
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, August 12th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 12th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:32 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Grand Forks Public Transit; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Local Planning (via 
conference call); David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;   
Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Nels Christianson, BNSF; and Les Noehre, 
NDDOT-Grand Forks District. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Mike Bittner, KLJ. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; David Wiosna, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 8TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JULY 8TH, 2015, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, included in the packet, and pointed out that it includes the 
typical cross-section that was distributed last month.  He said that, as indicated,  
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the two cities are in communication with MnDOT and NDDOT personnel, both expressing some 
questions about the cross-section.   

 
Noehre commented that he would emphasize that the configuration is going to be on-going until 
the whole bridge design has been completed, as other things can come up along the way that 
would require adjustments be made; so while they could come out shortly and say that this is the 
final cross-section, and it could stay that way; they could also come out and say here is the final 
cross-section and it doesn’t stay that way.  
 
Information only. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that he received an e-mail from Mr. Laesch yesterday stating that the only 
information he was going to provide on the Sorlie is that MnDOT will be doing a temporary 
asphalt fix on their approach this fall.  He added that it does not appear that it will be done as part 
of the project that is ongoing now, but after it is completed they will try to squeeze in the 
temporary patch. 
 
Yavarow commented that North Dakota will also be doing a temporary fix to their approach as 
well, after the project has been completed. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT RFP FOR THE 32ND AVENUE TRAFFIC 
SIGNAL COORDINATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that in our work program we identified our last major activity, and that is to 
update our signal coordination plan for 32nd Avenue.  He stated that with our new A.T.A.C. 
Traffic Counting Program we have some very nice information/data that should allow us to 
review the timing plans to see if there are any streets or updates we wish to do, if we want to add 
any timing plans.   
 
Haugen commented that this is our standard RFP format, and the Scope-of-Work is identified 
and follows pretty closely the signal work that we have been doing on the corridors in the past.  
He said that they are asking the consultant to come and visit the corridor after the timings are 
first installed in order to make any necessary tweaks, and are also requesting that a report be 
submitted that identifies how the signals were coordinated prior to what improvements are made 
and what the expectations are after they are installed and tweaked.   
 
Haugen added that they also ask the consultant to give a presentation on the coordination study 
to both the Service Safety Committee and the MPO Executive Policy Board, at their December 
meetings.   
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Haugen pointed out that the funding for this project is $20,000.00; and explained that we have a 
pretty quick turn-a-round time, but because it is just a single corridor timing plan update, and 
they aren’t starting from scratch, and they have a coordination plan to work from, they feel that 
the due date set for the end of December is doable.  He said that they have had some interest 
expressed as to when this RFP is coming out, so we know there is already some pre-work being 
done on it as well.   
 
Haugen said that this, then, is essentially the scope-of-work that we have in our work program, 
and this is the last major activity that would come from us, and we have a lot already. 
 
Noehre commented that they talked about putting a loop or a camera on the northbound ramps, 
both on 32nd and on Gateway, and he is wondering if this can be done, either a loop or camera 
further down on the northbound ramp in this coordination so that should it get done before they 
are ready to do another coordination plan, it could just be rolled into it as soon as we turn the 
system on.  Haugen asked if he was expecting putting plans in place to prevent Interstate back-up 
be the only detection on the west end ramp sometime soon, and this study could sort of help pull 
together data but perhaps to not have a coordination plan in place.  Noehre stated that he can’t 
imagine that it is would be very costly, and he doesn’t know the “ins and outs”, but it is all part 
of the discussion, and it is a good question; but again, he can’t imagine it will be more than 
$30,000.00.  He added that they might be able to find $30,000.00 fairly easily, and it might be 
better to do it sooner rather than wait a whole one or two T.I.P. cycles and then not get it into the 
S.T.I.P.  Williams agreed, adding that she wouldn’t think it would be very difficult to add to this 
because it is just going to be a program that, if an event happens to occur where the occupancy is 
a problem then the controller does something different, but if there isn’t any input, if it never gets 
that information, then it won’t do anything, so if you program it in there now it won’t work until 
the cameras are actually in place, and that would eliminate the need to redo the timing program 
again.   
 
Haugen reported that they did do turning movement counts for the I-29 Study at the ramps this 
spring, so they would already have a limited set of data to try to do a sort of coordination plan for 
this.  Williams commented that she thinks that it would primarily only work when they have 
events, or if something very unusual happens on the Interstate that would require traffic be re-
routed, so it wouldn’t be a daily operational issue. 
 
Haugen said that, just so we are clear; the termini is for the west ramp to South Washington; and 
they aren’t talking about getting the videos to count the vehicles, they are talking about the 
Coordination Plan the signals have.  He commented that the scope-of-work already included the 
two ramps and their signals.  Noehre said that he is just wondering if they should include, in the 
timing plan or in addition to the timing plan, that in the event that a loop or camera gets installed 
in that northbound ramp to keep the Interstate clear. 
 
Kuharenko asked if that wouldn’t just pull it out of coordination at that time.  Williams 
responded that it would, but added that it has to tell how long it is going to dump, it has to be one 
of those that basically is an if/else statement; if this then you do that, if that then you do this.  She 
said that if something happens and you need to dump a lot of traffic, it will also affect 38th to 
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where we would have to give a green light at 38th so that people can go somewhere, because 
there is no need in dumping the ramp if they can’t go anywhere, and if it is going to stack all the 
way down to 34th, then there is something really serious going on.  Kuharenko said, though, that 
this is something we should consider; if we are dumping a loaded ramp onto 32nd then it will also 
affect 38th, so that is something we need to consider as well.  Williams responded that they 
already have some of those routines in there for their special events. 
 
Haugen said, then, that in the Scope-of-Work you would like to see an added bullet with a 
statement or two that identifies the northbound ramp having a special timing coordination done 
to not allow traffic to back-up onto the Interstate.  Noehre agreed, adding that it just seems like 
now is the time to look at this.  Williams stated that you could probably just say:  “Include timing 
to flush the northbound ramp at I-29.” 
 
Williams stated that she just wanted to know if, in your recommended action section it states:  
“Approval of the RFP for the 32nd Avenue South Traffic Signal Coordination Plan Update”; but 
then in the Consultant responsibilities it also talks about recommendations for improved traffic 
operations, and she would like to see that added to the recommended action.  She said that it 
would just make it easier to find something, and it would make it clear that it isn’t just a signal 
timing plan.  Haugen responded that he could do that. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY NOEHRE, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE 32ND AVENUE SOUTH TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
COORDINATOIN PLAN UPDATE SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE AMENDMENTS 
DISCUSSED. 
 
Kuharenko stated that when we talked about the Unified Work Program a while back, it was 
originally discussed that if there were any additional funds available that this could be expanded 
from a Coordination Plan Update to a Corridor Study.  He was wondering if we know if there are 
any available funds to do so.  Haugen responded that there are no available funds that he is aware 
of unless Bismarck or Fargo wants to give us more. 
 
Williams commented that she has one other amendment.  She pointed out that it states that the 
consultant will send the Synchro Files to the City for input, but the consultant needs to be 
responsible for inputting the times into the controllers, and that isn’t really a big deal anymore 
now that we have Centrax, it is just a matter of downloading/uploading data. 
 
Yavarow asked what the cost difference would be between a Coordination Plan Update and a 
Corridor Study.  Haugen responded that it would be double, if not two and a half times as much 
depending on how extensive you would want the Corridor Study to be.  Yavarow said, then, if 
you’re saying we have $20,000.00 in here for the Coordination Plan Update, but are we talking 
about two times as much work.  Haugen responded that that would be true as a Corridor Study 
would involve quite a bit more.  Yavarow asked if this means you don’t have enough money to 
do what you want to do.  Haugen responded that there is enough money to do what the RFP is 
asking for, and that is to do an updated Coordination Plan.  He explained that the very first 
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Coordination Plan was 32nd Avenue, done back in 2008, and the report is highlighted in the RFP, 
and is an example of the report document we are expecting out of this one. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MINNESOTA SIDE 2016-2019 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we did advertise that at today’s meeting we would hold a public hearing.   
 
Haugen opened the public hearing.  There was no one present for discussion.  Haugen closed the 
public hearing.  He commented that they also advertised that we would receive written comment 
until noon today, no comments were received. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that a copy of the Draft Minnesota Side 2016-
2019 T.I.P. was included for your review.  He commented that staff worked with the District 2 
staff from MnDOT to ensure that our T.I.P. and their A.T.I.P. are in-sync with each other.  He 
stated that there were a couple of changes made since the draft document was approved back in 
April. 
 
Haugen referred to the document, and went over the changes briefly:  
 
1) East Grand Forks Project #3 – Originally the replacement of the fixed route vehicle was 
 going to be funded using federal funds, but MnDOT will now be using State monies in 
 place of the federal funds to purchase that vehicle. 
2) Kennedy Bridge Project – MnDOT is now showing this project in Fiscal Year 2017, 
 however the dollar amount was not changed. 
 
Haugen reported that, as you will notice, there isn’t a lot of activity going on in East Grand Forks 
during this time period.  He said that all of the current 2015 projects are underway or have been 
completed, and, unless there are any other changes we are not aware of, staff is recommending 
approval of the Draft Final 2016-2019 Minnesota Side T.I.P., as submitted. 
 
Williams asked if there is going to be a need for any type of amendment with the Bygland Road 
Study, is there anything in there that would require an amendment.  Ellis responded that there 
isn’t a need at this time.  She added that everything that they have she thinks that would be in 
there right now would more than likely be local funds, but there is still some discussion on the 
City’s Sub-Target funds.  She said that there is a TED (Transportation and Economic 
Development) grant open right now, but it is only for Trunk Highways, and has to be the Long 
Range Transportation Plan, and based on discussion from our engineers, the project they would 
like to see funded doesn’t qualify for it because it has to be directly on the Trunk Highway, so 
she doesn’t foresee a need for an amendment for that either.   
 
Haugen commented that if Bygland Road is finalized, and if it would result in a need for 
modifications, there might be an amendment at some point in time; but the Sub-Target funds 
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aren’t available until Fiscal Year 2018, so there are a few T.I.P. documents that will be approved 
between now and then. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE 2016-2019 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON U.S. #2 ACCESS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that since the last Technical Advisory Committee meeting the MPO Executive 
Policy Board met and tabled a decision on this study.  He said that they also asked that he give 
an informational update to the County Commission, which was done July 21st; and then last night 
he did the same for the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee, so he isn’t anticipating any 
action from this body today, nor from the Executive Policy Board at their meeting next 
Wednesday. 
 
Haugen explained that the reason the MPO Executive Policy Board tabled this was because of 
issues with the Airport Drive and County Road #5 Intersection alternatives, and the letter we 
received from the Airport Authority concerning these issues. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P./S.T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that, as stated in the staff report, the Draft North Dakota S.T.I.P. was released 
prior to the MPO really having a chance to prepare a Draft T.I.P., so in essence for the sanity of 
staff it was determined that we would focus more on finalizing our T.I.P., and reconciling it with 
the S.T.I.P., rather than trying to quickly put together a Draft T.I.P., so included in your packet is 
the information that pertained to the Draft S.T.I.P., as provided us by the NDDOT. 
 
Haugen referred to the information in the packet and stated that the first thing is a sheet that 
shows the Urban Program.  He pointed out that, essentially, there has been a major shift in one of 
the projects in the Urban Program:  Columbia Road, between 40th and 47th.  He explained that 
two things happened here; the first is that in our current T.I.P./S.T.I.P. document this is 
programmed for 2018, but now it is shown as being programmed in 2017; and the second is that 
when we submitted our updated list in December this was originally requested for 2017, so when 
they deferred it back to 2018 they didn’t do the year of expenditure adjustment, so we asked if 
they would consider funding it with the year of expenditure adjustment, and then when going 
through that process, the question came up as to why it isn’t using our typical funding splits, so 
we updated the request to try to get a couple more dollars on the federal side to get it back to the 
typical 80/20 funding split.  
 
Haugen commented that in 2019 there was a request to do a mill and overlay on University 
Avenue, and as you can see that was not funded.  He said that also in 2019 the DeMers Avenue 
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projects we discussed in the past, along with US Business 2/North 5th Street, are being shown as 
being programmed.   
 
Haugen said that that is basically the Urban Program for the Grand Forks area; but if you look at 
the total Draft S.T.I.P., in the Grand Forks District most projects are in here, however there are 
some additional projects that show up as well; such as safety projects, TAP projects, projects that 
expand across both the MPO Study area into the rural area.  He stated that a couple safety 
projects that Grand Forks submitted were funded.  He reported that, if you recall, in the Safety 
Program, North Dakota is now splitting it into two areas; one is their reactive high crash 
locations and the other is their systemic or proactive one and Grand Forks did receive funds for 
the confirmation lights that will go up on Gateway Drive.  He added that Grand Forks also 
received funding for their TAP application for the DeMers Avenue shared use trail between 42nd 
and 48th.  He stated that there has also been some shifting on the message boards on the Interstate 
and Gateway Drive. 
 
Noehre commented that, just for clarity, back on the Urban Program, DeMers in 2016 he would 
imagine would be Fiscally 2016, but at this point he isn’t sure what the construction year would 
be, it has moved a few times in the last several weeks between April and October, so funding 
years hasn’t changed but the construction year would obviously change.  He added that an 
October bid letting would make it easier to tie the City’s TAP project to it, not that it wouldn’t be 
possible if it stays with an April bid letting, but it would be harder. 
 
Haugen reported that in our T.I.P. document we have a section called “remarks”, and in that 
section it will show the construction year, so if the decision is for this to have a 2017 
construction year, it will show that in the “remark” section.  Noehre commented that they are 
trying to work that out.  He explained that this makes a difference to the District, because if the 
District is designing it, and he isn’t sure they are or aren’t, but it makes a big impact on his staff 
if it is in April or October.  
 
Haugen stated that on the TAP program, the TAP award, it’s description, and the total project 
dollars are not what was submitted, so those will have to be reconciled between the T.I.P. and the 
S.T.I.P.  He pointed out that the federal amounts the same as that is the max allowed, but the 
remaining funds are different. 
 
Kuharenko commented that in regard to the HSIP funding, he did end up talking with Shawn 
Kuntz yesterday, and right now they still have until the end of August to figure out what they are 
going to fund and not fund, and then FHWA has another thirty days, so the information that we 
are seeing in this Draft S.T.I.P. is subject to change. 
 
Haugen said that the only other project mentioned, and he will probably just leave it to Mr. 
Noehore to give us more of a description, is a pending project on US #2 between 69th and the 
Airforce Base, a $23,000,000 project.  Noehre explained that the District has a Scoping Section, 
that does scoping reports for their major projects, their preventive maintenance projects, and they 
came out and scoped this probably 18 months ago, and have been wanting to finish their scoping 
report, and the scoping report includes a range of alternatives and project data, but he has been 
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reluctant, and hasn’t commented on the range of alternatives because he has been torn between 
them, and they continue to look at anywhere from a simple preventive maintenance mill and fill, 
to a total reconstruction, and depending on what week it is he goes between those himself.  He 
said that during the Interregional Review he shared this with the team and they also were 
struggling with what might be the best fix so they decided they needed to truly do some further 
analysis, and come up with a fruitful conclusion, and a reasonable range of alternatives and cost. 
 
Noehre added that they also need to determine the termini as well, because the concrete starts at 
55th Street, so if we are going to do something major we should start at 55th Street, unless we are 
looking as a City, State, and MPO, looking at pursing an urbanization of this section then it 
would make sense to adjust the termini from 55th to some other point.  Haugen summarized that 
it is anticipated that the final will look similar to what we see now, but sometime next Spring we 
will have a better idea of the project description and the dollar amount. 
 
West asked if Mr. Noehre thought that any part of that project may entail the Airport Road 
Intersection modification.  Noehre responded that if it is a mill and fill it would not, if it was a 
total reconstruction we would be foolish not to look at everything that needs to be done. 
 
Haugen commented that the City of Grand Forks provided the MPO with two comments; one 
was about the TAP funds, but he can’t recall the other.  Kuharenko responded that there were 
actually three comments.  He stated that one was on Columbia Road, 11th to 17th, as it should be 
changed to 11th to 14th; another was the DeMers Avenue bikepath; and the third was some 
clarification on the 32nd Avenue Corridor improvements and funding adjustments. 
 
Noehre stated that he would like to add some more clarification to the airport intersection by 
saying that it does not include an interchange.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Kouba reported that, as you have heard, they did have a public meeting on some of the best 
options for what could on Bygland Road.  She stated that after going through the public process 
the Steering Committee met and narrowed things down a little bit, and with that they had Alliant 
pull together some rough numbers of what it would cost for each of these individual projects, as 
well as to make some suggestions as to where some of this funding could come from. 
 
Kouba stated that all costs are very estimate, are very variable depending upon what type of 
application you do, especially when you’re considering the striping.   
 
Kouba commented that the timeframe can change up, and these will be part of the draft 
document that they are putting together, so suggestions can be made for timeframes being 
changed and things like that.   
 
Kouba said that once they have a document it will be out for public input, as well as council 
input.  She commented that some of the points she needs to clarify in our potential funding is that 
it is transportation alternative program instead of enhancement program, and Minnesota does not 
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have an Urban Roads program, but other than that they will be bringing a finalized document 
forward when completed.  She added that the highlights are that they are looking at doing the 
striping along Bygland to include bike lanes, especially the signalized intersection along the very 
head of Bygland Road, and just doing some preventative safety measures by putting in striping to 
allow for people to know where they are located along the road.   
 
Kouba stated that the next big thing that they would suggest doing, that was suggested be done, 
is a roundabout at Rhinehart and Bygland.  She said that it is a location that it is easy enough to 
slow down and that is where you find you’re starting of most the narrowing of the road.  She 
added that they are also looking at doing some Hawk improvements down at 13th, probably just 
keeping the way it is until the traffic gets to the point where you need to do something more 
extensive; and placing a Hawk at that location to ease the pedestrian movement; and then finally 
doing a realignment of 5th so that it has a better view, so people have a better angle to get onto 
Bygland.  She stated that with that realignment it would allow for a future roundabout at some 
point in time. 
 
Haugen asked when the next public meeting is scheduled.  Kouba responded that it is still 
unknown, but it will occur at the end of September.   
 
Haugen stated that the Steering Committee has made recommendations, as Ms. Kouba 
mentioned, and they will now go through the public comment period, so sometime in October or 
November staff will be seeking Technical Advisory Committee recommendations on the report. 
 
MATTER OF PERFORMANCE REPORT UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that Mr. Viafara will give an update on our modified, or revamped Monitoring 
and Surveillance Report.  
 
Viafara commented that the current Long Range Transportation Plan for the MPO was originally 
done in the year 2008, and in 2013 an update was done.  He stated that when the 2013 update 
was approved some comments were made by members of the Technical Advisory Committee 
concerning a particular characteristic of this plan.  He said that this plan was basically drawn 
based on the requirements coming from MAP-21, which allows the MPOs and other agencies to 
aptly, for the first time, implement the use of performance measures in terms of national goals, 
state goals, and local goals, so this is what is happening at this time. 
 
Viafara stated that one way to report on those performance measures is through the design of 
Dashboard Reports, so the comments you receive are basically the ones that we are submitting 
for consideration because the MPO is now advancing the work of responding to the performance 
of four areas or elements of the Transportation Plan; 1) Streets and Highway, 2) Bicycle and 
Pedestrian, 3) Transit, and 4) Freight. 
 
Viafara reported that staff is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to take time to review 
this material and provide some kind of insight on the determination of the baseline year we will 
use to establish the performance trends and comparisons.  He explained that once we have 
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established the baseline year we can consider statistical information about existing transportation 
infrastructure, particularly the conditions and performance, and bring that information back to 
you.   
 
Viafara stated that the last thing he is requesting is for you to determine, as a technical advisory 
committee, which of these measures and performances are the more important ones that will help 
us be able to come to a much more informed goal, and establish goal priority setting policies for 
the planning area.   
 
Viafara pointed out that, as you can see, they have developed a project schedule, which indicates 
that this project is supposed to be done by the end of November.  He added that they have 
established a series of tasks and activities that they are confident will allow them to complete this 
requirement, and also complete our Vital Metrics Dashboard, otherwise known as the 
Transportation System Surveillance and Monitoring Report. 
 
Ellis asked when Mr. Viafara would be providing them something to review, as far as the 
different performance measures that they should be looking at.  Viafara responded that they are 
working on this, and they expect to have something in a draft form in September.  Haugen added 
that the performance measures and targets are identified in the Long Range Plan, so if you just 
want to review that again it will give you what we adopted as our measures and our targets, and 
that is what this report will be showing, how we are progressing. 
 
Viafara commented that this committee’s cooperation is vital, in the sense that there are so many 
performance measures at the moment, so it is up to you to help by telling them (i.e, three will be 
fine for this goal, or this is another measure that we want to better assess a particular goal); so 
later we can make a better determination. 
 
Haugen reported that, again, this is another one of those outcomes of MAP-21 where we have 
now morphed into performance based planning and programming, and preparing annual reports 
on components.  
 
Williams asked when they wanted something back.  Haugen responded, early and often.  
Williams said that she remembers that when we were discussing all this stuff the last time that 
she had requested a minimum of two weeks review time to do anything on any of these things 
because it just takes so much time to go through and really look at them and do a good job on it, 
so what is the date that you would like to have something back.  Viafara responded that if that is 
what you suggested prior to this, he certainly concur with it and doesn’t find any difficulty in 
allowing a two week review period, so then if you are able, let’s get that information at least by 
the end of the month of August.  Williams commented that that presents another problem, in that 
in giving them a two week review time, they need to know that this stuff is coming up, she has 
her hands full with school stuff and everything, so, and Dave has his hands full with trying to 
design a traffic signal and stuff, so advance notice that this is coming so that they can put time 
slots in where they can review things makes it flow just a whole lot easier.  Viafara asked if he is 
correct that you would like this project schedule to be more encompassing.  Williams responded 
that she would like to see some dates, as well as exactly what you’re expecting them to review.  
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She asked if they were going to go through all the performance measures at once, or are you 
going to look at goals individually, because it is a huge amount of stuff to look at, so are you 
going to section it off, or how are you going to do it.  Viafara responded that he will prepare 
something with more detail so that it will help facilitate your contributions. 
Kuharenko asked for clarification, he sees a couple of times talk about 50% reduction, 10% 
reduction, and it is in the Analysis and Finding of Facts, and also under the Executive Summary, 
where it talks about addressing concerns dealing with the perspective of not reaching some 
established performance targets; and it talks about 50% versus 10% reduction, and he believes 
that in December 2013 he thought that as a committee we decided to go with 10% on that, and he 
also thought there was also some language on per capita basis on that, so he is trying to figure 
out what is going on with the language in the staff report.  Viafara responded that the quote was 
taken from that meeting.  Williams said that she thinks that what Mr. Kuharenko is saying is that 
you didn’t complete the whole thing, that there was a follow up to that that said we wanted to go 
with the 10% reduction, so it isn’t a question anymore, but we can update it at any time as well.  
Viafara said that he will make that change. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1) Update on 2015 Work Program Activities 
 
Viafara reported that everyone should have received an update on the 2015 Work Program 
Activities via e-mail.  He said that the only new project is the I-29 Traffic Operations Study, for 
which a consultant was chosen at our last meeting.  He stated that now all of the projects have 
been approved and are underway. 
 
Kouba commented that she has an update on the aerial photography, and that is that she just 
received the information the other day and just looked at it earlier so she will get it disseminated 
in the next couple of days. 
 
 2) 2045 EGF Land Use Plan Update Web-Link: 
 
Haugen reported that the East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update website is up and running.  It 
can be found at:  www.theforksmpo.org/Pages/EGF2045LUP.html 
 
 3) 2045 GF Land Use Plan Update Web-Link: 
 
Haugen reported that the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update website is up and running.  It can 
be found at:  https://mysidewalk.com/organizations/289837/grand-forks-2045-land-use-plan 
  
Haugen stated that throughout the month of August this website will be updated periodically, 
every two to three days.  He commented that there will be some things happening during Potato 
Bowl Week - beginning on Wednesday there will be a public open house held in the Grand Forks 
City Hall Council Chambers.  He asked Mr. Gengler if he had any updates on what might be 
occurring.  Gengler responded that he was meeting with the Grand Forks Info Center at 3:30 to 
discuss some additional events.  Haugen stated that Thursday, Friday, and Saturday they are 
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hopefully having some “pop-up” events where they go out to where activities are occurring 
throughout the community; and obviously there is the French fry feed on Thursday, JLG’s 
concert on Friday and the Farmers Market on Saturday. 
 
Gengler reported that he learned a lesson; to not take for granted that when we have these special 
events, which seem to be all happy-go-lucky for the public and everybody’s invited and such, 
because when we assume that they wouldn’t mind maybe having a booth set up to tell people 
about their City and the long range plans and that we want their input; it probably isn’t the case.  
He explained that the consultants came up with this pop-up workshop concept where they just set 
up a booth and people can just walk up and ask questions and get maps, etc., but Farmer’s 
Market said no they didn’t want them there, and Potato Bowl said no, JLG said no, so even 
though the events that are taking place in Town Square, since it is City owned property, once we 
rent it out for a special event, the person in charge of the event is in charge of who can play and 
who can’t play, so he will be meeting with their Info Center, who does all the special events to 
see if there is any way to go around it by maybe setting up just outside Town Square, but not 
offend the event planners.   
 
 4) CATs Route Schedules on Google Maps 
 
Rood reported that CATs route schedules are now available on Google Maps.  She explained that 
you can go to Google Maps and search just as you would for driving directions but select transit 
and it will give you step-by-step directions to the nearest bus stop, which route to take to get to 
your destination, what time the bus arrives and departs, etc.  She added that you can go to the 
Grand Forks City website and there is a built in trip planner you can use as well.  She stated that 
this is the first system in North Dakota to make this available. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 12TH, 
2015, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:42 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


