
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, April 9th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the April 9th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:36 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Dale Bergman, Cities Area 
Transit; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Lane Magnuson, Grand Forks County 
Planner; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; 
Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; and Darren Laesch, MNDOT-District 2 Planning Director. 
 
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; Shaun Morrell, MN Transit; and 
Bobbi Retzlaff, MNDOT-RDC (via conference call). 
 
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 MARCH 12TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Johnson referred to Page 7 of the minutes, and pointed out that in the last paragraph, fourth line 
down, it states “CBD” funds when it should state “CPG” funds instead. 
 
MOVED BY JOHNSON, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 12TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO THE 
CORRECTION DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it notes that there was no new 
information distributed, however, Roger Hille is present today to give us an update on what has 
occurred since our last meeting. 
 
Hille stated that he would like to start with the Sorlie Bridge project.     
 
Sorlie Bridge 
 
Hille reported that work has been occurring on the Sorlie Monday and Tuesday, with the hope 
that it will be completed today or tomorrow.  He explained that MNDOT, NDDOT, and the 
Consultant Team has been doing a field oriented structural analysis and inspection in order to 
give us a good idea of the existing condition of that structure.  He said that all the work that 
impacts traffic will be done today, and then there will be a little work left on the deck that should 
be completed tomorrow.  
 
Hille commented that the job is progressing well, and on schedule.  He added that he doesn’t 
think they have a milestone on that until sometime mid-summer, July or August.  
 
Hille stated that he doesn’t think that there is anything other than the new report, except for the 
fact that there has been a lot of work going on to try to ascertain the condition of the existing 
structure, so that if it is determined it is to be rehabbed to put it in rehab.   
 
Kennedy Bridge 
 
Hille said that, although there isn’t anything new to report, he can certainly say that there have 
been many hours spent on the report since our last meeting here.  He added that they have taken 
comments they received from the MPO, both DOTs, Federal Highway, etc., and are 
incorporating them into the report.  He commented that he is personally very impressed with the 
report. 
 
Hille stated that the final report should be available within the next few weeks, and when it 
comes out he would suggest that this body look at all the details that come with the decision, 
especially the decision between external and internal walkway options.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT MINNESOTA SIDE 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that the public hearing for this item will be held at the MPO Executive Policy 
Board meeting next Wednesday.  He explained that the public notice was not able to be 
published within the required ten days prior to today’s meeting, thus the need to hold it at the 
Executive Policy Board meeting instead. 
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Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the draft document was included.  
He stated that it is covering only our Minnesota side of our study area, and beginning on Page 12 
are the project listings.  He said that, as you recall, in our Long Range Transportation Plan we 
were showing that there would not be much investment on the Minnesota side during the first ten 
years, so this T.I.P. document is consistent with our planning document in reflecting the number 
of projects. 
 
Haugen commented that in 2015 just the transit projects are scheduled, and you will notice that 
they are fairly consistent throughout the four years of the T.I.P. document.  He pointed out that 
there are also three basic transit program listings.   
 
Haugen said out that the first real street and highway project scheduled to be done is the 
Kennedy Bridge project in 2016.  He stated that this is consistent, and the dollar amount has not 
changed, however there has been a change from our current T.I.P. document in that the current 
document would show the federal participation being $10,000,000, but this current document 
shows it as being 100% Minnesota Bridge 152 Bond funds, so that is a change from our current 
T.I.P., however it does not affect the total funding amount. 
 
Haugen stated that Safe Kids Grand Forks, along with East Grand Forks School District and the 
City of East Grand Forks were awarded TAP funds for their project, if you will recall, to help 
encourage and educate Safe Routes To School in East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen commented that in 2017 we show North Dakota trying to participate or finance their half 
of the Sorlie Bridge project.  He said that, if you will recall, last month we adopted the 2014-
2017 total T.I.P. for both sides of the river, and this is how it shows up in that document with 
2017 having North Dakota financing.  
 
Haugen stated that in 2018 we have two projects outside of the transit projects; the first one is the 
Minnesota half of the Sorlie Bridge, and, again, it is showing up as 100% Chapter 152 Bonding 
revenue. 
 
Haugen said that the last project is, every fourth year the City of East Grand Forks is awarded 
ATP Subtarget funds; and they have identified converting 10th Street, just east of 5th Avenue 
N.E., from gravel to concrete pavement. 
 
Haugen stated that those are the Minnesota side projects that have been identified and vetted 
through the MPO process for inclusion in our Draft 2015-2018 T.I.P. document. 
 
Ellis commented that she thinks we are missing the purchase of a bus, a fixed-route bus in 2018.  
Haugen asked if, instead of a para-transit vehicle it should say a fixed-route coach.  Ellis 
responded that that would be correct. She added that the dollar amount will need to be changed 
to reflect the difference in vehicles as well. 
 
Laesch commented that their only concern was with the North Dakota portion showing up in 
East Grand Forks T.I.P. here.  He said that they felt that since it is just an agreement on their end 
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that only their portion should show up in 2018, the 2017 portion should just be on the Grand 
Forks side.   
 
Johnson asked if the first sentence of that remark could be changed to say “has” hired instead of 
“is” hiring a consultant.  Haugen responded that he would make that change.   
 
Haugen referred back to Mr. Laesch’s comment and stated that hopefully we will have a 
reconciled final draft document that shows both sides at the same time.  He added that because 
they are doing a one side only draft, his preference would be to show the total project, and how it 
is being sequenced and financed in one document.  Hille added that it may be important to know 
that the agreement with North Dakota states that we each pay half of the project costs, we don’t 
pay for just the half in our State as we don’t own half of the bridge, we jointly own the bridge.  
Haugen responded that he doesn’t think he is stating that.  He added that he is suggesting that 
because it is one project, with two different financing mechanisms, it makes sense to show how it 
is being financed totally in the document.  Laesch responded that they ran this by the St. Paul 
folks, by ???, to see what her preference would be and she agreed with them that she felt that 
their S.T.I.P. should reflect only their portion of the project since it is just an agreement on their 
side.  He added that he looked at the Kennedy and how we show both for that project, but he 
thought that maybe it shouldn’t be the same as the Kennedy.  He said that their concern is since it 
is just an agreement, and North Dakota is the lead, it can show up like that on the North Dakota 
side, but on their side it should just show it as the agreement portion.  Haugen responded that the 
Technical Advisory Committee can take that recommendation and adjust their motion if they 
wish, but his preference is still, because it is a public document showing how projects are 
scheduled and financed, that it makes sense to show how the project is being totally financed in 
the document.   
 
Haugen reported that when their S.T.I.P. comes out, it should be incorporating our T.I.P. without 
modification so, again, this is a draft document, and you will have a final document, which they 
hope will contain both sides at the same time, but when you do incorporate our T.I.P. without 
modification you will need to show the 2017 project being financed by North Dakota and the 
2018 project being financed by Minnesota.  Bergman asked if the North Dakota document shows 
the same configuration in it.  Haugen responded it does.  Bergman said, then, that he wouldn’t 
see why there would be a problem with it, and he would leave it on there because otherwise 
you’re going to have confusion trying to figure out who is paying what, and the public will only 
see it as the total cost.  Haugen stated that that is the point that they are trying to make.  He 
explained that one of the purposes of the T.I.P. document, and they were trying to avoid having 
to do separate approvals for both sides, but it didn’t happen again this year. 
 
Johnson asked if it is helpful at all that in the 2017 project list it shows the funding as other 
versus the 2018 project list showing it as being a State share, is that helpful at all.  Laesch 
responded that he would like to defer this to allow them to look into it further over the next 
couple of weeks because he is no expert on this, and he is just taking some recommendations that 
he was given from his folks, and the folks in St. Paul.  He added that their concern was that it 
appeared that it was reflecting the cost twice on the East Grand Forks side.  Haugen responded 
that that isn’t the case, and he thinks the wording is clear that North Dakota is programming their 
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portion of the project cost in 2017 and Minnesota is programming their portion in 2018.  Johnson 
added that it is really a pending designation on the North Dakota side.  He said that for all 
purposes of the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. it is an 2018 project, but they flag certain projects as pending 
to possibly eat up 2017 funds if they need to, but the intent would still be that it be constructed in 
2018, and it would probably be that end of fiscal year bid opening where you can use early 
money and old money in one bill, that is the intent, so it is still technically a 2018 project, it is 
just that a decision was made on their end to put it in as a pending 2017 project.  He added that 
he doesn’t know how it is going to show up in the 2015-2018 T.I.P., it may show up as a 2018 
now, but he doesn’t know that for sure. 
 
Haugen stated that the beauty of it all is that this is a draft document, so nobody is doing and 
programming and signing any contracts off of this draft, yet it is trying to be as informative as it 
can be for the public to ensure they know what is going on. 
 
Laesch said that, all in all he thinks it is a pretty minor thing, but it is just that they want to make 
sure that all the “t’s” are crossed and the “i’s” are dotted as it reflects what is in their S.T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT 2015-2018 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE TRANSIT VEHICLE 
CHANGE DISCUSSED, TO RECEIPT OF ANY PUBLIC COMMENT, AND TO CHANGE 
THE WORDING OF PROJECT 18 FROM “IS” TO “HAS” CURRENTLY HIRED…IN 
THE REMARK SECTION.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR U.S.#2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
Haugen referred to a map illustrating the study limits, and explained that this item was submitted 
last year by the NDDOT District Engineer to include in our work program.  He stated that the 
study is to be completed in 2014, so in order to get the activity going they have drafted the RFP, 
and have distributed it for comments.  He said that it has been modified to reflect the comments 
received. 
 
Haugen stated that essentially this RFP is trying to identify and lay out what the likely access 
points are along Highway U.S.#2 as it transitions from its urban developed area out to its rural 
area.  He commented that different jurisdictions have different rules governing the access points, 
and so part of this study will be to meld and come up with an agreed to access management plan 
for that stretch of U.S.#2.   
 
Haugen reported that a Selection Committee has been identified, and most of the people on the 
committee are representatives from this body.  He stated that they will receive proposals at the 
end of May, mid-June will make a selection, and by December have the final report available for 
review and comment. 
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Haugen commented that they also proposed to have a Steering Committee assist us, and the 
committee membership is listed on Page 35.   
 
Kuharenko referred to Section O, Termination, and pointed out that it states:  “The right is 
reserved by either party to terminate this agreement with our without cause at any time if the 
recipient does not comply with the provisions of this agreement or its attachments”, and asked if 
that is really then, a “with or without cause”?  He said that the other question he has is, under 
Section Y, Hold Harmless, we include Minnesota and MNDOT in there, but we don’t include the 
City of Grand Forks.  He doesn’t know if Minnesota and MNDOT are required to be in there 
because it is in North Dakota and Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that they pass through the 
funds.  Kuharenko asked if we should include the City of Grand Forks in there as well.  Haugen 
responded that then would raise the question do we have the City of East Grand Forks, Grand 
Forks County, Polk County, etc..  He said that we have never in the past found a reason to 
include those other local jurisdictions because the federal funds pass through both States. 
Kuharenko referred to Appendix B, under the Required Budget Format it says East Grand Forks 
Northwest Street Network Study.  Haugen thanked him for catching that, and said that it would 
be corrected to reflect U.S.#2 Access Management Study. 
 
Johnson commented that, while this isn’t needed for the RFP, but when you get into the actual 
Steering Committee level, himself and Stephanie Hickman should  be included in all Steering 
Committees 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY MAGNUSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING 
A RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT RFP FOR THE U.S.#2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN, 
SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF CHANGES DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF FY2015 NORTH DAKOTA STATE AID PROJECT APPLICATION 
 
Haugen explained that Ms. Kouba will walk us through this item.  He pointed out, however, that 
as you are aware there was nothing included in the packet for this item as we were somewhat 
uninformed at the time the packets were prepared as to what it was this agenda item was trying to 
address, but Mr. Bergman was able to help us yesterday to identify that this document is the 
State Aid Application on the North Dakota side for transit. 
 
Kouba reported that this is a requirement for the State of North Dakota that they want to know 
the particulars of the operation for funding from the State.  She said that she is assuming that 
approval is needed for this application to be submitted to the State. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the document identifies who Cities Area Transit is, how they operate, 
contact information, ridership statistics, etc..  He said that the one thing it doesn’t have, or ask, is 
what is your financial request for State Aid funds, which is something that is usually indicated on 
an application. 
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MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FY2015 NORTH DAKOTA STATE AID PROJECT APPLICATION, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF FY2015 NORTH DAKOTA FTA 5310 PROJECT APPLICATION 
 
Kouba reported that they solicited projects for the 5310 program in February, and the only 
application received was from Cities Area Transit, and they are looking to fund a couple of para-
transit vans, as well as to continue funding their Mobility Manager.  She stated that both of these 
are considered Capital Projects, even though the Mobility Manager is a paid position, so there 
would be an 80/20 split, and is consistent with our planning documents, so staff is requesting 
approval of the application. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FY2015 NORTH DAKOTA FTA 5310 APPLICATION, AND TO GIVE 
PRIORITY RANKING, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF FINAL FREIGHT RAIL ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that we did hire Olsson and Associates last year to help us identify potential 
properties along our rail lines, and also to determine what impact there would be to our existing 
street and highway network if we were to increase rail activity. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the presentation made at the last 
open house held on March 20th.  He said that with the increased oil activity out west the City of 
Grand Forks has had increased interest in having businesses locate here and access the rail to 
better serve the western edge of North Dakota.   
 
Haugen stated that the Economic Development Agency approached us two years ago to assist in 
identifying properties in and around Grand Forks/East Grand Forks that might be able to 
accommodate those entities.  He said that they identified all of the property ownership along our 
existing rail lines, and the maps included in the packet gave preliminary identification from a 
land use/zoning infrastructure point of view, how well suited they were so the red highlighted 
areas are those areas that had the highest preliminary ranking.  He stated that they met with these 
individual property owners to see if they had any interest in selling their property, and then based 
on that information came up with some rail access concepts for the individual sites. 
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Haugen referred to a map illustrating property on North 42nd rail line heading north of Grand 
Forks.  He pointed out that one property has two different layouts:  the more common one being 
where they just add track to the side of the main line. He explained that it is called a closed 
siding and you have the ability to operate at both ends of the line.  He added that the other is an 
open siding, but as you see they have more fingers so it can serve more cars; and then there is a 
complete loop system where you could accommodate a unit train.  He explained that part of their 
efforts included BNSF, since they are the main rail service provider in the area, and they are 
really pushing unit trains, so this property was the only one identified that had basically the 
existing acreage to land a unit train.  He said that in East Grand Forks there was one site at 220 
North’s connection to U.S.#2.   
 
Haugen commented that all of these concepts are not on the Amtrak mainline, which is a benefit 
to site development.  He stated that the next concepts are all on the southwest part of Grand 
Forks, and therefore are on the Amtrak mainline, and being on the mainline one of their 
operation requirements is that there be installed a remote switch that cost $1.25 million dollars, 
so if you’re on the non-Amtrak line your site development costs compared to being on the 
Amtrak line is a negative $1.25 million, so hence why there is more interest in the North non-
Amtrak sites. 
 
Haugen reported that in any of these concepts laid out here, if there was enough acreage 
identified and assembled on the south or west part of Grand Forks, it could be developed but it 
just wasn’t identified, or the acreage ready to do some of them, so all of these just did concepts 
that utilized the acreage available. 
 
Haugen referred to the map, and pointed out that, just to give you some idea of the costs 
involved, costs up here are around the $2 million dollar range until you get into the big loop, then 
you are around $3 to $3.5 million dollars.  He stated that if these were on the non-Amtrak route 
they would just be barely above $1 million dollars. 
 
Haugen commented that the next set of concepts are improvements to our existing street 
network, and looking at our truck routes.  He said that they were also aware, through the public 
comments, that we could not negatively impact our existing quiet zones, so as part of the 
analysis, if we do have increased train traffic, because of the supplemental safety measures that 
we have already installed at our quite zones, we are sort of insulated from increased rail traffic 
and vehicle traffic across those crossings.  He said, however, the one exception (highlighted in 
blue) is if for some reason we ever decide to incorporate a new crossing of the railroad within 
these blue zones, those would impact our quiet zone because they are within a quarter mile, so 
we have identified, for the most part, that anyone who is trying to develop additional rail access 
and needs to have a road crossing that access, would automatically need to incorporate into their 
costs the minimum requirements for a quiet zone. 
 
Haugen reported that for the most part the street network improvements were already identified 
in the Long Range Transportation Plan.  He said that they did receive a lot of comments about 
the North Washington/Gateway Drive intersection, so they developed three concepts as a way to 
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potentially address the skew of the intersection, and there are a lot of grain trucks making a left 
turn to head up to the State Mill. 
 
Haugen stated that the first concept is just creating a connector route utilizing about the only 
platted street that heads north on Gateway Drive, and that is the access to the Fairgrounds.  He 
explained that there is one rather significant impediment, and that is the historic gate structure to 
the Fairgrounds.  He said that the second concept is a much simpler connection, but obviously it 
has some existing businesses that would impact it, however it does tie in to 20th Street North, and 
utilizes the existing traffic signal; and the third concept would be to grade separate Gateway 
Drive, and again make this connection point. 
 
Haugen reported that because of the difficulty of identifying increased train traffic, there is one 
recommendation we keep on top of, by monitoring the delay.  He explained that included in the 
final report were some, from a handbook by Federal Highway on railroad grade crossings, and 
there are a series of questions that are commonly asked, and if you meet one of those criteria you 
are then deemed a good candidate for a grade separation.  He said that the two the report focuses 
on are the delay to vehicles caused by the train, and exposure rate, which is a calculation of how 
many trains times how many vehicles and if you reach over 500,000 you have met another 
criteria.  Haugen commented that they added in the delay because of BNSF’s emphasis on unit 
trains, and most of the crossings amenities are slow train movement, so obviously since a unit 
train has to move slowly, and is a mile long it will cause a longer delay even though it is only 
one train that doesn’t add to the exposure rate, so we are trying to balance the two as the criteria 
to focus on.  
 
Haugen commented that, for the most part we were able to accomplish what the study was asked 
to do, and that was to identify some parcels of land in Grand Forks/East Grand Forks that could 
be developed with better rail access for freight.  He said, however, that we weren’t as successful, 
because of the nature of train movement, in being able to identify the necessity and timeline of 
street and highway improvements that would be required. 
 
Kuharenko asked, you were talking about those various criteria we have for exposure and delay, 
so would that eventually lead to, if we end up exceeding one of those, a grade separation.  
Haugen responded that it would get you one step closer, but your biggest obstacle is always 
going to be the financing of a grade separation.  He said that part of it is also to inform the 
powers that be that when they do locate facilities, that they understand that it might have an 
impact on the traveling public, and therefore they could consider the trade-off of a developer 
having to invest $1.25 million for this remote switch on the south and west part of Grand Forks 
that you don’t have to do on the north side, but as you invest in more train activity on the north 
side your impacting a whole lot more at grade crossings for the traveling public, so you end up 
investing more than the $1.25 million for a grade separation and other street improvements.  
Kuharenko asked then, if an industry did develop on the north side then they would be on the 
hook in some way shape or form for a future grade separation.  Haugen responded that that 
would be part of the Cities’ development agreement with any industry that goes in at those 
locations. 
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Haugen commented that, just based on the current train traffic, like Gateway Drive, to reach that 
threshold of 500,000, there is currently 30,000 vehicles crossing it a day, there would need to be 
roughly 17 trains utilizing that track and he believes there are currently 7 identified to-date, so 
there is room to grow to reach that 500,000 threshold. 
 
Kuharenko said that another question that can be asked is, as we continue to grow as a 
community, and there might be a need for additional grade crossing, and he knows that BNSF 
has pretty much been in the mindset that if you want one new grade crossing you need to close 
two, so are you going to be reaching a point in the near future where we won’t be to close the 
two they want in order to add one, so what will the game plan be at that time.  Haugen responded 
that that wasn’t part of this studies mission so that is something that would be up to a future 
discussion to address. 
 
Haugen commented that the State Mill quiet zone, or safety study we did, identified a couple of 
crossings that could be, or should be closed, so there are a few that have been identified, and are 
included in the document as being recommended for closure, but there aren’t very many. 
 
Haugen stated that the next recommended step is for the City and the Economic Development to 
sort of put together this marketing package so as, either they go out and try to attract industry or 
industry comes to them, they have a document they can hand them that shows some potential 
sites that have already been identified. 
 
Kuharenko asked if Olsson and Associates would be producing that marketing packet, or will the 
MPO be doing it.  Haugen responded that most likely not the MPO, nor was it part of Olsson and 
Associate’s contract to produce the marketing package, however they did provide us with an 
example of a marketing package they have done. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MPO COMMUTER PROFILE 
 
Haugen stated that Kyle Economy, MPO Intern, will be ushering us through this agenda item.  
He explained that, as the staff report identified, and as we have discussed many times at past 
Technical Advisory Committee meetings, we have some unusual or surprising traffic statistics 
that come our way, so we asked Kyle to start looking into census data to see if there is any 
unique census data that will help us identify some of these traffic trends we are identifying, so, 
included in the packet was a first draft of this presentation, but Kyle has beefed it up quite a bit 
so he does have the updated information to disseminate. 
 
Economy referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request). 
 
Economy reported that the Commuter Profile is to discover whether the American Community 
Survey, or ACS, could identify some unique and graphic characteristics.  He said that, basically 
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they will be focusing on the commute to work question, and also to compare the 2000 Census as 
well. 
Economy commented that the ACS data is a continuous survey of population characteristics.  He 
said that there is a one year data set, a three year data set, and a five year data set series; and the 
set with more years is the better set, so we used the latest five year data set.   
 
He referred to the information distributed, and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that the reason they are showing the margin of error is because, for instance, 
Track #101, if you look at the difference between 2000 and 2012 you will see in the 
neighborhood of 150 less people commuting by car, but the 2012 estimate has a margin of error 
of 200, so that 150 could actually be covered by the margin of error, so it could have been a wash 
instead of a decrease.  He said that the same with Track #102, the margin of error is enough that 
they could be washed out when you include the margin of error in the estimate. 
 
Haugen commented that Track #103, though, the margin of error doesn’t come close to covering 
the statistical difference, so that is why we highlighted it because it is something that isn’t 
covered by the margin of error and it tells us that it is significant data that we should look at, so, 
again, when you go and look at 3,500 new people in the City of Grand Forks, but only 50 
additional people commute by car, we went to the track level to identify where those geographics 
might be, and we are seeing that it appears to be Track #103.  
 
Economy continued with the presentation. 
 
Economy stated that the next step will be to dig further into Track #103 and try to figure out 
some of the discrepancies between Track #103 and the rest of the tracks around Grand Forks and 
East Grand Forks, and continue to work at developing ideas for the other modes of transit as 
well. 
 
Bergman asked if this will have any effect on the Cottage Grove section over there.  Economy 
responded that it will.  He said that Cottage Grove will be opening up in the next year, and it 
isn’t in Track #103, it is in a different track so it kind of skews some of the numbers.  He said he 
thinks it is actually Track #108.01, so that will be something to start looking into once it opens 
next year, just seeing the amount of stuff that will going on through there.  He added that, 
obviously, since we won’t be able to dig into past years, since we do like to look at the five year 
data since it gives us the most distinct idea, we won’t be able to look into that for a number of 
years even though that will be a large amount of student population moving into those 
apartments.  He stated that Track #108.01 will be one area that will need to be looked at over the 
coming years just due to the amount of growth in that has been occurring there since 2010. 
Haugen commented that for the City Bus, this last thing we have, it is interesting that the data, 
again over a five year period of time, where the City is growing the most in population, it says 
that there are zero people using the bus to commute to work, so that might be something that we 
will dig into a little more to see if we can identify, perhaps, some of those parameters that are 
from your Route 12/13. 
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Haugen reported that what Kyle has done is, this is the fourth year that they have done the five-
year data set, look at the previous three years of five year sets to see how this data is being 
skewed, if it is being skewed, and we are finding that it is not deviating as much as we thought it 
would.   
 
Laesch asked if the traffic count data used was DOT or City data.  Haugen responded that it is 
DOT data.  Laesch asked if we know what modification factors have been used in those.  Haugen 
responded that we don’t know the latest modification factors, the 2013 ones.  He explained that 
what this means is, when the DOT lays traffic counting tubes across the roadway, they don’t just 
take the raw number and use it, they factor it, or modify it using certain factors.  He said that in 
2000 they may have used one or two factors, but in 2013 they may be using three or four factors, 
and what a factor typically does is bring it down so it is representing an average annual daily 
count, so that could be why there are some differences between 2000 and 2013. 
 
Haugen commented that, again, the reason we are doing this, and the reason we are doing the 
traffic counting with our video detection is to allow us to have a better snapshot other than the 
every couple of years that we get the tube counts, to identify what is really going on in the 
traffic, and what might be driving some of the decisions made, so it was a little surprising to him 
to see that growth in population, yet to see the rather stagnant commute by car statistic, so that 
prompted us to have Kyle dig a little bit deeper to see if we can get some answers. 
 
Haugen reported that East Grand Forks is kind of going along as you would expect, more people, 
more commute by car, so we weren’t seeing the same surprises there. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
   
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 9TH, 2014, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:04 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


