
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, November 10th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the November 10th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee to order at 1:34 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit;  Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike 
Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson (Proxy For Brad Gengler), Grand Forks 
Planning;  Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Bobbi Retzlaff (Proxy For Darren Laesch), MnDOT-
Office of Transportation System Management; and Becky Hanson (Proxy For Mike Johnson), 
NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference phone). 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Kim Greendahl, Grand Forks Greenway Specialist; and Josh Pearson, 
MnDOT-Office of Transportation System Management. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; David Wiosna; and Peggy McNelis, 
Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that, for the benefit of our guests here today, everyone please state their name and 
the organization they represent. 
  
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen stated that, because we have some members that need to leave early, if there are no 
objections he would like to address Agenda Items 6, 7, 8, and 9. 
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MATTER OF ND FTA #5339 CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Kouba reported that North Dakota has solicited for projects for their #5339 funds, starting back 
in September, and we requested that all projects in the MPO area be submitted to us by 
November 1st.  She stated that we received only one application from Cities Area Transit. 
Kouba pointed out that their first priority is vehicle replacement, and their second is an update 
for their maintenance software.  She stated that staff has determined that there is no concern with 
the vehicle replacement request, however the software request isn’t explicitly listed in our TDP, 
but it does fall under Preventative Maintenance Projects; but for it to be explicitly listed we 
would have to update our TDP. 
 
Williams asked if this was asset management software.  Bergman responded that it is not.  He 
added that he isn’t sure where people are getting the idea that it is an asset management software.  
He explained that it is vehicle maintenance software that is designed to keep track of vehicles, 
dollars being put into fuels, and things of that nature.  He added that the City of Grand Forks has 
one right now that is called Fleet Mate, that cost $5,000.00; and they got exactly what they paid 
for.  He said that they cannot even keep inventory records properly and aren’t able to keep track 
of fuels, in-fact the IT Department is working on trying to keep track of fuels and as of yesterday 
they are 20,000 gallons off – 15,000 on the diesel and 5,000 on gas. 
 
Bergman explained that the program that they are looking at is one from RTA.  He stated that 
they actually make another one called Faster, which is what the City of Fargo is using, but it is a 
lot more expensive, and is much more difficult to use.  He said that the one we would like to 
purchase is about $61,000; and will work with the current fueling system we have.  He added 
that this is a recommended item from the fueling company. 
 
Williams asked if there was an asset module that could be added to it.  Bergman responded there 
is.  He added that this also does building maintenance as well.  He said that the FTA is requiring 
them to keep track of building maintenance and stuff we do with them, and this will fall in and 
work with what the DOT is doing with their asset management system as well, so we don’t have 
to recreate the same reports that they are already doing. 
 
Kouba reported that staff is recommending approval of the application in the priority order 
given. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE CITIES AREA TRANSIT APPLICATION FOR FTA #5339 FUNDING, IN 
THE PRIORITY ORDER GIVEN. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Noehre, Ellis, Erickson, Retzlaff, Hanson, Williams (Voting for Kuharenko),  
  and Hanson. 
Voting No: None 
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Abstain: None 
Absent: Boppre, Christianson, West, Magnuson, Sanders, and Crystal. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT FINAL BYGLAND ROAD STUDY REPORT 
 
Kouba reported that, basically this is the final document of our Bygland Road Study.  She stated 
that there haven’t been many changes from the original presentation of projects and 
recommendations for the study.  She said that they did flesh out the document itself, and gave 
details on what exactly they did to come up with their recommendations, including public 
participation and looking at future traffic volumes that were happening in the area. 
 
Kouba said that, basically, the only major thing that came up was how we were listing our near-
term projects, they listed them all together from 2016 out to 2020; and from there on everything 
else is pretty much the same.  She stated that the recommendation order is still the same, but 
there was some input from the State, as well, and through their comments they addressed those 
comments as well, so, other than that they are looking to adopt the plan. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT FINAL BYGLAND ROAD STUDY REPORT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Noehre, Ellis, Erickson, Retzlaff, Hanson, Williams (Voting for Kuharenko),  
  and Hanson. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Boppre, Christianson, West, Magnuson, Sanders, and Crystal. 
 
MATTER OF AMENDMENT TO THE FY2016 UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that this proposed amendment is just carrying over projects.  He explained that 
when we contracted with consultants we had a schedule to carry them over to 2016, so in the 
document you will see either the addition of 2016, or an amendment with a new completion date.  
He added that the one unique one will be the Traffic Counting Program, and in-fact, on the next 
agenda item we will be approving Phase III-b of that program.  He explained that the reason for 
Phase III-b being carried over into 2016 is because we had the Master Agreement renewed with 
ATAC and the other two MPOs and NDDOT, and the renewal happened in October so now we 
can do Phase III-b.   
 
Haugen commented that right now we are just suggesting that it is just a program amendment to 
carry over these projects into the next year, however there is a possibility that our 2016 Work 
Program could have further amendments made to it, but this one is necessary now so that we 
have all the paperwork complete so that come January 1st there isn’t any delay in these projects 
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that are currently under contract, and we don’t have to stop them to do a formal amendment.  He 
added that they are just time extensions to three studies that are currently underway. 
 
Williams stated that she has a question on the Land Use Plans; she understands doing East Grand 
Forks because the date is so close, but do we need to also do Grand Forks as this time.  She said 
that they talked about this this morning and they prefer, they would like to know how this is 
going to affect everything because if you are bumping it that means transportation is going to get 
bumped, and they want to know how it will affect the rest of the plan.  Haugen responded that 
the East Grand Forks one is, again, just a time extension, there isn’t any financial impact; and the 
way it was previously done was just as blanket Land Use Plans, so now by separating East Grand 
Forks out into its own date, it doesn’t impact anything else, it just identifies that the East Grand 
Forks Land Use Plan will be now completed by March 31st instead of December 31st.   
 
Williams pointed out, though that the Grand Forks Land Use Plan was to be completed by 
August 31st, that is what is on the update, and their concern, which they brought up at the very 
beginning of this process, is that things that come due during the fall of the year they don’t have 
the staff available to review it because they are too busy doing the HSIP and all the other items at 
that time.  Haugen commented that the November 30th date is the contractual end date of the 
Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update.  Williams asked, then, if they will still be getting the study 
to review in August.  Haugen responded that you will get materials by the end of April, which is 
the current schedule, and then there is the re-election and transition of council, so June is a lost 
month, and so you will be getting a draft by the date he suggested and then after the first draft is 
digested there will be a formal preliminary draft the end of August for Planning Commission 
review, and then in October the final draft will be available for review, and November will be the 
closing date, so that is the process we had scheduled in the contract with WSB.   
 
Williams asked how all of this affects the transportation part of the study.  Haugen responded 
that it doesn’t affect it.  Williams asked if it moves any of those dates at all.  Haugen responded it 
doesn’t.  Haugen pointed out that they have August 2016 as a completion date in the original, but 
it is now better reflected as November, it shifts it back a couple of months.  Williams asked if 
they have to change the Grand Forks date this time, or can we do it next time once they have 
seen the timeline and everything.  Haugen responded that this is the date in the contract, and it 
would be best to reflect what is in the contract now for the Grand Forks Land Use Plan. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2016 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM, AS 
PRESENTED. 
 
Williams commented that she would still like to see a timeline on all of these, as far as how it is 
going to lay out because this is not what they looked at; and once again, if you are going to give 
them a final draft to look at in October, they don’t have the necessary staff to go over all of this, 
and that is why they requested these things not come due during that period of the year, so she 
would still like to see, and she understands the need to move these on contractually, but she 
would still like to have a timeline of how this is all going to work out, when the due dates are, 
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when their review dates are and how long they will have to review them, and that sort of thing.  
Haugen responded that that information was distributed to the Planning Commission last month, 
with those dates and when things will be presented as drafts.  Williams asked if it was presented 
to the Technical Advisory Committee.  Haugen responded that it wasn’t.  Williams said that she 
is requesting that it is presented to the Technical Advisory Committee.  Haugen responded that 
he would send it out by the end of the day. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Noehre, Ellis, Erickson, Retzlaff, Hanson, Williams (Voting for Kuharenko),  
  and Hanson. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Boppre, Christianson, West, Magnuson, Sanders, and Crystal. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PHASE III-B OF THE TRAFFIC COUNTING STUDY 
 
Haugen said that he already mentioned the Master Agreement was just renewed, and why Phase 
III was divided into two phases; because some work they could get work done under the old 
contract timeline, and now with the new Master Agreement in place they believe they now have 
the ability to address the 16 intersections and bring them into the counting program. 
 
Haugen reported that this is pretty much the same scope-of-work setting up the intersections, 
etc., to get the video cameras to start doing the counting for us at these 16 additional 
intersections.  He added that these should be the last intersections we will be bringing up-to-date 
in order to have Grand Forks completed, until they start adding more signalized intersections. 
 
Williams commented that not all of these intersections currently have video, and they will not 
until some of these projects are done.  She added that the June 30th, 2016 is flexible is it not.  
Haugen responded that it is.  Williams stated that, just with the understanding that the 
consultants will not be able to do some of this until the cameras are installed.  She asked if the 
contract is for a specific number of intersections.  Haugen responded it is.  Williams said, then, 
that they may need to swap out a couple of intersections because they do have some new 
intersections that were built after this was discussed. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD APPROVE THE 
SCEOP OF WORK FOR PHASE III-B OF THE TRAFFIC COUNTING STUDY, AS 
PRESENTED.  
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Noehre, Ellis, Erickson, Retzlaff, Hanson, Williams (Voting for Kuharenko),  
  and Hanson. 
Voting No: None 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Tuesday, November 10th, 2015 
 

6 
 

Abstain: None 
Absent: Boppre, Christianson, West, Magnuson, Sanders, and Crystal. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 14TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 
14TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen asked if there was an update on the aesthetic lighting for the Sorlie Bridge.  Yavarow 
responded that the aesthetic lighting is currently being put on the bridge, and should be 
completed in two weeks.    
 
Haugen asked if there would be another ceremony to show the capabilities of the lighting once 
installed.  Noehre responded that there may be an unofficial ceremony.  Haugen said that they 
would wait for the announcement then.  Noehre joked that it may be Kelly Green for a while, 
they might lose the key.  
  
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that last month they discussed the letter the MPO Executive 
Policy Board asked be sent regarding a separate bike/ped crossing, and the reply from MnDOT-
District 2.   
 
Haugen referred to MnDOTs response letter, and pointed out that if he interprets correctly, it 
states that the cross section we have seen on the Kennedy Bridge that includes the bike/ped 
accommodation is the cross section that will be implemented.  He added that they do indicate 
that further assistance is available to the MPO as we try to locate that third bike/ped structure.  
He said that the MPO had thought that perhaps that there were savings of monies available, but 
the reply was that there is no savings, the money has been spent, and there isn’t a pool of monies 
sitting somewhere waiting to be spent. 
 
Williams asked if this item was put on by the Technical Advisory Committee or the MPO 
Executive Policy Board.  Haugen responded that it was put on by the MPO Executive Policy 
Board.  Williams said that she thinks we have reached a point where, unless there is something 
significant, it can be removed.  Haugen commented that he does believe that at the MPO 
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Executive Policy Board meeting, either Mr. Laesch, or another MnDOT staff person will be 
presenting this to the Board, so there will probably be a lot more discussion at that level. 
 
MATTER OF MNDOT UPDATE ON MINNESOTA STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL 
PLAN AND STATEWIDE HIGHWAY INVESTMENT PLAN 
 
Haugen introduced Bobbi Retzlaff and Josh Pearson, MnDOT, who are here today to give a brief 
presentation on MnDOTs Update of their Minnesota Statewide Multimodal Plan.  He explained 
that, included in the packet was a one page sheet on both of these documents, plus you are 
invited to visit their website:  www.minnesotago.org  
 
Retzlaff reported that she is part of the team that is working on updating their Statewide 
Multimodal Transportation Plan, so today she is going to give a brief overview of that plan, and 
then following her, Josh Pearson will give a brief overview of the Minnesota State Highway 
Investment Plan Update. 
 
Retzlaff distributed handouts, and reported that she has a brief slide presentation she would like 
to give today.  She explained that they are going around the State of Minnesota right now, and 
are updating two of MnDOTs bigger statewide plans.  She explained that they want to get a wide 
variety of input to help them to determine what the priority should be as they update these plans. 
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Pearson reported that in conjunction with the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan they are 
also updating the Minnesota State Highway Investment Plan, again, with a completion date of 
January 2017.  He explained that he will briefly touch on why they are here, and to talk about 
MNSHIP and what it is and what the process is they are going through to update this plan.  He 
added that he will also talk about their investment categories for this plan, and the different ways 
they are investing their dollars in their State Highway System.   
 
Pearson explained that they would like to get input via a worksheet he is passing out, to 
determine what your priorities are for the State Highway System, and how you would like to see 
dollars invested in that system.  
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Haugen asked if the $16 billion dollar gap is after everything shown here is factored in, or is it in 
addition to the $16 billion dollars.  Pearson responded that the numbers for each investment 
category and their needs are inflated, so they are one-to-one, and the gap is not on top, it is 
accounting for the inflation as they move forward so that when they show their second twenty-
years, on average things will cost more than the first ten years, so it accounts for that. 
 
Haugen stated that as part of the participation yesterday, you show $4 billion that is debt 
repayment of your revenue, so really you have only $16 billion on revenue for addressing these 
asset things.  Pearson responded that when they were showing the $16.6 billion, they are holding 
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the S.T.I.P. harmless so there is about $3.2 billion in the S.T.I.P. that is already programmed for 
projects, so the $16 billion is actually the 16 years outside of the S.T.I.P. that they have an 
adjustment on.  He added that that service is actually taken out before they determine their 
revenue, so that has already been taken out before they get to the 20 billion number.   
 
Pearson distributed copies of the approach folios for discussion, and also a worksheet he would 
ask that everyone fill out and return at the end of today’s meeting. 
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Pearson summarized by explaining that with the input they hope to receive from the public, they 
will work on setting their investment direction for Minnesota State Highways, and then once 
they have the plan adopted in January 2017, they will work towards implementing the plan.  He 
added that this will include starting to draft an updated Capital Highway Investments Plan, which 
is a ten-year project selection process, and to see what changes may need to happen with the 
investment direction and how they select projects. 
 
Pearson commented that you can keep in touch with this project as it moves forward, and see 
how other groups are selecting scenarios on which things they are prioritizing.  He said that they 
will be updating the website – www.minnesotago.org with this information.  He added that on 
the website you can also request a presentation of this information with the SMTP and MnSHIP 
if you have other groups that would like to hear this, and then also follow them with social media 
and e-mail updates as well. 
 
Haugen asked, in the current Highway Investment Plan, which shows the first ten years, and then 
there are the latter ten years, those scenarios are they supposed to cover all twenty years, or do 
you envision having a ten year/ten year split.  Pearson responded that it covers all twenty years 
for discussion of their public outreach.  He added, though, that this could potentially be on the 
table again as they are discussing their investment direction, but that is something that they will 
determine once they see what requirements they need to meet, and how their different 
stakeholders feel they should be meeting, certain requirements.  He stated then, that while it isn’t 
off the table, right now they are looking at the full twenty years of the investment direction. 
 
Pearson reported that also with MnSHIP they also have, similar to the worksheet, an on-line 
version through their Metro Quest Survey, so if there are other people in your organizations that 
would like to comment, they can complete the same questions we are asking here, just on-line, 
and provide their input that way. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that this is a new version of what you have seen before.  He explained that he 
would like to thank everyone for their comments, most of which were regarding the issue of 
livability.  He stated that because of these comments they went back and improved on the 
explanations on metrics and the policies related to livability, so you may have seen kind of 
different take on livability.   
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Viafara stated that in cooperation with Cities Area Transit staff they also expanded on the 
metrics and policies related to transit, and they have the ability to improve on the discourse 
currently being experienced with transit. 
 
Viafara said that in cooperation with the NDDOT and with Minnesota Public Safety, they 
attained the data for them to basically do the crash analyses, which they have done, and for the 
next report you will see the locations where the majority of the crashes are occurring, and those 
are related to the tables that are being shown in the report and the numbers that they obtained 
from those two DOTs. 
 
Viafara stated that they will review all of the building permits for East Grand Forks and Grand 
Forks to address some of the policy concerns that were coming from the livability tables.  He 
said that one of them is the need to accommodate manufactured homes, and the other is to 
improve on what multi-family buildings. 
 
Viafara commented that they analyzed five years of average annual daily traffic on a number of 
intersections to determine their volumes; these intersections are listed in the report.  He said that 
there is a map included as well that tells us how intersections, in terms of traffic volumes, have 
been behaving the last five years.  He explained that the purpose was to locate areas where there 
could be the perception of congestion, and how it is managed. 
 
Viafara stated that MPO staff produced the pavement review, and some of the numbers are 
included in the report.  He added that staff also reviewed the roadway classification for the 
planning area for 2015.   
 
Viafara reported that, with all of this in mind, the report is more or less 70% to 80% completed, 
and staff is working on finalizing the sections that are indicated in the Table of Contents as 
“coming next”, so we are expecting that by the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting you 
will have a more finalized document for review.  He asked that if anyone has any further 
comments or questions, please submit them by November 20th so that they can be incorporated 
quickly and we can continue to advance the report. 
 
Williams said that she has the same comments she did at the last meeting; that the font used for 
the report is too small for her to read; and the graphs are so small she can’t even see what some 
of the information shown is at all.  Viafara stated that he will produce a version with a more 
readable font for Ms. Williams to look at, then, based on her opinion, he may reformat the entire 
document using that font.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that the monthly activity report was available on the website, and everything is 
underway and some things will start ending now as we are getting to the end of the year.  He said 
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that the 32nd Avenue Plan contract was authorized at the last MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting, and Alliant is already analyzing the conditions of 32nd Avenue. 
 
 b. Reauthorization Bill 
 
Haugen reported that both chambers passed a Reauthorization Bill, which should be going to the 
conference committee.  He explained that the Senate side only funds three years, while the 
House side funds all six years of its House Bill.  He added that only five years of the Senate’s 
bill are funded with the House funding revenue, so we may have a five year bill, a six year bill, 
or a three year bill, and we could conceivably even have a two year bill just to get it past the 
election. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
HAUGEN ADJOURNED THE NOVEMBER 10TH, 2015, TECHNICAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE AT 3:05 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


