
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, March 11th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the March 11th, 2015, 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:  Ali Rood, Grand Forks Public Transit; 
Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike 
Johnson, NDDOT-Local Government; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Richard 
Audette, Airport Authority; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks 
County Engineer; and Nels Christianson, BNSF Bergman, Grand Forks Public Transit. 
 
Guests present were:  Peg O’Leary, Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission; Allen 
Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Wentz, NDSU/UGPTI; and Mike Bittner, KLJ. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; and Teri Kouba, GF/EGF 
MPO Planner. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen said that since there are some new faces here today he would ask that everyone please 
state their name and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 11TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 11TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 
 
 

1 
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SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen stated that he would like to suspend the agenda in order to discuss Agenda Item 9 – 
Traffic Counting Program. 
 
MATTER OF TRAFFIC COUNTING PROGRAM 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that it includes the staff report, and the Draft 
Grand Forks Data Collection and Archival Study – Phase II document that were included in the 
packets, and explained that it discusses the counting effort that took place in Phase II of the 
program.  He added that Phase I just helped us determine if the program was feasible or not. 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the report they also developed a web-based tool that allows 
the public to look at the traffic counts that are being collected. 
 
Brad Wentz, NDSU/UGPTI, was present for discussion.  He stated that he actually works at 
Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute where he is the director of a couple of programs; one 
is the Advanced Traffic Analysis Center, and the other is the DOT Support Center.  He explained 
that they do most of their work with the DOT and the MPOs.  He added that prior to this he was 
with the County Engineering Department in Minnesota. 
 
Wentz reported that, as Mr. Haugen said, from last year when they did a kind of pilot project on 
an intersection; they had been looking, prior to that, about using the traffic detection video 
cameras that they have out there at some of our signalized intersections to more than just do the 
detection but to actually count the traffic so they did a pilot project with the City of Grand Forks 
and the MPO and looked at one intersection and the results were pretty favorable, so they went 
ahead and did it at 30 intersections.  He then explained the entire process used to gather the data 
and went over the results briefly. 
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Wentz concluded by explaining the benefits of having this data now; how it will help with signal 
timing, improved traffic safety, etc.  He added that further enhancements will be made to the 
Traffic Analysis Tool, which will include making the tool compatible with other traffic signal 
controller based data collection technologies such as loops, and may further include capability to 
reasonably predict missing data, and automatic exclusion of data deemed to be bad.  
 
Haugen commented that two things to cover are:  1) Brad just sent the link to him a couple of 
hours ago, so that will be distributed out to the Technical Advisory Committee members; and 2) 
Phase III - Not every intersection is currently being counted, there are a few that in our work 
program we will be asking ATAC to add into the system; and also there are none on the 
Minnesota side so there are a few on that side that we would like to add as well.  He stated that it 
is also being looked at to have the traffic signals capture the frequency and duration of train pre-
emption, which will allow us to have better information on the impact trains have at these 
intersections. 
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Williams referred to the staff report and pointed out that there is an update or correction needed.  
She pointed out that the report states “Additionally, there is thought to have the traffic signals 
capture the frequency and duration of train pre-emption”; and asked where are we doing that, so 
if they need reports, they can run reports, and are you talking about getting it into this system.  
Haugen responded that it doesn’t necessarily have to be reported in this system, but he knew that 
they had captured, periodically, at specific times that train detection would be helpful. 
 
Haugen reported that in the future they will have the scope-of-work for Phase III processed, the 
Master Agreement Addendum processed. 
 
Discussion on whether or not NDDOT would still be doing their 48-hour counts at these 
intersections ensued.     
 
Information only. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there is little in the staff report, but he did communicate with MnDOT and 
they said that they would not be able to attend today’s meeting, but there are two updates:  1) 
they still do not have their design consultant on board; and 2) if you recall, there has been a lot of 
discussion about the dip in the road, and that the determining factor is the bridge over River 
Road.  He explained that if you look at Governor Dayton’s $10 billion dollar transportation 
program proposal, he has listed several projects, and one is to replace that bridge, so the 
Kennedy Bridge will have its work schedule and if the Minnesota Legislature agrees to Governor 
Dayton’s proposal then the River Road Bridge will be replaced and that will offer an opportunity 
to raise that roadway at that time. 
 
Haugen stated that this project is still scheduled to be done in 2016, although with the 
negotiations that are still taking place, there could perhaps be discussion about pushing it back, 
however none has taken place to date, that he is aware of. 
 
Information only.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that two big things that have taken place on the Sorlie Bridge since the last 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting are:  1) the TIP has been amended to reflect the 2015 
project schedule change.  He asked if the STIP has been amended as well.  Johnson responded 
that he believes it is done, but he has not had a chance to coordinate that with them yet.  Haugen 
stated that it has been done on the Minnesota side, so it is officially a 2015 project.  He said that 
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the second thing is that the actual lighting that KLJ has worked on, and presented to the various 
local agencies, has been approved.  He referred to a photo of the proposed lighting plan, and 
went over it briefly. 
 
Noehre reported that the bid letting is scheduled to take place May 8th, 2015. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM REPORT 
 
Kouba reported that they finally have enough up-to-date information in our pavement 
management system for Goodpointe to put together a report.  She referred to the report, included 
in the packet, and went over it briefly. 
 
Kouba pointed out that there are a couple of graphs in the report that show the pavement 
condition levels for both cities.  She said that overall the ratings are good.  She added that the 
report also goes into some actual scenarios of how to continue on, giving suggestions, and using 
the budgets based on those each city has set. 
 
Kouba commented that three scenarios were developed to analyze potential impacts and 
implications over a five-year period: 
 
 1) Current Funding Scenario – reflects each city’s current approach to pavement  
  investments, using current funding levels to establish a baseline for comparison. 
 
 2) Current Funding with 1.5% Budget Increase Scenario – improves upon the  
  funding scenario by increasing the budget 1.5% per year for the next five years. 
 
 3) Maintain Current Condition Scenario – determines the level of investment   
  required to maintain the current condition of the roadway network for the next  
  five years. 
 
Noehre asked when the data was collected.  Kouba responded that the imagery was done in 2013, 
in the spring, and from there they used it do the analysis in 2014.  She commented that there 
were some areas where the condition rating was increased because construction was done since 
the imagery was done, so there may be some minor discrepancies.   
 
Haugen reported that this is the draft report that is out for comment and review.  He referred to 
the two maps included in the packet, and explained that from the ICON software, Teri produced 
these two maps that are just on the federal aid eligible roadway.  The program includes data 
covering both cities, some county roads, plus UND has its roadway network. 
 
Kuharenko commented that one thing he likes in here is the fact that you do have these budget 
scenarios in the report, and it gives us a good reconnaissance level as to what we can see going 
forward, and then we can start a little more in-depth look at it.  He added that the only comments 
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he has are on the budget area; and just has to do with using an inflation factor of 3%, and he 
knows that with a lot of their construction estimating they have been using 4%, and then for the 
budget column just indicate that that is all of the available funding, it is local, state and federal so 
there isn’t any confusion with that going forward. 
 
Haugen reiterated that this is the report; and these are the samples of some of the mapping they 
are capable of doing, and the software itself has more abilities, so unless we are hearing that 
there are a lot of changes needing to be made to it, it is kind of at the point where we turn it back 
over to the two cities and then there is some county and some state highways that are included in 
this data, and as much as we can maintain we will do that.  He added that we have been doing it 
every five years, but if that isn’t quick enough, or it is too quick, we can adjust it if needed. 
 
Kouba stated that she would like to get comments back on the report by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, 
March 16th. 
 
Johnson reported that he has one thing to add, and it affects the frequency of updating we just 
talked about.  He explained that, you may or may not be aware that Bismarck/Mandan MPO did 
something very similar a few years ago, and they were just getting ready to ramp up their efforts 
for pavement management, and federal highway headquarters shot them down on it being CPG 
eligible, so this effort, in terms of collecting the data, analyzing it, and laying out your pavement 
conditions, was done prior to this recent determination so it is eligible.  He commented that they 
are still working with them to see if they will change their mind, or allow some of it, but right 
now that is their stance.  He added that they have said that it is not a planning effort, it is strictly 
data collection only, it stands by itself, it is only data collection.  He said that you are allowed to 
do some data collection that translates into a planning study or a planning effort, but this is stand- 
alone data collection from start to finish.  He added that he disagrees with this stance, because it 
may act as that, but the intent is to use this information to plan roadways. 
 
Johnson explained that the reason they are having discussion right now, and the 
Bismarck/Mandan MPO did a little digging and some effort, and the St. Cloud MPO just 
released an RFP to basically is was approved for another state to allow an MPO to do this work.  
He added that the question was even asked by our local federals about tying this in to 
performance management and targets, and their response was no.  Haugen said, then, that before 
we talk about frequency we need to talk about eligibility. 
 
Noehre asked if we didn’t talk about going to a performance measure of IRI at previous 
meetings, to do an IRI analysis rather than a pavement condition index.  Kuharenko responded 
that he thinks that MAP-21 indicated that it isn’t just IRI but also rutting, cracking, bulbing, 
general distresses that you would probably pick up in a PCI.  Noehre stated that it seems to him 
that having a frequency of five years or less would probably be worthwhile.   
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Kuharenko said that he has one question regarding the recommended action on this item.  He 
pointed out that it recommends approving the Draft Pavement Management Report, but he is 
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wondering if it is really more of an informational item or are we accepting it.  Haugen responded 
that he thinks the intent was to get approval, but it came out later than we had asked Goodpointe 
to deliver it, so it is up to this body if you want to approve it based on corrections as noted, or if 
you want to wait for the final report next month.  Kuharenko said that he is just wondering what 
kind of a difference is there between approving it versus accepting the draft with comments.  
Haugen responded that approval would be indicating that this is something that we would be 
utilizing in the future, while accepting would mean that we receive and file the report and it will 
just sit on a shelf. 
 
Haugen said that he will put it on the for the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting.  He 
asked that everyone get their your comments to staff, and they will resubmit a draft report prior 
to the meeting to allow you to review the documentation and make sure it is agreeing with the 
concepts and relays the message it is trying to relay. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FTA #5310 PROJECT APPLICATION 
 
Haugen reported that one thing MAP-21 did was to consolidate separate funding programs, 
including New Freedom and JARC.  He stated that JARC was absorbed into the regular fixed-
route operating systems program, 5307; and New Freedom into the 5310 Program, which is more 
specific to the elderly and disabled services.  He added that another thing that happened was that 
MAP-21 provided a state-wide distribution, but they reserved a portion of it just for the urban 
areas, so in North Dakota their three urban areas, state-wide had about $360,000 available this 
program year.   
 
Haugen commented that solicitation for the FTA #5310 program went out to our coordinating 
committee.  He explained that not only does the project have to be consistent with the Long 
Range Transportation Plan, but also with the Public Transportation Human Service Coordination 
Plan, and we have a coordinating committee to assist us with that.   
 
Haugen stated that we received only one application, which consisted of four projects that are 
listed in the priority order that the Cities Area Transit ranked them.  He pointed out that the first 
two are things that have been historically funded in the past with this program; one being the 
Mobility Manager position which has been funded four or five years now, the other is the 
replacement of four ADA vans, the demand service vans.  He added that Grand Forks is also 
requesting operational assistance, however there has been some discussion as to whether or not 
this is eligible or not, and the last is for the addition of one 25-foot low floor bus to provide the 
requested operation assistance project. 
 
Haugen said that staff recommendation from the MPO; looking at the funding that is available 
state-wide, and with the request coming from the Cities Area Transit, and the negative impact it 
would have on the ability of Cities Area Transit to continue service down the road should all four 
projects be funded, staff is recommending that we just move on the mobility manager and 
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vehicle replacement projects and not forward the other two projects on to the state, which is the 
operational request and the 25-foot bus.   
 
Rood commented that she can support the MPO’s recommendation, but she has struggled with it 
because priorities three and four are eligible for local match, are consistent with the Transit 
Development Plan, and as they have a long back log of service requests, whether it be in the 
south end, industrial park, later service, Sunday service, so when we see year to year in the 
different programs an opportunity to fund those services we like to go after them.  She added that 
with all the unknowns on the future of federal funding, and even on a local level as we are 
carrying over local funds, if we are getting into a position where we have enough carry over to 
purchase vehicles with 100% local funds that should be something that we are considering 
moving forward, and she thinks that discussion is definitely going to happen, so next year when 
5310 comes along we are on the same page, so erring on the side of caution as the MPO is 
recommending is the right move at this time. 
 
Haugen reported that they are going to be doing a full update of the Transit Development Plan, 
but this is where we are sitting.  He pointed out that the updated financial plan shows that if they 
all got funded, the entire grant application in full, if you operated just the one year the money is 
available, and not operate it the next two years, what has been sustaining the system has been the 
carry over, and you will see that in 2017 there isn’t enough carry over for the system to operate, 
not only the additional route, but the current service as well, so a real challenge for us with the 
next TDP is to try to find all types of funding sources to maintain the service we currently have.   
 
Rood added that one challenge has been to try to accurately forecast how much capital funding 
we are going to be awarded because this graph is showing a backlog of capital needs under the 
fixed route bus replacement of $1.2 million; and this year we were only awarded one bus, so do 
we spread those purchases out, and let our buses get older and older, or do we take some local 
funds that we would like to see put into additional service, and replace vehicles on our own.  She 
said that as far as she knows this hasn’t been done in the past, and she doesn’t know how that 
would impact our ability to get federal funds to replace that vehicle if FTA no longer has an 
interest in it, so there are just a lot of things that need to be cleared up. 
 
Williams asked if Ms. Rood was okay with the recommended motion.  Rood responded that, 
personally she would rather see three and four remain just to show that this is a need under this 
program, even though we aren’t expecting them to be funded.  Haugen stated that they will be 
aware that these two projects were submitted, they will be aware that they were part of the 
application.  Rood asked if they would be provided with the details of that part of the application.  
Haugen responded that he isn’t asking for any changes to the application. 
 
Williams asked why, if we have the local match available to purchase replacement vehicles, they 
are shown as illustrative.  Rood responded that we wouldn’t have had the local match available, 
but they budgeted for several replacement vehicles but were only awarded one, so not all the 
local match dollars were spent.  
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MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE PRIORITIES ONE 
AND TWO OF THE GRAND FORKS CITIES AREA TRANSIT 5310 GRANT 
APPLICATION, THE MOBILITY MANGER AND FOUR REPLACEMENT ADA 
MINIVANS; AND REQUEST STAFF CONTINUE TO TRY TO FIND FUNDING 
SOURCES FOR PRIORITIES THREE AND FOUR; ENHANCED ROUTE 12 AND THE 
25-FOOT LOW FLOOR BUS APPLICATIONS.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE RFP 
 
Haugen reported that in the MPO Work Program we show this project not only 2015, but in 2016 
as well, to assist both cities update their land use plans.  He stated that the East Grand Forks RFP 
already went out, and is due at the end of March.   
 
Haugen explained that we were originally just going to assist the City of Grand Forks with their 
Land Use Plan Update, however we have since agreed to venture into revisions to their Land 
Development Code as well.  He said that Mr. Gengler has a Land Use Subcommittee formed that 
we have met with a couple of times to go over the scope of services, and have also been 
communicating with our state and federal partners on the Scope of services to get their critique 
on what has been suggested be done. 
 
Haugen said that the full description of the Scope of Services in the RFP was included in the 
packet, and it looks at an April 27th deadline, with a May execution of contract dependent on the 
negotiation of service agreement.  He added that there are varied deadlines throughout the RFP 
for the different portions of the work being done.  He stated that there is some work that is 
exclusive to the Land Development Code, exclusive of the outcome of the planning document 
itself, so those deadlines come a little bit sooner.  He added that in the presentation there is the 
actual dates of all the different items.   
 
Haugen reported that they made a presentation to the Grand Forks Planning Commission last 
Wednesday night, and there are some continuing concepts they are proposing, as well as some 
new ones.  He said that Grand Forks has a long history of growth management; trying to make 
sure that growth occurs contiguous to existing development, and then to reserve areas for future 
growth of the City, as well as ensuring that a lot of the area under the City’s control is 
maintained for agricultural purposes, so there have been a series of planning documents that have 
been carrying out that system.  He referred to the one that is in the 2040 Land Use Plan.  He 
added that even though the City actually has exclusive land use regulatory authority in the two 
mile area they have asked us to maintain a four mile planning area, as well as to maintain and 
update their current tier system.  He briefly went over the tier system, and explained what each 
tier involves. 
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Haugen commented that as part of the effort for the 2045 Land Use Plan Update we will examine 
where the tier boundaries are and determine if they need to be adjusted.  He added that we 
already included the livability principles and will continue those.   
 
Haugen stated that they also had concept of design and pilot areas; and are still thinking of 
developing pilot areas in the plan, however the pilot areas are not in the green field type 
development, if you will, but are in the existing built environment.  He added that Mr. Gengler 
has identified a couple of priority areas; the Grand Cities Mall, and the area around the 
Downtown; but we also added a third one, which we drafted in the RFP as one that is to be 
determined once the City has hired a consultant.  He said that once the City and the consultant 
have communicated about future land uses, they can then reach agreement on the third pilot site, 
and work on how to develop a concept of working within existing built areas that perhaps 
underutilized or vacated land surrounded by built land and how those could be developed. 
 
Haugen commented that with the ladders of opportunity with the federal funding source we do 
have to express the emphasis that our federal friends are placing on us, and that is to try to 
improve the ladders of opportunity, and to try to get where we have look at our underutilized 
areas, where we do have low income minority and other Title VI type populations to see if we 
can do some improvements that strengthen their abilities to climb the ladder of opportunity.   
 
Haugen stated that Mr. Gengler has identified the Land Development Code Update that he is 
seeking.  He said that there are four activities specific that we are asking the consultant to work 
on and Mr. Gengler has, with his staff, areas that they are going to work on that they feel are 
more administrative in detail and not so much trying to make major revisions to how the code 
addresses those areas.  
 
Haugen reported that the timeline for the actual completion of this project would be October 16th 
we would seek final approval before the Planning Commission and the City Council and then 
have the consultant deliver everything in its final form in November of 2016.  He added that the 
timelines the consultant actually has for the different components are listed in the RFP.  He 
referred to those timelines and went over them briefly. 
 
Grasser asked if Mr. Haugen could explain more on what the transit design as part of the revision 
to the Land Development Code.  Haugen responded that for the Land Development Code they 
are asking the consultant to assist us in identifying some ways that any development could make 
it easier to afford the delivery of the different types of transit services because not everything is 
going to be on a fixed route, and at some point we will have a demand on transit to provide a 
service to a development.  
 
Haugen explained that the Land Development Code Updates, those would have to go through the 
amendment process that the Land Development follows, and he doesn’t know if because each 
one of these will be individually drafted, will they be submitted individually, or wrap them up all 
at one time.  Gengler responded that he thinks that if the information, and the work is being done 
in a timely manner they would have the opportunity to pass through Planning and Zoning and 
City Council just a few at a time rather than waiting until the end and have them have to digest 
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twelve different zoning code amendments.  He explained that for some it will take some time to 
educate them in terms of what the existing ordinance is versus proposed amendments, and that is 
kind of a task in and of itself.  Haugen agreed, adding that with the timeline they have the 
overlay already exists you are just changing how to each individual corridor, landscaping already 
exists so what he is hearing is we should process those in October, November and December and 
get them off the table, and then bring the others when there are ready.  Gengler said that would 
be their preference. 
 
Grasser asked if, as part of this, will we be doing an inventory of the zoned land we currently 
have, and how many acres or whatever that we think we need in a year or whatever, basically 
doing an inventory of all our zoned properties.  Gengler responded that in the actual plan update 
part of it is doing an inventory to update how many acres of commercial, residential, population, 
etc., pretty much an ongoing update of a lot of those variables, then we can take that information 
and look back at the last plat, then internally we can do as much analysis as we want to.   
 
Haugen commented that Ms. Kouba has been having the MPO interns update all of the land use 
data for both cities so that when we do have a consultant on board that inventory will be updated 
through 2014.  Kouba responded that she is in the process of checking that information and then 
she will arrange meetings to go over it to make sure it is all up-to-date. 
 
Grasser asked if Mr. Gengler would be assembling a team, internally, that is going to review, 
from the City’s side, the different aspects of the code.  Gengler responded that in addition to 
staff, for some of this they can utilize the Land Use Subcommittee, in terms of having Planning 
and Zoning involvement up front when we are doing some of the code changes, but we can have 
anybody that we’d like to as far as what Ms. Kouba will be providing, certainly Planning and 
Engineering can sit down and review that information so that once we get ready to let it go we 
are all on the same page.  Grasser commented that last time we used the Land Use 
Subcommittee.  Gengler stated he would like a little more staff control this time. 
 
Haugen reported that the draft report that is before you today has been approved by our State and 
Federal Partners in its current format, so staff is seeking a recommendation from the Technical 
Advisory Committee to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve it so we can release it to the 
consultant pool, and wait until April 27th for responses. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the RFP, Task 1, and stated that it talks about new release of ACS data 
will be utilized to update these and other population characteristics, etc., etc.  He asked if there 
wasn’t an e-mail from Mr. Haugen a month or so ago saying that the US Census Bureau wasn’t 
going to be producing ACS records.  Haugen responded that you did receive an e-mail from him 
but that is related to just 3 year data release.  Kuharanko said, then that it that is only the three 
year aggregate.  Haugen added that one year, which would only be good for the county area 
because the population has to be 65,000 or more, but the five year data will still be released on 
an annual basis and that is the data that we would use.    
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MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY YAVAROW, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN, AS SUBMITTED.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF FLOOD OUTLOOK 2015 
 
Haugen reported that this is our annual report on our potential flood fight, although this year it 
doesn’t look like there will be much potential for a flood event. 
Haugen commented that part of our process is to release this contact list to make sure it is up-to-
date annually.  He said that UND has requested they be added to the list, so if there are no 
objections they will be added.  He asked that everyone look it over and let him know by this 
Friday afternoon if there are any corrections needed to be made, other than the addition of UND. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. East Grand Forks Functional Classification Result 
 
Haugen reported that, as if you will recall, we went through an arbitration process with MnDOT 
concerning two areas we wished to have remain Principal Arterials, while MnDOT wanted them 
to become Minor Arterials.  He referred to a slide of the East Grand Forks Functional 
Classification Map and pointed out that the first one was an area on 220 North.  He said that, as 
you can see, MnDOT won and that area is now a Minor Arterial.  He then pointed out the second 
area, and stated that, again , MnDOT won and it is also now listed as a Minor Arterial.  
 
Haugen stated that with those changes, as well as one other little correction that needs to be made 
to the map, this will be the final classification for East Grand Forks that we will be processing 
next month.   
 
Information only 
 
 2. Bygland Road Study Submittals 
 
Haugen reported that they received two submittals, and are interviewing them tomorrow 
morning, and expect to have a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board for approval 
at their meeting next Wednesday. 
 
Information only. 
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 3.  Aerial Photography Submittals 
 
Haugen reported that they received six submittals, and the selection committee met this morning 
to review them, and they will also be forwarding a recommendation to the MPO Executive 
Policy Board for approval at their meeting next Wednesday. 
 
Information only. 
 
 4. Senior Planner Update 
 
Haugen reported that the MPO has offered this position to a planner out of Winnipeg, and he has 
verbally accepted the offer and will be introduced to the MPO Executive Policy Board at their 
meeting next Wednesday.  He said that his first day of work will be April 1st. 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 11TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:30P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


