
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, October 8th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 8th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Darren Laesch, MNDOT-District 2 
Planning Director; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit 
Supervisor; Ali Rood, Mobility Manager Cities Area Transit; Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via Conference Call); Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Mike 
Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; and Brad 
Gengler, Grand Forks Planning. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, 
GF/EGF MPO Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner, and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO 
Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Peg O’Leary, GF Historical Preservation Commission; Roger Hille, 
MNDOT-Bridge Division; and Kris Bakkegard, KLJ. 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 10TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE SEPEMBER 10TH, 
2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITT1ED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 

1 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Kris Bakkegard, KLJ, was present for a brief presentation (a copy of which is included in the file 
and available upon request). 
 
Bakkegard reported that he is here today to give a quick update on the Sorlie Bridge project, and 
to fill you in on what they have been working on.   He stated that they have been working on the 
study for about 18-months. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Bakkegard referred to a map of the study area, and explained that it includes the bridge plus a 
couple of blocks on either side of the structure.   
 
Bakkegard stated that most of you probably already know this so he will just highlight the 
environmental process they started, however if you want him to delve a little deeper let him 
know.  He said that at the very beginning of this project they recommended to the NDDOT and 
the MnDOT that they start this project as an Environmental Impact Statement, which is the 
highest level of documentation in the federal clearance guidelines.  He explained that the reason 
they made this recommendation was because their initial understanding of the Sorlie Bridge was 
that there was a strong potential that the gusset plates, the main connector plates of the truss 
members, would need to be replaced, which is a very extensive process, very time consuming, 
and would mean closing the bridge for an extended period of time and removing the deck, so it 
entails a very extensive amount of repair work.  He added that as they looked at this project the 
cost of doing those repairs appeared like they might get very close to what the replacement cost 
might be, so as they discussed things with the DOTs early on and they agreed that they should at 
least look at all of those options, however realizing that the bridge is historic, is in a historic 
district, they also knew that there might be an extended length of closures, so they felt like there 
was a potential then that there may be other options chosen, selected, or identified that could be 
of a significant impact to the resource of the Sorlie Bridge so they started with an EIS.   
 
Bakkegard said that one of the first steps that they did in the EIS was to develop a purpose and 
need.  He pointed out that they basically say that the Sorlie Bridge is an important crossing to the 
area, and we need to maintain it in a safe and reliable fashion, and that that is a commitment and 
need of the basic project. 
 
Bakkegard commented that one of the first things that they started as the project kicked off was 
to do their own evaluation of the bridge, the DOTs asked them to do their own calculations, 
which is what really led to the potential issues of the gusset plates.  He stated that one of the first 
things they discovered as they got into their research and analyzing of the bridge is that there had 
been new guidance issued by Federal Highway on how to rate those plates since the last time this 
bridge was structurally rated, so they went through those calculations and kind of put it in a 
condensed format.  He explained that one of the potential stresses in a plate is bending, and that 
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bending stress is what was controlling the capacity of these plates, and in the new guidance that 
Federal Highway had been undergoing for several years, through their research they realized that 
that type of bending just wasn’t a stress that these types of plates saw, so their new 
recommendations and their new guidance indicated that that check and analysis wasn’t required 
anymore, so as they went away from that method of rating to the next type of load path, the 
capacity of the plates actually increased because they didn’t have that type of bending.   
 
Bakkegard stated that, based on their findings the gusset plate analysis fell to a level of most 
likely few, if any needing to be replaced.  He said, however, that there are some rivets that might 
need to be replaced with higher strength bolts, but, again, much less invasive, much less 
extensive types of repairs. 
 
Bakkegard said that, based on that recommendation, the DOTs said, okay, before we do anything 
differently they wanted an in-depth inspection of the bridge, so KLJ had their team go out last 
spring and do a top-to-bottom review of the entire bridge.  He added that MnDOT was there at 
the same time and let them use some of their equipment, which was very helpful.  He explained 
that what the DOT wanted to know was whether or not there is anything else out there that they 
might see, or that our team sees that would get us right back into that mode of this being a very 
expensive, in-depth repair.  He said that the inspection did not reveal anything beyond what they 
would call maintenance, and just maintenance activities. 
 
Bakkegard commented that they then recommended, based on those findings, to both DOTs that 
it really doesn’t make sense anymore to move forward with projects that include looking at 
replacement structures.  He said that the magnitude of the repair work has fallen down to a level 
where it is not getting anywhere close to what a new bridge might cost, and the time elements are 
going to be considerably shorter.  He added that there is a likelihood, the way things are looking, 
that they will be able to do most if not all of the work and still maintain at least a lane of traffic 
on the bridge, so most of what they thought might become significant impacts are falling off the 
table, so they recommended that they move forward with a more maintenance type project, 
address the issues of the bridge that need to be done such as painting, damage repair, some 
members that might need some work done to them, some miscellaneous concrete work to the 
substructures where areas are starting to show some signs of early deterioration, but nothing of a 
serious magnitude, which leads us to where we can actually process this under a much less time 
consuming and extensive environmental process, so they are looking at even dropping it down to 
a CATEX level, which is the base level of clearance through Federal Highway.  He reiterated 
that they are here today to give you an update on what they found, as well as to gather input, 
ideas, and thoughts that you feel should be considered before the DOTs make the move away 
from the EIS.   
 
QUESTIONS/DISCUSSION: 
 
Williams asked what the width of the bridge, curb-to-curb, inside is.  Bakkegard responded that 
it is 40-feet wide, curb-to-curb.  Williams asked how wide the pedestrian walkways are.  
Bakkegard responded that they are 5 ½ to 6 feet wide.   



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, October 8th, 2014 
 

4 
 

Bakkegard reported that they have given this presentation to both City Councils, to the Grand 
Forks Service and Safety Committee, and to the MPO Executive Policy Board.  He said that in 
general there have been, he would say, three or four things that have come up that both cities are 
interested in if there was any roadway work that was still going to be done, that wouldn’t be a 
necessity anymore with the project, but it certainly could still be included with the project as it is 
in our study area and some work has already been potentially identified.   
 
Bakkegard commented that they did get a specific question from the City of Grand Forks asking 
if the project could go from flood wall to flood wall, and fix those areas, and then the Cities 
would look at the areas outside the flood walls, so that is one question that has been raised. 
 
Bakkegard stated that beyond the roadway pieces the main questions they have been hearing are 
if the bridge is going to be repainted, and if so what color will it be; can we add lighting to the 
bridge; and can we widen the sidewalks on the bridge to bring them up to the current width 
standard. 
 
Laesch asked if the sidewalks are ADA compliant right now.  Bakkegard responded that they are 
ADA compliant for pedestrians, but wouldn’t necessarily meet the standards for bicycles.  
Haugen commented that there aren’t curb ramps from the street on the north side of the bridge.  
Bakkegard stated that their general answer to all of those questions is that they really aren’t, 
other than taking new structures off the table, they aren’t taking anything off the table today, but 
they will make a commitment moving forward that when you drop down to the CATEX type 
projects you aren’t going to step into areas that might rise to the level of a significant impact, so 
a lot of those will revolve around just working with the SHIPOs and the local historical groups to 
make sure that what we do isn’t changing the current view of the bridge, so lighting could still be 
looked at, the sidewalks could still be looked at, but he thinks the range of options that will be 
considered will be narrowed down and then what ultimately comes out of the project might look 
a little differently than if we were doing a full EIS. 
 
Williams asked if the bridge was originally stripped like it is to facilitate being able to move 
traffic from one side to the other for inspections and stuff, is that why it was painted with that 
median.  O’Leary responded that it wasn’t originally stripped like that, just from having lived 
here forever, there used to be tremendous pileups at certain times of the year, especially during 
beet harvest, and she thinks it was stripped like that just to separate traffic.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide and asked, on the DeMers side, from the bridge to 6th Street, it was 
originally part of the EIS process, and he is wondering if that is still going to be carried through 
or is it going to be separated out under its own project development.  Bakkegard responded that 
he doesn’t know if that decision has been made final yet.  Noehre said it hasn’t, but he thinks that 
if we are going to be impacting traffic, we should do impact traffic and roadway at the same 
time.  
 
O’Leary asked, in regard to that stretch of roadway, whether or not you expand or look at 
widening or any of those things which certainly would be beneficial, what about economic 
impacts on the Downtown Historic District, wouldn’t that bring this into something that is 
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slightly higher than a CATEX, or not.  Bakkegard responded that not typically for a roadway 
reconstruction project since the road is already there, so even though it is reconstructing the 
roadway, it is still considered more of a maintenance activity.  O’Leary asked it that is true even 
if it is shut down for an extended period of time.  Bakkegard responded that in his experience, 
and he has seen projects that have been more extensive than this in downtown areas, typically 
what you see is that it gets built and you’re still maintaining some level of traffic, but it certainly 
is an inconvenience.  Haugen said, then, that you’re probably focusing just on curb-to-curb 
replacement.  Bakkegard agreed that for the most part they are, but no matter what they do it will 
probably produce some level of ADA compliance issues so there would be some need to look at 
the sidewalks, curb-ramps, but generally speaking they are thinking curb-to-curb.   
 
Williams asked if they had any idea of the duration of the project.  Bakkegard responded that he 
can’t say with certainty yet as they haven’t pinpointed all of the prep work that might be done, 
but to him it certainly fits within one construction season now, and then depending on how much 
work they accomplish with the bridge, it could mean several few months, or even an entire 
construction season, but if it is limited to just painting, or doing some other cosmetic work, it 
could be as short as a few months, but if they do some of the plate work or member repair work, 
which might not be considered critical but may be worth doing now, it might take longer.  He 
added that they could do a few repair things that would increase capacity a little bit, but it hasn’t 
been decided yet if they want to go that extensively with a maintenance project. 
 
Information only.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen said that the first basic question on the Kennedy Bridge is whether or not there has been 
any movement from the Corps of Engineers that someone can report on.  Laesch responded that 
he has not heard anything. 
 
Haugen stated that, as we discussed at the last meeting the MPO Executive Policy Board wanted 
us to hold a meeting or public open house, and we did hold that on September 29th, and presented 
some concepts that were already in play, and discussed some additional things that could be 
considered.  He said that they had nine people attend, and all were either an elected official or 
staff person. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MPO SELF CERTIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that this is traditionally done when we do our T.I.P., and is done as a separate 
action from the T.I.P., which is why it is a separate agenda item.  He explained, however, that as 
part of our T.I.P. document we do have this resolution certifying that we are meeting all of the 
requirements, and we also provide documentation of how we are meeting those requirements.   
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Haugen stated that MPO staff is requesting that the Technical Advisory Committee approve 
forwarding a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that they approve the Self 
Certification document. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE 2014 CELF-
CERTIFICATION DOCUMENT, AS SUBMITTED.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
  
MATTER OF THE FINAL NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that he has a power point presentation that he would like to give on the Final 
North Dakota 2015-2018 T.I.P. (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request).   
 
Haugen reiterated that this is the North Dakota only side of the T.I.P., covering years 2015-2018.   
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that there are still some unknowns for the future; MAP-21 was extended to 
the end of May, appropriations for 2015 are on a continuing resolution through sometime in 
December this year, so what we do today is still subject to change as we implement MAP-21, or 
as Congress appropriates levels of funding.   He added that this document isn’t so new anymore; 
revenue and expenditures have been this way.   
 
Haugen referred to the project tables and stated that these are the projects that we will discuss on 
the North Dakota side.  He went over the projects briefly: 
 

Haugen reported that right now the 5339 solicitation is open, the applications are due to 
the MPO at the end of the month of October, and next month the Technical Advisory 
Committee and the MPO Executive Policy Board will determine consistency and priority 
ratings and submit them to the State for consideration. 
 
Haugen said that he isn’t sure when the 5310 solicitations will be opened.  He asked Mr. 
Johnson if he had any idea when that would happen.  Johnson responded that he didn’t. 
 
Haugen stated that the transportation alternatives, for those of you who aren’t quite 
familiar with that, it is a consolidation of the old Transportation Enhancement, Safe 
Routes To School, and Scenic Highways Programs, and only the City can submit projects 
to the MPO for consideration, so all those other agencies that used to be able to directly 
submit now have to go through the city process to the MPO.  He commented that we 
viewed these projects in December of last year, there were four projects submitted, and 
these are those projects, however none were awarded funds.   
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Haugen reported that two of the HSIP (Highway Safety Improvement Program) projects 
that were submitted came through, in this priority order; 32nd Avenue turn lane and City 
wide school sign replacement.  He stated that both were awarded funds; the 32nd Avenue 
turn lanes at the 31st Street and 34th Street intersections in 2017, and the school signs are 
all over the city and will be done in 2018. 
 
Haugen commented that projects that are in the current three years of the T.I.P., when we 
adopted the draft T.I.P., at that time we thought a couple of things were slipping, but now 
in the final draft you will see that DeMers Avenue moved back, or stayed at 2016 as it is 
in the current T.I.P./S.T.I.P.; and the University Avenue Overpass also is staying at 2015. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the North Washington Street project remains delayed until 2015, 
but the cost has not been increased in the T.I.P.  He stated that the 2016 project on 
Columbia Road, our current T.I.P. had $4,280,000.00 available in federal funds but that 
has now been increased to reflect the year of expenditure of two years to $4,803,000.00, 
however our other Columbia Road project, which slipped one year, hasn’t been adjusted 
to its year of expenditure yet.   
 
Haugen stated that for 2018, the 42nd Street project was funded as requested, as was the 
regional project on North Washington.   
 
Haugen said that beyond 2018, North Dakota has notified us that North ? to Business 2, 
Gateway and DeMers is proposed to be scheduled for a mill and overlay. 

 
Haugen said that, in summary, these are the new changes from our current T.I.P.  He added that 
the public hearing notice mentioned that the actual hearing itself would take place on October 
22nd during the Executive Policy Board meeting, and public input is available until 11:00 a.m. 
that day.   
 
Haugen commented that a couple of questions he asked regarding our Illustrative Project list; we 
do have 42nd Street Grade Separation still shown as an illustrative project, but it appears that that 
doesn’t achieve much in terms of the environmental signatures that are needed, so the question is 
do we want to continue this project as an illustrative project or not.  Williams asked what the 
alternative would be.  Haugen responded that we would no longer carry it as an illustrative 
project.  He explained that we included it as an illustrative project because we thought that was 
the direction needed to get us a signature, but it isn’t going to get the signature we thought it 
would.  Williams said that she thinks it should stay in as an illustrative project for now.  She 
added that she doesn’t know of any reason to take it off, because if you take it off then it falls off 
the radar.  Haugen stated, however, that it has no reason to be on the illustrative list anymore, nor 
does it have any reason to be taken off the list, it is kind of in limbo land.  Williams reiterated, 
however, that it is still needed.  Haugen commented that there are a lot of projects that are 
needed but they don’t show up on the illustrative project list.  He explained that, again, the 
purpose of this was to get a specific signature.  Noehre asked if there wasn’t a resolution to 
getting it into the S.T.I.P.  Haugen responded that he wasn’t aware of any.  He said that the only 
resolution is, he guesses, is that it needs to have a federal amount attached to it to get it into the 
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T.I.P. and S.T.I.P., so it needs to either show some phase of the project, which might be right-of-
way or some purchase of that nature, or it’s doing the full whatever tens of millions of dollars 
project with assigning a small amount of federal funds to it and the rest of the money coming 
from local resources, but the key is that whatever project is in the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. not being 
illustrative but as part of the regular program has to show that there is a full commitment that that 
project will be done the year it is programmed to be done.  Williams said that she doesn’t think 
there is enough information in the staff report to do that because that wasn’t even discussed, so 
they didn’t have any type of internal discussion on this at all, it’s not even listed in the staff 
report as an action or anything.  Haugen stated that he sent an e-mail to Mark Walker and Mike 
Johnson asking if this should still be an illustrative project or not.  He explained that it was 
placed in there specifically to get a signature, that signature won’t happen while it is an 
illustrative project, so the purpose of why it is here as an illustrative project has sort of gone 
away.  Bergman asked how long it can be left on there as an illustrative project, can it remain on 
it for a couple more months until more information can be gotten.  Noehre asked if it is easier to 
do an amendment on a brand new project.  Haugen responded that being an illustrative project 
isn’t achieving anything that he is aware of, so what needs to be done is to amend it into the 
regular program, but that will have to be done as an amendment in the future.  Williams said, 
however, that if it is left as an illustrative project it remains in the T.I.P. document, if it is taken 
off the illustrative list then it is no longer in the T.I.P. document at all, correct.  Haugen 
responded that that would be correct.  Williams commented that she always looks as the 
illustrative projects being one of our priority projects that we haven’t received funding for, but 
one that is a priority to us, and this one still is a priority.   
 
Consensus was to keep the project in the illustrative project list at this time.  
 
Haugen said that the other question he has is, our current T.I.P. had a lot of dynamic message 
signs in it and he carried those over to this year, where they were at last year, and he is 
wondering if it still accurate to reflect it that way.  Noehre responded that it is.   
 
Haugen stated that this T.I.P. is consistent with the Draft S.T.I.P. and staff is recommending that 
the Technical Advisory Committee approve forwarding a recommendation to the MPO 
Executive Policy Board that they approve it contingent on public input. 
 
Noehre commented that we might be amending this document in the future.  Haugen agreed, 
adding that there is a good chance that we will be amending this document early, and perhaps 
often.  Noehre said that this is especially true considering the status of the funding shown, and 
with the legislative cycle coming up.  Haugen added that they are also still carrying, for the 
Sorlie Bridge, the $29,000,000 project in this document even though you just heard that it will 
probably be scaled back considerably. 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE DRAFT 
FINAL FY2015-2018 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., CONTINGENT ON PUBLIC INPUT.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF MINNESOTA FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that this has been discussed previously, and staff met with the East Grand Forks 
City Council for their input, talked to District Staff for their input and review, talked to the 
Regional Development Commission for their input, and this is the outcome of that process that 
will be submitted to the Central Office. 
 
Haugen referred to a map illustrating the current functional classification and explained that the 
percents shown are what was calculated based on the urban side and the rural side.  He stated 
that it shows what MnDOT, as part of the process proposed, from their Central Office point of 
view, feels the functional class should look like.  He pointed out an example of this on the map, 
and commented that their mileage reduced the principal arterials considerably.  He went over 
each change/recommendation briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that the next step is for staff to submit their recommendations to headquarters for 
their review.  He said that they will review it and let us know if they agree with our 
recommendations or not, if they don’t agree and a resolution can’t be reached then we will go 
into a mediation process consisting of representatives from various statewide organizations that 
will make a determination that we will all live with. 
 
Haugen commented that the East Grand Forks did grant preliminary approval to this at their 
meeting last evening subject to the outcome of the review process.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY GIVE PRELIMINARY 
APPROVAL TO THE MINNESOTA FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION REVISIONS, 
SUBJECT TO REVIEW AND APPROVAL FROM MNDOT HEADQUARTERS.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MANUAL 
 
Kouba reported that, basically, they have done all the updates to the manual, have held public 
hearings, and did not receive any input.   
 
Kouba stated that there are basically no changes to the manual.  She stated that there have been 
some changes for the simple reason, for mathematical reasons, to keep everything in the same 
geographic framework, being all block groups and they are separating out and looking at just the 
minority and the low income, they aren’t looking at them combined anymore. 
 
Kouba commented that she has started looking at the significant projects in the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, which are shown on the map included in the packet.   
 
Kouba reported that at this point in time the review is pretty simple, they start touching into some 
areas, but most of those projects of any significance are mostly within the same framework as 
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what is currently there, such as any reconstruction on 32nd will be staying the same, they aren’t 
adding any capacity; they aren’t adding any capacity to the downtown area, they are just 
basically doing maintenance; as well as the Columbia Road, and those are the areas that start 
touching into any of our environmental justice areas.   
 
Kouba stated that she just wanted to show everyone this just to give you a preview because she 
knows that they will be looking at this next month, but other than that she has no feedback from 
anybody on the environmental justice manual itself, so they are looking for approval of the 
manual and not the Long Range Transportation projects, just the manual itself right now. 
 
Haugen added that approval would be contingent on the public input that is still out until October 
17th. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PROCEEDURAL MANUAL UPDATE AS DRAFTED, 
CONTINGENT UPON PUBLIC INPUT.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF 2015-2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 
 
Haugen referred to the financial summaries for each year of the work program, included in the 
packet, and went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that in 2015 we have programmed in the $300,000 we received from our 
MPO neighbor to the south.  He stated that they have formally released those funds to us, and 
through the adoption of this work program we will be accepting that $300,000, so for 2015 our 
total budget will be just shy of $1.3 million dollars, which is, he thinks, the highest we have ever 
had, so it will be a rather significant program. 
 
Haugen commented that you will also notice that from past work programs you never saw the 
NDDOT Local Match line item, so there is a project that he is trying to program in 2015 that the 
NDDOT has stated they will consider providing 10% of the total project cost.   
 
Haugen stated that for 2016, without the significant help from Fargo/Moorhead, the budget is 
reduced almost in half, which is more typical of what we usually have to work with.  He pointed 
out that he has also identified a NDDOT project that he hopes they will provide local match 
assistance for as well. 
 
Williams commented that this is where she is getting confused.  She said that it is her 
understanding that there was some additional funding from NDDOT to support State Highway 
studies, so is that the I-29 Traffic Operation Study that you’re talking about, and will that still 
require a 10% local match.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He referred to a table and 
pointed out that if the NDDOT did not provide the $19,000, which is 10% of that study, then the 
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local match, meaning the two cities, with some help from the State of Minnesota, would have to 
increase the $223,250 by the $19,000; and in 2016 increase it by the $8,500.  He explained that 
with their participating they are contributing this amount that relieves that amount from having to 
be bore locally between the two cities.  He stated that this dollar amount is shared 50/50 between 
the two cities and the $19,000 is about $5,000 more than what the State of Minnesota provides as 
a match, which they have done for decades.   
 
Ellis asked if the other local match split is 50/50 as well.  Haugen responded that it is, and has 
been for years.  Ellis said, then, that their local match will go up next year.  Haugen responded it 
would.  Ellis stated that they don’t have that budgeted.   
 
Haugen referred to the Funding Sources tables, and went over them briefly.  He explained that 
the first two categories; 100.0 Program Administration and 200.0 Program Support and 
Coordination, and their line items basically do not change much, if at all, each year.  He said that 
the individual study projects, and he hasn’t formally received any requests from either city, so 
based on e-mail exchanges he believes he has plugged in the top priorities for everybody. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the land use plans were both cities’ number one request, so he plugged 
them in and set aside a certain amount for consultants to assist with them.  He stated that he 
included the I-29 Traffic Operations Study, which was number one in working with the District 
Office.  He said that the dollar value shown is based off similar studies done by both the 
Bismarck/Mandan MPO and the Fargo/Moorhead COG, although ours is a little smaller as we 
have less mileage.  Williams asked if that is an operation study within what boundaries.  Haugen 
responded that it would encompass the area from the Merrifield Overpass to the North 
Washington Interchange.  Williams asked if it would include looking at the 47th Avenue South 
Interchange.  Haugen responded it would be included. 
 
Haugen commented that they did beef up MAP-21 implementation for 2015 as they expect a lot 
more rules and regulations to come on us than we have to date so we expect to have to put out a 
little more product related specifically to MAP-21.   
 
Haugen stated that they included the Bygland Road Study, which is something that East Grand 
Forks has been asking for for several years; and also a 32nd Avenue Timing Plan for that 
corridor.  Williams said that they had actually requested a Corridor Planning Study that would 
look at a whole lot more than just timing; something that would look at right turn lanes, left turn 
lane needs, deficiencies at the turn, so it wouldn’t be just a signal timing plan it would be a 
corridor study.  Haugen responded that this is what he can afford.  Bergman asked if they didn’t 
just do a signal timing plan a couple of years ago.  Haugen responded that they have done them 
several times.  He explained that with their new count program they are hoping to get better data 
to do a better job with signal timing.  Williams said that it is recommended that you update your 
timing plan every three to four years and we are at about five and a half years since ours was 
updated.  Haugen commented that he isn’t sure if the $20,000 for consultant costs will be used 
up, so there may be money available to do some of the other timing plans as well, at least take a 
look to see if there are any modifications that need to be done.       
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Williams asked if the pavement management is included in the program.  Haugen responded that 
it is not.  He explained that we are currently finishing up pavement management, Teri is trying to 
schedule training here at the end of October, and we are rolling out our Pavement Management 
Update in October as well.  Williams asked when we are due for new pictures for our pavement 
management.  Haugen responded that the pictures were taken last year so it won’t be until 2017 
before we need to do them again.  Williams asked if they ever went back and retook those that 
were done so late in the evening that we were unable to see anything.  Haugen asked if Ms. 
Kouba had distributed the 2013 photos yet.  Kouba responded that she had given them to Adam 
Jonasson.   
 
Williams commented that Belmont and Reeves was on their list of things to study, and she is 
wondering if they were going to get rolled into the review of the Long Range Transportation 
Plan.  Haugen responded that he was not able to program them into either of the two years.  
Williams said, then, that for sure they will be in the Long Range Transportation Plan.  Haugen 
responded that he can’t say for sure, but his best guess would be that they will, however he isn’t 
sure what MAP-21 will require we change, or what we will need to focus on that we aren’t 
already focusing on, now does he know what our funding will be in 2017 and 2018.  Bergman 
said that he knows that transit safety is one thing that we will be focusing on as they are really 
starting to push people to attend those training classes.   
 
Haugen stated that in 2016 we will begin updating our Long Range Transportation Plan, 
focusing specifically on the transit section.  He pointed out that they also included the Point 
Bridge slide issue on the East Grand Forks side, to determine if that can be fixed so we don’t lose 
our third bridge.   
 
Haugen reported that the 2016 NDDOT funding request was the U.S. 2/U.S. 81 Intersection 
Skew. 
 
Williams asked about the additional $300,000 we received from Fargo/Moorhead COG, and 
whether it is something that is looked at annually, or every two years, or how do they review 
their finance structure to determine unused funding.  Haugen responded that he believes that, and 
he can’t speak for Fargo/Moorhead, but he believes that their strategy going in to the end of 
SAFETEA-LU and the beginning of MAP-21 was to sort of build up a pot of money in case 
authorization didn’t occur on time, or appropriations were drastically different than expected, 
and also based on advise they were getting from their federal and state partners.  He said that in 
the end he thinks the pot got too big for them to sufficiently spend down, and so that is why they 
were able to release $300,000 at this time.   
 
Haugen commented that others might think that our annual appropriation formula is skewed 
where they might be annually getting more then, perhaps they can use and it builds up over time 
as well, but from Fargo/Moorhead’s perspective when they released the $300,000 they expressly 
stated that they were not thinking that the distribution formula needed to be fixed. 
 
Ellis asked if the East Grand Forks City Council Representatives on the Executive Policy Board 
aware that by accepting these funds that their local match will go up, that it will double.  Haugen 
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responded that when they talked about the $300,000 they talked about the $75,000 match 
necessary to spend it.  Ellis said that $223,000 would make it about $110,000 for East Grand 
Forks and they budget $50,000 every year so for them it goes up $61,000, and she isn’t sure they 
are aware of that because they are already $500,000 in the hole for their budget, so she isn’t quite 
sure they are aware that $61,000 additional dollars are going to have to be added on top of that, 
so she can’t make a motion to approve the work program at this time until at least her City 
Council members are up to snuff on where these funds are going to come from because she 
doesn’t know that.  She added that this may require they pull out of a couple of studies.  Haugen 
commented that from his end the communication was that we accept the $300,000, and $75,000 
needs to be released to match.   
 
Williams asked if this was presented to the City Council in a staff report, to explain what it is.  
Haugen responded that he doesn’t know what each City Staff does for budgets for MPO match.  
Ellis said that it isn’t in her budget.  Williams agreed, adding that she thinks this is more of an 
advisory thing to let everyone know that if this happens, then there needs to be some additional 
matching funds.  Haugen commented that it isn’t like they haven’t been discussing the fact that 
there will be $300,000 in additional funds going in, they have been discussing it for a couple of 
months.  Williams said that that is why she was asking about that study because at one time you 
told her that the state would then pick up the local share, and the city would not be contributing 
anything.  Haugen disagreed, stating that they have always discussed that they would pick up 
50% of the 20% local share, that they would pick up half of the local match.  Williams said that 
she would have to check her e-mails to verify that.  Haugen stated that it is probably better 
relayed as an 80%/10%/10% with the NDDOT.   
 
Ellis commented that they found out in East Grand Forks that the way it has always been done 
hasn’t really been working for them because there has been a lot of confusion as to where it is 
going, which is why she made this comment.  She explained that as they dove into the budgets 
this year, she will bring this to the City Council members’ attention and they can discuss it at 
their next meeting.  She said that their budgeting process has been a mess, and the MPO budget 
has always just gone through administration and they found ways to pay for it, but no one has 
ever really known where it has been coming from, so that is kind of her issue, that now that they 
are making distinct line items, that the council members now are going to know what portion is 
paid to the MPO rather than just throwing it under “other required funding” in the general fund 
so she wants to make sure that, before it was just paid and they didn’t pay attention to it much.  
She said that they probably knew that the $300,000 was coming, they probably knew that we 
were going to have a local share, but they probably haven’t really thought about where it is going 
to come from at this point because it has always just been paid, but now she thinks the additional 
funds, being where they are at now, might be more of an issue for them.   
 
Williams asked if the $300,000 requires a local match.  Haugen responded it does.  He added that 
the $300,000 are Consolidated Planning Grant Funds, which are federal combined funds of the 
FTA and Federal Highway.  Ellis said that they do have the original one budgeted, just not the 
additional $300,000. 
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Williams asked if this has to be approved today.  Haugen responded that it does, that we need 
preliminary approval subject to our federal and state partners’ review and comment, but it will 
probably come back for final approval in either November or December, once we receive their 
comments.  Williams commented that she doesn’t see anything in here where it is requesting 
additional funds from the Cities, for additional local match, or anything.  She said that she 
doesn’t know if the funds have been approved or not, she is in the same situation as Ms. Ellis is, 
she doesn’t know whether that additional funding has been approved or not.  Ellis said that she 
knows it isn’t in their preliminary budget.  Williams agreed that it isn’t in theirs either because 
theirs was done back in July. 
 
Ellis commented that she completely understands that it has been talked about, and she has no 
doubt that their councilmembers were aware that we are getting these additional funds for 
additional studies, and that it is going take a local amount, but she is just saying that seeing it and 
getting excited about it, and then putting it in the budget are two different things, so that is why 
she struggles with approving this document, and then having them wonder where the money 
coming is going to come from, so she has to make sure they know where the money is coming 
from.  Williams agreed that she doesn’t know if they have enough money in their budget to cover 
this either as they are going through the budget right now, and she does not have the authority to 
spend the additional funds unless it has been budgeted with the City, so that is her quandary, that 
she doesn’t have the authority to say that they can give you whatever the additional dollars will 
be.   
 
Ellis stated that she will absolutely talk to her City Council members and they will have 
something for the MPO before your meeting on October 22nd.  She said that she doesn’t have any 
issues with them approving it, but she doesn’t want to approve it today and then have them come 
back and ask her where she is going to find the funds for it. 
 
Williams asked if it could be approved contingent on the confirmation of available funding.  
Haugen responded she can certainly make that motion. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO GRANT PRELIMINARY 
APPROVAL OF THE 2015-2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM SUBJECT TO 
CONFIRMATION OF AVAILABLE LOCAL FUNDING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPCOMING AMENDMENTS TO THE LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that he just wants to make everyone aware of some upcoming amendments to 
the Long Range Transportation Plan in November and December.  He stated that they have been 
working with the primary staff people from both Minnesota and North Dakota on these issues.  
He explained that on the Street and Highway they are integrating the local safety plans, plus they 
are revisiting the Environmental Justice portion of the Street and Highway section.  He said that 
on the Transit side there are significant changes to the financial plan so they meeting with staff to 
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reach agreement as to how to redraft the Transit Financial Plan.  He stated that at one time they 
thought there would be some Bike/Ped stuff, but that is not going to happen this year. 
Haugen stated that in October they hope to have the draft distributed for review and comment, 
and then begin the preliminary approval process in November, and the final approval process in 
December. 
 
Williams said, then, that on the agenda, under item eleven there is no bike and ped, it needs to be 
stricken.  Haugen responded that that is correct, that was a miss on his part.  Williams said that 
she just wants to keep it straight so that if someone else ever goes back looking for something, 
they will know that it wasn’t supposed to be there.   
 
Haugen commented that you will soon be getting drafts of documents from our lead staff people 
for review and comment.  He said that the intent is, sometime in late October to hold a general 
public open house on the proposed changes, and then present to the Planning Commission, City 
Councils, Technical Advisory Committee and MPO Executive Policy Board in November and 
December, and finalize everything by the end of the year. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 T.I.P. Solicitation 
 
Haugen reported that we are identifying T.I.P. solicitation.  He stated that, currently, and we 
previously noted that the 5339 in North Dakota is open for projects; on the Minnesota side the 
TAP program is open for projects; and also there is a Minnesota State funded Safe Routes To 
School solicitation going on right now.  
 
Haugen stated that soon the MPO will release its formal letter soliciting for the Street and 
Highway projects and TAP projects on the North Dakota side, safety projects on the North 
Dakota side, and the transit will wait until January for the 5310 program. 
 
Haugen said that most of these programs will need to have their submittals to the MPO by the 
first couple of days in December on the North Dakota side and the first couple of days on the 
Minnesota side, with a few specific programs having slightly altered time frames. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 8TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:03 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


