for 
some time, but they are asking you to approve the concept of the NDDOT providing some 
financial assistance to the MPO operations, and how it will be used here in Grand Forks and East 
Grand Forks is to lessen the local match requirement.  He added that there is a suggested dollar 
value, but they don’t know if that is too little in the eyes of the North Dakota Director, or if it is 
too much, and they don’t know for sure how the funds will be distributed, it is only being 
suggested that it follow the distribution method used for distribution of federal funds, using a 
base amount plus population share. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LETTER REQUESTING NDDOT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE 
MPO, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA DRAFT FREIGHT PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that North Dakota has released a Draft Freight Plan.  He pointed out that 
included in the packet is the Executive Summary of that Freight Plan. 
 
Haugen commented that yesterday he did present some of the freight issues in Grand Forks and 
East Grand Forks to the open house they held for the eastern half of the State.   
 
Haugen pointed out that in the draft they do identify a strategic system, and they have identified 
it for not only highways, but for rails and for pipelines.  He said that this plan happens to be the 
one for highways, and you can see that I-29 and U.S. #2 are part of it.  He added that they didn’t 
go into the urbanized areas to try to identify roadways or streets. 
 
Haugen commented that they have a Level 1, 2, and 3; Level 1 are shown in red and are the 
highest strategic freight highways.  He pointed out that our main route is Level1; the one that 
parallels 42nd Street, Glasston Spur, is Level 2; and the primary difference between the two is the 
carrying capacities and the speed for the lines.  He added that they do include airports and we 
only have the one pipeline coming through our area as well. 
 
Haugen stated that the Freight Plan did identify some of the trends and issues, those are listed; 
and it tried to identify some of the needs as well.  He outlined the process they follow as to what 
goes on after the freight plan is in place; explaining that one of the impetus for why they are 
doing a freight plan is because MAP-21 does call out for a freight plan, and it sets the stage for 
funding a freight system.  He explained that a few months ago there was discussion held on the 
fact that MAP-21 also says that there is going to be identified a national freight/highway 
network, a primary freight network, and they had some discussions about the language in that 
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and what it means.  He said that it is probably too small of a freight system that they identified in 
MAP-21, so what the freight plan is doing is setting the stage for North Dakota to be ready and at 
the table if and when Congress does fund the freight program that is in MAP-21, or in the 
reauthorization bills.   
 
Haugen reported that the plan is out for public input and comment, the website is provided, and 
there are forms on the website for comments. 
 
Haugen stated that the one last thing to identify with this freight system, or freight plan, might be 
it is Jack Olson’s official last major piece of work for the NDDOT; and that his replacement has 
already been hired, and that is Ben Erath, who was formally with Bismarck/Mandan MPO.   
 
Noehre asked how soon they want comments.  Haugen responded that he believes they want 
them by the end of June.  He commented that on the website you will also see the presentation 
that was made, and the full plan.  Williams asked if the freight plan we did with the Long Range 
Transportation Plan update was included in this.  Haugen responded it is included as an 
appendix.  
 
Noehre commented that something he found interesting was that the railroad is looking at 
potentially going to two-mile unit trains instead of one-mile unit trains.  Various locations that 
would definitely be adversely impacted by two-mile unit trains were discussed.  Haugen stated 
that this would certainly impact the State Mill if they are still trying to land a unit train, or the 
nitrogen fertilizer plant.   
 
Ellis reported that the East Grand Forks Fire Department was sent to training for the oil cars, and 
were told that the railroad would be re-routing a majority of those cars through Grand Forks and 
East Grand Forks.  She said that when they looked into it further it appears that there could 
possibly be a train every 40-minutes.  Williams said that they are talking about instead of taking 
it down to Hillsboro to shoot it through our area.  Ellis responded that that is correct, and it is a 
concern to them on how it will affect 2nd, as anyone from the Point will find it difficult to travel 
without hitting a train.  
 
Haugen commented that, Jack, as part of his presentation does show how it has already impacted 
the Fargo-Moorehead area; in 2007 the numbers of trains going through there were in the 
neighborhood of 60 a day, and in 2013 it is 130.  He added that we also know that because of our 
Amtrak service, that BNSF has had one-way traffic essentially trying to accommodate all of the 
capacity constraints and the hauling they are doing, so it isn’t too surprising that they are looking 
at going more easternly because if you do drive up I-29 almost anytime now you will see trains 
sitting there waiting their turn to proceed through wherever they are going.  He stated that BNSF 
is investing, he believes the number mentioned was half-a-billion dollars, in North Dakota to 
upgrade and double-track some of this area. 
 
Haugen reported that in terms of the pipeline,  included in the full report, North Dakota does 
anticipate what the future will bring, and they  see that even with additional proposed pipelines 
being built, rail is still going to maintain its current, and most likely increase its share of oil, plus 
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they also lay out the agricultural needs, and how much the production has changed as far as 
tonnage, and how much we produce in the State versus what we did ten years ago, there is a 
tremendous increase in production taking place.   
 
Haugen commented that, as Mr. Olson describes it, we are in almost a perfect storm wherein we 
have a lot of in-bound materials to service the oil, to service the fertilizer; but now we also have 
a lot of out-bound things, and we know that the rail system grew a hundred years ago, and then 
was kind of slowly being abandoned, and now it is being ramped back up in a hurry to try to 
accommodate all the increased capacity needs. 
 
Kuharenko said, then, that one question he would have is if we are looking at a shift of train 
traffic from the Glasston Line to another east/west line, because he knows that 42nd Street has a 
lot of trains on it already, and he knows that when that freight/rail access study was done, there 
was an indication that if train traffic increases at this location it will end up triggering the need 
for a grade separation, so do you have any idea as to what kind of increase in train traffic we are 
going to have and if that threshold is going to be met.  Ellis responded that she doesn’t know, 
what she does know is, because it was discussed at one of their department head meetings, that 
their Fire Chief was notified by Nels Christianson, after they were given this free training in 
Utah, that there will be increased train traffic, with a train going through about every 40-minutes.  
She said that they weren’t actually given any information as to how many trains, or what they are 
going to do, they were just told “heads up”, so that would be a good question for either the Fire 
Chiefs or Emergency Managers for both cities to see what they have actually been told. 
 
Haugen commented that he thinks the federal rules were just looked at recently, and if he recalls 
correctly, the railroads are just required to inform the State as to the daily volumes they are 
hauling, he doesn’t think they are required to notify any cities within the State. 
 
Haugen reported that, as a side note, they learned through the Freight Rail Access Study, as best 
as could be analyzed, the increased train traffic would not jeopardize the quiet zones.  Williams 
said, however, that if it goes to one every 40-minutes, it will because they can’t put in any more 
safety measures than they already have unless they go with quad-gates, and that would be just 
impossible to do.   
 
Kuharenko stated that by going with two-mile unit trains instead of one-mile unit trains there 
will also be the issue of increased delay.  Williams agreed, adding that that is a whole other 
concern, the constant delay as the railroad bisects the downtown, and it also bisects UND from a 
great number of the student population. 
 
Noehre commented that the one thing that jumped out at him on the highway side is that, again 
this is just a draft, but the red lines, the primary routes don’t match exactly all the rest of our 
routes like National Highway System, Highway Performance Classification System, etc..  He 
said it doesn’t necessarily have any significance for the MPO, but it does regionally. 
 
Haugen encouraged everyone to visit the website, read the documentation, and leave any 
comments you may have on the plan. 
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MATTER OF MNDOT BIKE PLAN PUBLIC MEETING 
 
Erickson reported that MnDOT has been going around Minnesota to hold open houses, and 
workshops at the different districts.  She explained that because East Grand Forks is in District 2, 
we would have had to travel to Bemidji last week, however, since most people wouldn’t travel 
do that, we requested they come here and they said they would be happy to do so, and will be 
here on May 29th in the East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room.  
 
Erickson stated that they are looking for input, things that you like about the bike system, things 
you don’t like about it; to help them create the Statewide Bicycle System Plan, and improving 
things in the future.  She said it should be a good workshop/open house, and she hopes a lot of 
people will attend.  Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the presentation 
given to the MPOs on May 5th, was included for your review. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 Grow America Released 
 
Haugen commented that Grow America has been released by the Administration on its proposal 
of MAP-21 Reauthorization, four-year, three hundred billion dollars.  He said that most of the 
additional revenue needing to be raised is through taxing off-shore business interests. 
 
Haugen stated that the Senate has released its version of reauthorization, however he doesn’t 
know if there is a name or acronym for it, but it is really a continuation of MAP-21 with many of 
the programs remaining the same, and the current funding levels plus inflation.   
 
Haugen said that because the committee that released the highway side of MAP-21 isn’t the 
committee in the Senate that deals with finances, they don’t have a finance mechanism identified 
to pay for it.  He stated that this is a six-year bill versus the Administration’s four-year bill, and 
MAP-21 expires at the end of September. 
   
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO ADJOURN THE MAY14TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:01 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


