
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, January 14th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the January 14th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:30 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; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Patrick Dame, Airport Authority; Brad Gengler, Grand 
Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; Roger Hille, MNDOT-Bemidji; 
Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Public Transit. 
 
Guests present were:  Peg O’Leary, Grand Forks Historic Preservation Commission. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner, and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 10TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 
10TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that since our last Technical Advisory Committee meeting the only new 
information deals with signature features.  He stated that both States have provided a budget of 
$100,000 each toward those amenities.  Noehre interjected that that has changed.  He explained 
that they will be handling the signature features in almost the exact same manner as the Kennedy 
Bridge.   
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, January 14th, 2015 
 

2 
 

Noehre commented that North Dakota is the lead agency, so they are going to look at all of the 
items on the Sorlie Bridge, and, of course in conjunction with MNDOT, and then just as they do 
with the rest of the bridge project, will split the costs.   
 
Noehre stated that in terms of enhancements, although it is still project costs; they are looking at 
replacing existing lighting, using what is currently there but updating it to LED lighting; adding 
safety lighting for pedestrians and traffic; and, this is where it get a little different, but because 
they already committed to $150,000 in enhancement dollars, it is still going to be project dollars, 
but there will be an additional $150,000 that the cities could use for changing the lights to 
colored should that come up in the project development phase and is okay with SHIPO and all 
those entities, so, again, they are looking at replacing all the lights with LED lighting; adding 
safety lighting for the pedestrians and roadway, and the addition of colored lighting, if approved, 
and it would all be part of the project costs that MNDOT and NDDOT would share. 
 
Haugen said, then, that instead of $200,000 it is $150,000 that would be identified towards 
enhancements.  Noehre agreed, adding that it would be an additional funding source, but, again, 
they are allowing $150,000 above what they would normally spend on the project, it isn’t special 
enhancement dollars, per say.   
 
Haugen stated, then, that when we do the T.I.P. amendment next month, this dollar amount then 
would be $5.1 million.  Noehre responded that he isn’t going to answer any financial questions.  
Haugen commented that Mike Johnson is in Dickinson today, so he will contact him and get an 
answer to that question by then. 
 
Haugen reported that a meeting was held on December 16th, and as indicated in the staff report, 
the format was very similar to the Kennedy Bridge meeting, however there are a lot of things that 
are eligible on the Kennedy Bridge that aren’t on the Sorlie because the Kennedy is a major 
rehab, while the Sorlie is a preventative maintenance project.  He added that he also knows that 
KLJ gave a presentation to the Historic Preservation Commission last night on some of the 
lighting features, and that is really all the information he has on the outcome of the December 
16th meeting. 
 
O’Leary commented that, basically, KLJ asked the Historic Preservation Commission to let them 
know if there were parameters that they wanted them to stop at; and the only thing that they 
really said no to was the imitation historic lighting fixtures that they were looking at for the 
pathways and the traffic.  She said that they didn’t close the door on colored lights, but they 
didn’t okay it either as it is too early in the game to make that decision, so KLJ will come with 
some additional information on the cost, etc. of the lighting, to include the cost of doing colored 
lights. 
 
O’Leary reported that they also did keep open the possibility of a color wash, and they were 
more in favor, her sense was that they were more in favor of a white-wash on the bridge.   
 
Williams said, then, that they don’t want us to match the rest of their downtown then, with our 
decorative lighting, or would their decorative lighting be okay.  O’Leary responded that it would 
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not.  She said that they want lighting that will disappear into the structure, similar to what is 
already there, as it is much more appropriate than trying to imitate historic lighting.  Yavarow 
added that even KLJ themselves, weren’t in favor of putting those imitation historical lights on 
the bridge, the ones that they thought resembled the original lights that were on the bridge.  He 
explained that those lights hung down two or three feet, and KLJ didn’t want to put up anything 
that hung down, or were suspended, so they weren’t in favor of the proposed lights either. 
 
Information only.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that included was the summary of the minutes of 
the Signature Feature meeting, as well as some graphics that illustrate what that summary 
document was saying. 
 
Haugen reported that another piece of information was in regard to the low area.  He stated that 
they did receive the analysis from the Corps of Engineers, and they are basically saying that it 
does not adversely affect the project.  Bergman asked if this means that they are saying that that 
area can be raised.  Haugen responded that from their perspective it can be raised, and it 
wouldn’t have an adverse impact on the flood project.  He said that they do highlight that FEMA 
does have a set of requirements that have to be met outside of what the Corps analysis is, but so 
far what we have been working off of is the premise that if the Corps says that there is no impact, 
then it would be done as part of the Kennedy Bridge project.  Bergman said, then, that so far it is 
going to be a go to raise it then.  Haugen responded that that is the premise that we have been 
operating under, but if someone wants to change that now is the time, but that is what we were 
told.  Hille commented that he doesn’t know that the decision has been made as to whether or not 
it will be done as a stand-alone project or if it will be included in the Kennedy Bridge project, 
basically because this is new information, and we all know the process by which we have to get 
approval from FEMA, so it is pretty early to say that it will or will not be part of the project at 
this time. 
 
Noehre commented that in terms of the funding for enhancements, the NDDOT has said that 
there are enhancement dollars, but again they are going to do this the same way that we are on 
the Sorlie, minus any additional project dollars, meaning, MNDOT is the lead agency so they 
follow their project process and they send them half the bill.   
 
Hille stated that on the Kennedy Bridge there has been a substantial amount of community 
involvement, and that will continue through the next phases as they look at possibilities, and the 
realities of the different types of aesthetic lighting. 
 
Haugen asked if they had a consultant on board yet.  Hille responded that they are in the process 
of selecting a consultant.   
 
Hille said that, as long as we are talking about the Kennedy Bridge, he wants to make one thing 
clear; in the minutes of the Grand Forks City Council Work Session, they kind of agreed on a 
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general cross-section of the bridge in terms of allocation, of width for the multi-use path, and to 
maintain 12-foot lanes; on that particular graphic, and they just used North Dakota’s graphic, it 
depicted your typical “J” rails, but that graphic was intended for allocation of space on the 
bridge, it was not indicative of the type of rail that would be on that bridge.  He said that there 
are some historic elements there that have to be followed.  He added that he wants to make it 
clear that the graphic that is, or has been distributed, is more indicative of how the space is 
allocated, not what the configuration of the inside our outside rail is going to be.  
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2015-2016 UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the staff report, we adopted the work program back in 
November; however when the Office Manager was setting up the accounting spreadsheets for 
billing purposes, a calculation error was discovered on the individual activity spreadsheet.  He 
explained how the error occurred, and went over the changes made to the spreadsheet to reflect 
the correct amounts.   
 
Haugen commented that another change involves a text change.  He explained that the text of the 
document said that we were carrying over and finishing the U.S. #2 Access Study, but the 
spreadsheet did not include that activity.  He stated that funding has been accounted for, but that 
the spreadsheet didn’t include it, so it was added to the spreadsheet. 
 
Haugen reported that originally we were talking about the Land Use Plan being updated, a 
component of that was to also look at the Land Development Code, as it is called on the North 
Dakota side; and the Zoning Ordinance, as it is called on the Minnesota side.  He stated that East 
Grand Forks was not interested in doing that part of the update, but Grand Forks was, but 
because of the above discussed calculation error we didn’t think there was any funding available 
to do it, however now that there is funding available, Grand Forks would still like to have that 
part of the update done as well. 
 
Haugen stated that two other things that were identified in the staff report were, initially we had 
more funds coming from 2014 and carrying into 2015, in the original document, but our U.S. #2 
Access Study did have a little more work done than anticipated in 2014 so we paid that out of 
our 2014 budget, therefore we dropped revenue sources for 2015 by $50,000, so the $260,000 
unprogrammed funds was reduced by the $50,000, and then we reallocated $110,000 to the Land 
Development Code Update.  He added that because of MAP-21, and how it is causing us to do 
two separate T.I.P.s, as well as to do some additional administrative things, we spread out the 
remaining funds into some of the administrative activities like General Administration, 
Interagency Coordination, MAP-21 implementation, and Education and Travel.   
 
Haugen said that the amendment we are seeking approval for is to account for a calculation error, 
for less revenue being carried over, adding the carry-over project into the spreadsheet, and 
adding the work activity of updating the Grand Forks Land Development Code.   
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Williams asked what ATAC would be doing as they are shown to have a $25,000 budget.  
Haugen responded that they will be doing some model runs and updates with some of the studies 
that will be going on, such as the I-29 Traffic Ops, the Bygland Road Study, etc., so there is 
some modeling work we need to have done in conjunction with those studies.   Kuharenko asked 
if the ATAC number is being rolled up into the 300.1 line item of $40,000.  Haugen responded 
that it is not, that it is a separate item.   
 
Kuharenko commented that he does have a point of concern, and you mentioned it in the staff 
report, as well as here, regarding increasing the Land Use Plan by $110,000; but in the original 
2015 plan it was only $150,000 and is now shown at $277,000, so it isn’t being increased by 
$110,000, but by $127,000.  Haugen responded that they also increased the actual Land Use Plan 
Update cost, adding $10,000 to that and another $10,000 to the East Grand Forks Land Use Plan, 
so that is where some of the money was distributed.  Kuharenko said, though, that you have 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks separated out, and he sees a $10,000 increase in East Grand 
Forks as well, but there are a number of other mathematical adding issues in this spreadsheet, 
and the sheet before it, which leads to some questions. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the table on Page 20 of the document, the CPG 2014, over in the budgeted 
amounts you have the federal and state at $300,000, and the state and local at $75,000, equaling 
a total of $356,000, but it should be more like $375,000.  Haugen responded that he did not 
update those columns, he just focused on the first two columns, so he will take care of that. 
 
Kuharenko said, however, that this ends up leading us to the question of what else is needing to 
be updated.  He added that below, where they have the cost allocation, it is still showing that the 
total is $1,269,000, but if you add all those numbers up it only adds up to $1,219,000, so there is 
a $50,000 discrepancy there as well, so if we are showing back and forth different numbers that 
don’t add up, that’s a problem, and we see numerous problems as well on the next page, going 
down to that $1,219,000 at the bottom, because if you add up the various line items you doing 
get $1,219,000.   
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Williams referred to the staff hours and asked if they are the same as what was reported before.  
Haugen responded that the hours are the same, but there is a difference between a planner and a 
senior planner salary, as it was updated to reflect the higher salary.  Williams said, then, that the 
number of hours for the director is 1725 and the planner is 1825.  Haugen responded that that is 
correct.  Williams asked if that includes benefits.  Haugen responded it does, adding that we 
don’t have line items for things like vacation and sick leave, so they are covered with our inflated 
rate. 
 
Williams reported that previously we discussed that, under the totals on the funding source 
spreadsheet, you show state and local shares shown, but it doesn’t help them when they are 
trying to budget, to figure out what dollars they need, so can it be separated into state, and then 
East Grand Forks and Grand Forks so that we know what they are supposed to be budgeting and 
what they are actually looking at.  Haugen responded it can.  He explained that it was set up this 
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way at the request of MNDOT years ago, and is how it has been shown since.  He added that that 
reason it is labeled federal, state, and state and local is because we do get state dollars that the 
locals then don’t have to come up with but the reason they still wanted state identified in the 
local part is because in order for us to access the Minnesota monies there has to be a local match 
to it, and they wanted a reminder that part of the local match is to match the state dollars, but 
they can separate it out.  Williams commented that you could keep those two column, but then 
add two columns for Grand Forks and East Grand Forks that shows that this is what is needed, 
and who is going to pay for what.  Haugen said that, as the staff report indicated, this will be the 
first time we are showing North Dakota state funds being used on the I-29 project.   
 
Haugen said that he will certainly clean up the errors, and thanked Mr. Kuharenko for his 
catches.  He added that, ultimately, this is the essence of the work program amendment number 
one; with $1,219,000 as the total budget; and with the big ticket item being to the addition of the 
Land Development Code Update in conjunction with the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update, 
with $50,000 less revenue than was identified before, and spreading out some of the remaining 
funds to the administrative items. 
 
Williams referred to the staff portion of the spreadsheet, pointing out that it still lists two 
planners, and asked if one of them is a senior planner.  Haugen responded that it is.  Williams 
asked if that shouldn’t be shown as a senior planner.  Haugen responded that our expectation is 
that we will hire a senior planner, so we are budgeting for such.  Williams said, though, that it 
isn’t labeled as such.  She asked if there was a desk audit or something done to increase that ??.  
Haugen responded that the qualifications of the past person did not meet those of the senior 
planner, although it was intended that we would hire a senior planner at that time as well, but that 
is why it was shown as a planner previously.  Williams said, then, that this is actually reinstating 
something that was there before.  She added that she thinks that it is important to show that. 
 
Williams stated that she has one more question.  She pointed out that we are still showing 32nd 
Avenue South as a signal timing project, but their City Council approved it as a corridor study.  
She asked if it could be noted that if there is any available funding it be used on the 32nd Avenue 
South study because we still need the corridor study done.  Haugen responded that, if he 
understands correctly, in the write-up, where we have the 32nd Avenue South Signal Timing 
Project, we include a sentence that discusses that if there is additional funding available we 
increase this activity to more of a corridor study.  Williams responded that that is correct, that is 
what was approved by their City Council, as a corridor study, because they are struggling with 
trying to, they have been looking at it intersection by intersection, and they need to pull the 
whole thing together, and that is why they need a corridor study done for that entire area. 
 
Williams asked if all of the updates and corrections discussed today going to be made to the 
document before it goes to the Executive Policy Board.  Haugen responded that they would. 
 
Williams said that she thinks they have requested this before, but she would still like to see, 
going back to the previous discussion of when we received the extra monies from 
Fargo/Moorhead, where exactly did it go, was it just kind of flipped, or did we actually pick up 
some studies, did we pick up the interstate project.  Haugen responded that the interstate study 
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was picked up, and we are also using it to continue the count program.  He added that this is the 
amended document, so he didn’t include all 60 pages of the entire document, but in the original 
work program it was identified in the first few pages of that document what all of the studies 
were that those monies went towards.  Williams asked if that was the one approved in October or 
November.  Haugen responded that it was approved in November.  He added that it is available 
on the website.   
 
Haugen stated that, with all of the corrections discussed, he still hopes to entertain a motion to 
approve the amendment. 
 
Noehre commented that he just noticed something on the objectives; the U.S. #2 and U.S. 81 
Intersection Skewed Intersection Study, he is assuming you mean Business U.S. 81.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.  Noehre said, though, that the way it is described now it would be 
I-29.   
 
Williams said that, since we are talking about these individual items, she has one other thing to 
bring up.  She stated that on here you have completion dates, which is great, but for the next 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting could you bring in some other dates as well because 
you’ve got like four projects that are all going to be concluding in December, which means, she 
is assuming, that you will have a final review for us in October or November, and that will be 
extremely difficult for them with everything else they do on October and November, so could 
they get a more complete work plan, like some intermediate or drafts or that sort of thing.  
Haugen responded that some of those project you will see later on the agenda, and the RFPs have 
some dates identified in them.  He stated that the Land Use Plan RFP has dates, the Bygland 
Road Study has dates, the Aerial Photography has dates; they are identified in the RFP, not so 
much in the work program.  Williams said, though, that even in a separate document if you could 
give those to them so that they aren’t trying to chase down where this is, or that is, we could have 
all the information assembled into a spreadsheet or something, with some dates so that they can 
keep track and see when they should be expecting updates at the Technical Advisory Committee 
meetings, and where we are at with all of these projects.  Haugen responded that he could do 
that. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE AMENDMENT #1 TO THE 2015 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 
SUBJECT TO PARTNER REVIEW, AND TO INCLUSION OF THE CHANGES 
DISCUSSED.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
  
MATTER OF EXTENSION OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT CONTRACT WITH 
GOODPOINTE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
 
Kouba reported that, as you know, there have been a few hiccups with the pavement 
management condition ratings, but as it stands right now Goodpointe has done the condition 
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ratings, they just haven’t gotten them into our data bases so they are available for everyone to 
use. 
 
Kouba said that we are also expecting Goodpointe to do give us an overall report of the 
conditions of the roads in the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks area.  She added that they are 
also going to be adding in a few budgeting scenarios in the report as well.   
 
Kouba commented that we expect that they will be completed before March 31st, but that is the 
current deadline, therefore we are looking for approval to extend their contract to March 31st. 
 
Haugen reported that there is no cost increase involved, it is just a time amendment, changing the 
end date to March 31st, 2015. 
 
Kuharenko stated that in regard to pavement management, and with the new federal register that 
came out for MAP-21, it will be looking more at the International Roughness Index (IRI), so 
going forward he would like to know how we are going to incorporate that into this program.  
Haugen responded that for the local road system, or the non-state owned system, we will have to 
work on that; but for the State system that is something, as he recalls, from the proposed rule 
making of the States they are already reporting on the State system, so, and he thinks that is a 
proposed rule making that people will be commenting on and when it comes down to the final 
rule he guesses we will have to see how it affects our pavement management system , and what 
changes or augmentations we will need to make to it. 
 
Kuharenko commented that it is his understand that the State has to make a plan as to how they 
are going to go through it, and what the rate will be a year after the final rule making, which he 
believes is the language in there.   
 
Noehre stated that they already use IRI, and have been for a long time, but Urban IRI gives an 
indication, and he is very confident in the rural values, very confident; but, again, the urban 
values give an indication, and it is due to the speed and the stopping and in the rural we get very 
good, very accurate numbers because they are a constant speed, and that doesn’t happen, 
obviously, in a urban setting, so the numbers reflect much, much higher than what the actual IRI 
is, with the system they use. 
 
Haugen commented that he thinks that by the time we update our pavement management system 
in its regular cycle, that might be when we are finally informed as to what performance measures 
from a national and state are that we will need to work towards.  He asked if Goodpointe did 
indicate we have the capabilities to do RIDE.  Kouba responded they did.  Haugen said that if we 
continue with them, or whoever we have do pavement management, that is an assessment that 
we are capable of doing and adding to it, to our software.  Noehre stated that there are a number 
of different ways to measure, and IRI is one way.   
 
Kuharenko asked if there is a particular reason they are asking for a time extension.  Kouba 
responded that it is just a delay, when we originally did the imagery, some of it ended up getting 
lost in the shuffle between the home and the mobile sites.  She said that they had to come back in 
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and re-shoot some of the areas.  She added that we also updated our Shape File, and somehow 
the data wasn’t matching up between the imagery and Shape File numbers so they had to go back 
in and rework that information so it took a while to do that, thus the delay. 
 
Williams commented that the City was asked to do some input into this, and they found out they 
needed to do this in late December.  She stated that the original contract was supposed to be done 
in August, so we’re still there, but sometimes they can’t just drop everything and do some of the 
stuff these consultants want them to do.  She suggested that, just as a general comment, maybe in 
all of our contracts, if they need something, and they have identified that we need to do 
something, they need to let us know at least six or eight weeks before they want it done because 
their schedules aren’t like they used to be where they could just push something aside and work 
on it, so, just as a general comment, if we could include that in all of our contract stuff, she 
thinks it would make them go through and take a hard look at what it is they are going to be 
doing, and give us time to do it if we need to give them any information. 
 
Haugen reiterated that we are looking for approval of a time only extension, no monetary 
changes to have our pavement management completed. 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE EXTENSION OF THE PAVEMENT CONDITION ANALYSIS 
CONTRACT WITH GOODPOINTE TO MARCH 31ST, 2015, WITH NO CHANGE TO THE 
BUDGET.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2016-2019 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
 a.     Minnesota Side 
 
Haugen reported that originally the transportation alternative programs were due last week on the 
Minnesota side.  He stated that two potential projects were in the loop, however both projects 
have been dropped from further consideration, so there are no Minnesota TAP projects for us to 
consider.  
 
Haugen commented that the rest of the Minnesota projects are due by the end of this month, for 
February’s Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
 b.     North Dakota Side 
 
Haugen reported that we have candidate projects from several different programs.  He pointed 
out that included in the packet was the start of this power point he will give, but it has been 
updated a bit.   
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Haugen commented that, again, these are what we gauge all of these projects off of, to determine 
consistency, and to set a priority list.  He referred to a slide illustrating the MPO study area, and 
pointed out that the area shown in light grey is the area that has been identified as the adjusted 
federal aid urban limits area, so some programs, particularly on the North Dakota side, we split 
projects that cross over this adjusted urban aid limits into the T.I.P. as two listings instead of one 
project.  He added that any project that is federally funded, or needs federal approval, or is really 
significant within this area should be included in the T.I.P. 
 
Haugen stated that there are still unknowns with MAP-21.  He said that we do know the focus of 
good repair, and we know the focus of the majority of the funds is on the NHS system.  He added 
that MAP-21 itself expires May of this year, it was extended, but we don’t know what its 
replacement will be, it’s funding program will be unknown, so what we do today is subject to 
change as these things get rolled out. 
 
Haugen reported that we do have to account for inflation, 1.2% is the rate of revenue inflation , 
and 4% is the basic expenditure inflation rate.  He stated that we do have projects that are 
moving, sometimes they are moved at the State Headquarter level, and they don’t make the 
adjustments for year of expenditure, so we are hoping to get better coordination and 
understanding that when things are pushed back, there also has to be a recognition that cost most 
like will need to be adjusted as well. 
 
Haugen pointed out the project programs are:  TAP for 2016, HSIP, current 15-17 TIP 
significantly changed, Urban Local for FY2019 and Urban Regional for FY2019 (plus one non-
TIP year of FY2020).   
 
Haugen pointed out that for the alternatives, the basic funding ratio is 80/20.  He said that he 
would remind everyone that this is now a combination of the old separate enhancement, safe 
routes to school, and scenic highways programs.  He stated that both North Dakota and 
Minnesota, could have included recreation trails, but they have opted to keep them separate.  He 
said, again, that only the City of Grand Forks, on the North Dakota side can submit projects to 
the MPO, when in the past other agencies were able to submit projects as well. 
 
Williams asked, if the TAP project happens to be on the National Highway System, does that 
change the funding split, or is it still 80/20.  Haugen responded it would still be an 80/20 split.  
He explained that if it is funded from the TAP program, it is 80/20. 
 
Haugen referred to slides listing the projects coming from the City of Grand Forks, and pointed 
out the priority order given by the City to those projects: 
 
TAP 
 

1. Shared Use Path along DeMers Avenue between South 48th and 42nd Street at a 
total cost of $809,000 with federal request of $290,000 (max allowed). 
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2. Shared Use Path along South Columbia Road between 36th and 40th Avenue South 
at total cost of $167,000 with federal request of $134,000. 

 
3. Solar Powered Speed Minder Radar Signs at total cost of $23,000 with federal 

request of $19,000.   
 
Noehre asked if any of the speed minder signs are located on a state highway.  Williams 
responded that, with the exception of Wilder, she doesn’t think they have any that are directly on 
a state highway.  Noehre mentioned that 5th Street is a state highway.  Williams stated that if it 
comes down to that they would check with NDDOT, but she doesn’t think it will.   
 
Dame asked if they would be backing these signs up with a power source, other than the solar 
power.  Williams responded that that is something they are working on.  Dame said that they 
have problems with the one they have on Airport Drive, as it doesn’t work when it gets too cold.  
Williams agreed, adding that when it happens they have to change them out, thaw them, and put 
them back.  She stated that they have solved the issue of the radiant gathering part of it, but 
unless you have something in there to warm the battery, the battery eventually freezes and 
doesn’t work.  She explained that the battery works on a chemical reaction, and what eventually 
happens is it gets to the point where it is so cold that the chemical reaction cannot occur, so it 
doesn’t actually freeze, but it gets too cold to work.   
 
Haugen commented that all of these projects have been applied for in the past, so we have 
already determined that they are consistent with our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He added 
that there is a year expenditure update to them all to reflect that even though they were applied 
for a year ago, the cost has been adjusted to show inflation.   
 
Haugen stated that the number one priority project, the Shared Use Path along DeMers Avenue, 
because there is a max allowed in North Dakota of $290,000, that project is asking for the 
maximum amount allowed.   
 
HSIP 
 
Haugen reported that for the HSIP projects there is an 90/10 split.  He said that North Dakota’s 
program is geared towards 50% of the monies going to the Local Roads Safety Program and the 
other 50% to the High Crash or dark spot locations.  He pointed out that Grand Forks is 
submitting four projects, with the following priority order: 
  
 High Crash 
 

1. 32nd Avenue turn lane improvements at 31st Street and 24th Street at a total cost of 
$1,790,000 with $807,000 federal currently programmed seeking additional 
$804,000. 
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2. 32nd Avenue turn lane improvements at 20th Street at a total cost of $1,353,000 
with $1,217,700 in federal funds. 

 
3. Gateway Drive red light running confirmation lights at a total cost of $120,000 

with $108,000 in federal funds. 
 

4. 32nd Avenue turn lane improvements at 38th Street with a total cost estimate of 
$490,000 with $441,000 in federal funds. 

 
Haugen commented that all but one of these projects is on 32nd Avenue, so to go back to Ms. 
Williams discussion on a corridor study, they are all lane improvements, and he believes they are 
all on correcting the left turn offset and extending the left turns capacity.   
 
Haugen stated that the first project in priority order does have federal funds already assigned to 
it, but the City has reexamined the improvements necessary, and as the costs have increased they 
are seeking more federal assistance to help with these projects. 
 
Haugen said that the third project is the red light running confirmation lights, which comes from 
the Local Roads Safety Program, so for the Technical Advisory Committee and MPO Executive 
Policy Board discussions we are trying to mimic the State’s 50/50 share, and whether the priority 
order should identify the three high crash locations, in their order, and the Local Road Safety 
Program in its order as well, whereas the City put them as one funding program, one order, the 
actual intent, from the State’s perspective, is to fund 50% towards the Local Roads Safety 
Program and 50% towards the High Crash Program. 
 
Williams commented that it is her understanding that if they don’t get enough Local Roads 
Safety Program projects, those monies will roll back over into the High Crash Program.  Haugen 
agreed that that is what was stated, however, he is aware that both Fargo and Bismarck are 
submitting Local Roads Safety projects, so the chance that there will be any additional monies 
rolled over into the Local Roads Safety Program is pretty slim.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating a different priority rating scenario (see below): 
 
 High Crash 
 
 1. 32nd Avenue turn lane modifications at 34th and 31st Street intersections. 
 
 2. 32nd Avenue turn lane modifications at 20th Street intersections. 
 
 3. 32nd Avenue turn lane modifications at 38th Street intersections. 
 
 Systemic 
 
 1. Gateway Drive Red Light Running Confirmation Lights. 
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He explained that reason we might endorse this particular effort is so that Gateway Drive is 
competitive.  He said that when you look at the other perspective, at the dollar values of the first 
two projects, the number three priority isn’t really even in play.  He stated, then, that staff will be 
recommending you identify this 50/50 priority order. 
 
Dame asked for clarification on what the Red Light Running Confirmation Light is.  Williams 
responded that it is an additional light that is placed on the top of the signal head.  She said that it 
is a blue light that gives a visual to police that are approaching the intersection, that are on the 
sidestreets, so that they know when the light is red and someone has run through it, thus giving 
them confirmation that they can stop the vehicle that ran the red light.  Noehre commented that 
currently in order for the police to enforce red light running now they need two officers, one 
upstream and one downstream, to allow for them to actually confirm that someone actually ran 
the light, and this will eliminate the need for two officers as it puts the light on the backside thus 
allowing an officer located downstream to know that the light was red when the vehicle went 
through the intersection. 
 
Dame asked if cameras wouldn’t be much safer and easier.  Noehre responded that cameras are 
illegal in North Dakota.  Williams added that places where they are legal are taking them out 
because there have been so legal problems with them.   
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Haugen reported that for the Urban and Regional Programs we have the current T.I.P., which 
covers FY2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018; and the new T.I.P. will cover FY2016, 2017, 2018, and 
2019; which gives us a three-year overlap so we always need to identify any changes to those 
three years.   
 
Haugen stated that there aren’t really any changes on the Urban side; but on the Regional side 
there are a couple of things to point out.  He commented that there was a turn lane project on 
U.S. #2; partially in the MPO area, however mostly out of the MPO area, and while there still 
might be a project here, for now it will not be submitted.  Noehre added that if there is a project 
with that project it will not be anywhere near the MPO area, it will be one location rather than 
60-miles long. 
 
Kuharenko said that, as for the changes, he knows that they ended putting in a illustrative request 
for additional funds, and he is wondering if that is located in a different section than what is 
being discussed now.  Haugen responded it was. 
 
Haugen reported that the University Avenue Overpass repainting has been delayed one year, as 
discussed, to coincide better with another City project in that area.  He said that on DeMers 
Avenue overlay project, and we are all familiar with what is going on with the Sorlie Bridge, but 
it was programmed financially in 2017, and physically in 2018; but it is now being both 
financially and physically programmed in 2019.  He added that, just as a reminder, the Sorlie 
Bridge project is being moved to the current T.I.P. and won’t show up in the future T.I.P.  
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Haugen commented that this now brings us back to our earlier discussion of year of expenditure.  
He referred to the tables, and went over the changes briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that the new FY2019 projects are: 
 
 Urban Program 
 
 1. Mill and Overlay of University Avenue. 
 
 Regional Program 
 
 1. DeMers Avenue Mill and Overlay/Reconstruction. 
 
Haugen stated that North Dakota started requiring an additional year, outside the T.I.P., be 
included.  He said that they had dentified U.S. Business 2 and North 5th Street as that project, and 
that is being carried on in this T.I.P. as well.  Noehre commented that the pavement on Business 
2 and North 5th Street is really old, and with the work on the Kennedy, it is probably time to look 
at it. 
 
Haugen said, then, as he jut mentioned, North Dakota asked for Regional Projects a year beyond, 
so for 2020 the reconstruction of the Washington Overpass is being identified, however it isn’t 
going to be programed, just identified as the plus one potential project.    
  
MOVED BY NOEHRE, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LIST OF CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2016-2019 T.I.P. AS 
BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORATION PLAN AND TO 
GIVE THEM THE 50/50 PRIORITY RANKING ORDER, AS DISCUSSED.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that staff has worked with Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planner, and put 
together what the City of East Grand Forks would like to see the consultant do to update their 
Land Use Plan.   
 
Kouba stated that there is a budget of $85,000.  She said that, basically, one of East Grand Forks’ 
biggest issues; a couple of their biggest issues are that there are some goals, policies, and 
objectives that a little confusing for their Planning Commission, so the consultant is being asked 
to clear those up for them and make them more user friendly; and looking at the future land use 
needs and identifying those areas, they are looking at industrial that they are going to be needing, 
that they are going to expand out; and solidifying a public involvement process for the planning; 
and providing a final report for both the MPO and the City. 
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Kouba said that they have a final deadline of, they are hoping to have the proposed consultant 
approved by March 18th; and once they proceed they are hoping to have a draft of the Land Use 
Plan the beginning of October; and then the final draft available the beginning of November so it 
can go through all of the processes of the MPO, as well as the City of East Grand Forks. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE, AS 
SUBMITTED.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR BYGLAND ROAD STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this was the number one project request from East Grand Forks.  He stated 
that we have it included in our work program. 
 
Haugen commented that it primarily consists of trying to identify what improvements can be 
done to alleviate a perceived traffic congestion problem occurring during the A.M. and early P.M 
Peak periods.  He explained that with the two schools at the end of the roadway, both being all-
City schools, with a lot of parent traffic dropping students off during those time frame, Bygland 
Road is carrying a lot of peak traffic during those times, so people trying to go in the opposite 
direction are having a difficult time getting onto Bygland Road, so we have that conflict going 
where there aren’t enough gaps to allow them to get on to the roadway.  
 
Haugen stated that the City is also asking that we look at the on-road facilities to see what can be 
improved, particularly the bike facilities, to see what can be done on Bygland Road to improve 
those facilities.  He added that there is also a City Bus route that crosses Bygland Roak, as well 
as School Bus routes that interplay as well, so we need to work on multimodal aspects for 
Bygland Road. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the study limits are essentially from the traffic signal at 1st and 3rd down 
to the Middle School. 
 
Williams asked about the scenario with or without 32nd Avenue South proposed bridge, is it 
being assumed that there will or will not be a bridge at that location, or that it will be located 
further to the south.  Haugen responded that the existing 2025 and 2040 forecasts include 
additional bridges; and the illustrative list of projects show a bridge at 32nd or at Merrifield; but 
the scenarios we are running on this study are proposed to just utilize the 32nd Avenue location.  
Williams said, then, that if you do the scenario without the 32nd Avenue South bridge, you would 
not be assuming that there is a bridge at Merrifield.  Haugen responded that that would be 
correct, there are no additional bridges.  He said, again, that the existing 2025 and 2040 
scenarios, what we have is what we have for river crossings, no additional capacity.  He added 
that East Grand Forks has asked us, in this study, to identify to assist them, if 32nd Avenue were 
in place, does it dramatically change the recommendations.  He said that East Grand Forks has 
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adopted a separate document called their “Strategic Plan” for the next five years that identifies 
construction on the 32nd Avenue Bridge, so that is why we are including the scenario of what 
would traffic be like on Bygland if there were a 32nd Avenue Bridge as part of the analysis.  He 
added that this is very similar to what we do with I-29 traffic ops, where we will be looking at 
scenarios with additional interchanges, with no additional interchanges, etc.  
 
Williams asked at what point the Merrifield Bridge comes on line in our Long Range 
Transportation Plan, is it after 2040.  Haugen responded that, technically, both bridges are after 
2040, but in the past 32nd Avenue has always had a bigger impact on traffic on Bygland Road 
than Merrifield.  Williams said that what she is getting around to is that if you did a scenario with 
the Merrifield Bridge, with 32nd, without 32nd, and then with Merrifield she thinks you might get 
a better look at exactly what is going on with all of it.  She said without doing that it is kind of 
like not getting the whole story.  Haugen responded that the hesitation is that whenever we have 
looked at Merrifield as the only additional bridge, traffic on Bygland isn’t altered much, if at all, 
and 32nd is the one that give us the most impact, do they want to focus the scenario on if there 
ever is a 32nd Avenue Bridge, does it change the recommendations that this study would come up 
with, is there enough traffic change that it causes a different design of an intersection, or 
something along those lines, that is why they are just using 32nd, because that is the one that 
seems to have the biggest impact.  Noehre commented that he would imagine that a 32nd Avenue 
bridge would have an impact on all three of the other bridges as well.  Haugen agreed.  Noehre 
stated that Merrifield may have an impact on two of the other bridges.  Williams added that you 
would have a lot of vehicles that would bypass even coming through Grand Forks, or coming 
over any of the existing bridges if they could get around to the south, especially trucks.  Noehre 
said that it would then have an impact on the Kennedy, not on DeMers or the Pointe Bridge, at 
least off the top of his head.   
 
Haugen stated that they have impacts on other corridors and other roadways, they are studying 
Bygland Road with this one, and back to the I-29 traffic ops, they will look at different 
interchanges individually, but they won’t be looking at how they impact any other intersection, at 
least that is the scope that is currently scoped, they won’t look at DeMers/Washington, 
Washington/32nd, and other areas, but will be focused on that corridor.  He said, then, that in 
their minds 32nd is the only real swing improvement, that they are aware of, that would change 
Bygland Road.   
 
Noehre asked if there has been any shift in an actual feasibility of a bridge at 32nd.  Williams 
agreed that that is what she was thinking.  She said that it isn’t on a truck route, you can’t allow 
trucks through there and you have schools down through there, so she doesn’t even know what 
feasibility of having it with the current development that has occurred.  Noehre commented that 
it would still be an inner-city bridge.  Haugen stated that twelve years ago it was determined that 
it was feasible.  Williams said that that is probably something that we should look at with our 
next transportation plan update.   
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE RFP FOR 
THE BYGLAND ROAD STUDY, AS SUBMITTED.     
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MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT RFP FOR AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY 
 
Kouba reported that this is a requested item about every three years, and we are going to work 
with them on updating with what we have currently.  She stated that we have a budget of 
$50,000, so we are looking for approval to do that. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 16 of the RFP, under Specifications, the very last bullet, and pointed 
out that it indicates “suitable for a 1-inch to 100-foot scale mapping or +-3.33-foot positional 
accuracy is to be used.  He said that below that you are using the aerial photography acquisition 
in the component through the digital orthophoto production going from a +-3.33-foot positional 
and then going to a +-1-foot, is that going to cause problems because you are going from 
potentially less accurate to more accurate.  Kouba responded that it isn’t going to be a problem 
mostly because it is roughly the same thing, basically.  She added that she is also requesting that 
they use the National Map Accuracy Standards, and that is part of the standards, so as long as it 
is part of the standards, they are still at, a pixal is roughly ??  Kuharenko said, though, that it 
looks like it is positional accuracy, with that one pixal being one-foot away versus 3 and 1/3.   
 
Kuharenko commented that another thing he noticed is that it looks like there is, under 
Component 3, 3 or 6 inch pixel ground resolution, and then you end up indicating…Kouba 
responded that she had them delete that, so she will make sure that is corrected in the Final RFP. 
 
Dame referred to Page 18, and asked how definite the boundaries are there.  Kouba responded 
that the boundary of the shoot will basically be in the footprint of the image that it is right now.  
She stated that the red line is, basically both Cities’ boundaries.  Haugen added that the same 
territory will be flown, three years later, with no additional territory. 
 
Noehre asked how many years this has been done.  Haugen responded that he recalls that half-
tone aerials photos were taken back in 1985, and 1999 was when the first colored digital photos 
were taken.  Noehre said that reason he asks is because, and this is something he just recently 
learned about, but there is a program called Google Earth where you can go back to previous 
shots.  He said that he hasn’t used it yet, but he is interested to, so his question is, when we 
display this, can we go back and look at previous shots.  Kuharenko responded that in our City 
GIS you can.  Yavarow added that they have three years listed on the City’s GIS. 
 
Discussion on Google Earth versus City GIS ensued. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO FORWARD A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE AERIAL IMAGERY PROJECT, SUBJECT TO 
INCLUSION OF CHANGES AS DISCUSSED.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 East Grand Forks Functional Reclassification Update 
 
Haugen reported that they are down to differing between the two Stub-Principal Arterials; 220 
North and Bygland Road, so they are going to meet with the Oversight Committee to give our 
side of the story versus their side of the story, after which the Oversight Committee will make a 
decision, which we will accept, otherwise we are in agreement with the new Functional 
Classification. 
 
Haugen stated that sometime in March we will formally be finally adopting the updated 
Functional Classification for East Grand Forks. 
 
Information only. 
 
 Project Update List 
 
Williams commented that we have talked about this a couple different times, but she would still 
like to see an update on all the projects we have going including the Long Range Transportation 
Plan for 2045, and everything, even if there isn’t any change from last time, if they could just get 
an update on where we are and what we are doing.  She added that it doesn’t have to be 
individual items, but maybe just on a spreadsheet that says where we are at on the different items 
that we’ve got, because we have a lot of things on here now that you’ve got going, a lot of 
different projects.   
 
Information only.  
 
 U.S. #2 Access Study 
 
Noehre asked if there is anything happening on the U.S. #2 Access Study.  Haugen responded 
that January 29th is a meeting of the Steering Committee, all afternoon Thursday, over at RDO.   
 
Noehre asked if the MPO, or the City of Grand Forks has heard about a potential development 
north of U.S. #2 and east of 69th.  Gengler responded that nothing is coming to mind.  Yavarow 
asked if he was referring to the area west of 55th.  Noehre responded he was, right up against 
69th.  He explained that NDDOT was approached by someone looking for some comments on 
changing an access.  Gengler asked who it was that came to them.  Noehre responded it was 
CPS.  Noehre said that it may just be preliminary yet, and they are just doing some due diligence.  
Dame commented that he thought he saw some Greenberg signs for commercial property for sale 
up there.  Gengler said that he could look into this further.  Noehre commented that, at least 
conceptionally they had a frontage road, and that is what they talked to them about before the 
U.S. #2 Access Study. 
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Gengler reported that he is familiar with one project, the former American Defense was sold, and 
he knows there was some talk about the company that bought it doing some expansion, but they 
haven’t seen anything yet, so if there is anything out there it could be that, which would be just 
directly north, basically they would be expanding the former ADI, so that is probably what this 
is.  Noehre stated that he wonders if he shouldn’t send it to KLJ to look at it in the Access Study, 
not traffic wise, but if it is all about development, how a frontage road might be incorporated into 
it.  Gengler commented that with this particular business you would be looking at just employee 
trip generation opposed to retail type traffic. 
 
Noehre asked if KLJ had been working on anything since last time.  Haugen responded that they 
have been working on quite a bit, which you will see in your pre-meeting packet that you will be 
getting to digest before the meeting on Thursday, January 29th, and then at the meeting itself you 
will get to look at some of the alternative concepts, and you will spend a good four hours at the 
meeting. 
 
Dame commented that Mr. Haugen had indicated at the last meeting that we should have some 
thoughts put into what solutions need to be there.  He said that he was kind of taken by surprise 
by that as they haven’t seen alternatives coming out of KLJ, so is this something they should 
have some preconceived ideas on what they think should be there, or, he knows the City has 
since started somewhat taking a look at their intersection, at their request, so he understands that 
that one is.  Haugen responded that everyone is going to come to the meeting with a 
preconceived concept of their particular intersection, or the corridor as a whole, but if there is 
something that you think is outside the box, that would be something to give to KLJ, or through 
him to KLJ, so it is at least on the table and they can do a little work on it ahead of time, but 
there wasn’t anything yet, that he has seen, that hasn’t been already looked at.  Dame said that 
you were saying from a funding standpoint, and he has been waiting and not saying anything 
because he assumes that they are going to have a lot of alternatives laid on the table, in terms of, 
they are the ones, the experts doing the study, and he didn’t feel it was their place to be making 
alternative recommendations, or starting to request funding of a project that they have no idea of 
what would potentially happen. 
 
Haugen stated that, just like with the T.I.P. Candidate projects that we looked at; take DeMers 
Avenue downtown, there is a dollar amount that the project scoped, ranges from a mill and 
overlay to a reconstruction; or take the Sorlie Bridge project when it was at $30,000,000, it 
wasn’t defined as to what the project was, so the advice, not from a fiscal constraint point of 
view, but the advice is to get as much as you can ask for reasonably so that you aren’t limited for 
what you get. 
 
Williams asked if there was going to be a packet sent out before the meeting.  Haugen responded 
there would.  Williams asked when they could expect it.  Haugen responded that he would 
anticipate it would be the end of this week, or most certainly the beginning of next week.    
 
Haugen reiterated that the meeting will be on Thursday, January 29th, at 1:00 p.m. at RDO. 
 
Information only. 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, January 14th, 2015 
 

20 
 

  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 
14TH, 2015, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:21P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


