
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

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

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 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, Cities Area Transit; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, 
Grand Forks Planning;   Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Nels Christianson, BNSF; 
Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit; Nancy Ellis, 
East Grand Forks Planning; and Darren Laesch, MNDOT-Bemidji. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Jon Markusen, KLJ and Troy Schroeder, NWRDC. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Jay Sandeen, GF/EGF MPO Intern; David 
Wiosna; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
 a. Roll Call Voting 
 
Haugen reported that he sent everyone an email about roll call voting.  He explained that all 
items except for approval of minutes and adjournment will now need a roll call vote, so we need 
to know who the voting member will be for those entities having more than one member listed.   
 
Kuharenko stated that he would be the voting member for the Engineering Department for the 
City of Grand Forks.  Bergman stated that he would be the voting member for the Cities Area 
Transit.   
 
West asked what spurred this change.  Haugen responded that the Bismarck/Mandan MPO had 
correspondence with the Attorney General, and the result was the MPOs being notified that they 
will now have to use a roll call voting procedure. 
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 b. November Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Date 
 
Haugen reported that our November Technical Advisory Committee meeting falls on 
Wednesday, November 11th, which is Veteran’s Day; and most people will not be at work that 
day so we are wondering if you’d like to come here anyway, or if you would like to try to 
schedule the meeting the Tuesday before, November 10th, or Thursday, November 11th, which is 
more problematic but could be done.   
 
Haugen stated that noting there are more people nodding yes for Tuesday, November 10th, we 
will reschedule the meeting for that day.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE 
SEPTEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that most of the project has been completed.  He said that, as he understands it, 
the only thing left is lighting.  Noehre responded that the normal roadway lighting is installed, 
they just have the decorative lighting left.  He added that the painting has been completed, and he 
thinks they are doing the striping today.  Haugen asked if the approaches got temporarily 
patched, or was a permanent fix.  Yavarow responded that it is permanent until it is replaced.  He 
added that the roadway lighting is actually going in today, and tomorrow.    
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that last month Mr. Grasser gave us a heads-up that some discussion would 
be taking place regarding the proposed changes to the Kennedy Bridge.  He said that that 
discussion led to the letter that is attached in the packet being sent out.  He explained that the 
MPO Executive Policy Board wishes to engage in communication about trying to locate a 
bike/ped only bridge.   
 
Haugen reported that part of the Board’s justification for asking to look into a possible separate 
bike/ped facility, as the letter states, is that in doing so we could accommodate back to more 
standard widths on the Kennedy Bridge itself as the space being currently being dedicated to 
bike/ped use would no longer need to be dedicated.  He said that the other is financial, in that 
they feel that MnDOT/NDDOT saved millions of dollars by going with rehab and repainting 
jobs, so they asked that he write a letter to start trying to have conversations about an additional 
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bike/ped bridge across the Red River.  He added that in addition to that, other parts of the letter 
kind of just identify that there is a history of trying to locate three bike/ped bridges across the 
Red River, ultimately two have been built through the Corps of Engineers’ Flood Protection 
Project.  He stated that the third bridge was also a part of the original project, but was not built. 
 
Haugen commented that he doesn’t believe that the MPO Board, in the statements they made, 
were saying they wanted to delay or cause substantial change to the current Kennedy project, but 
they do want to have discussion on how we can achieve that third bike/ped bridge over the river. 
 
Laesch asked if it is recommended that MnDOT respond in writing to the letter, or do they wish 
for a face-to-face meeting to discuss the issue.  Haugen responded that he thinks the answer is 
yes to all the above.  He stated that a written response indicating that you received their letter 
would be good, and then a face-to-face meeting with the Board would also be welcome.  Laesch 
said that he doesn’t think he would be able to make the meeting next week, but would be willing 
to attend the November meeting, but added that he will respond in writing to the letter.   
 
Laesch reported that on the funding end, Joe McKinnon asked him to put something together on 
it.  He explained that they are using Chapter 152 Dollars that were dedicated after the 35W 
Bridge collapsed in Minneapolis, to try to look at all bridges that are fracture critical, and have 
significant deficiencies, and to try to get them corrected, thus the purpose of those dollars is to 
deal, statewide, with all the bridges having deficiencies.   
 
Laesch commented that there was legislation passed in 2010, that said that all those bridges 
being addressed need to ensure that there is bike/ped facilities on them, and that is why they are 
going the extra mile on the Kennedy, but he thinks it would be hard for them to use those dollars 
to fund a separate bike/ped facility.  He said that there is definitely more to the conversation, and 
they will work on a response and bring it to the November MPO Executive Policy Board meeting 
and talk more about it. 
 
Bergman reported that Monday night, when he crossed the Kennedy Bridge, he had to follow a 
tractor pulling a cultivator, and if you are going to put those lanes as close as you plan to, you’re 
going to hear that farmer complaining about it because his cultivator shovels were hanging over 
into the center lane, so if you get them that close he is going to take something out, or someone, 
so you might have a problem there as that is the type of equipment that is going across that 
bridge.  Laesch asked if he was hanging over the median.  Bergman responded that he was.   
 
Noehre commented that the driver technically should probably have had an over-the-limit permit 
to move that equipment.  Bergman agreed, but added that that isn’t something a farmer will 
worry about, they just want to move their equipment.  Noehre said, though, that what he is 
saying is that it was more than likely an illegal movement, and he doesn’t know that we are 
going to build to accommodate illegal activities, per say.  Bergman responded that nobody builds 
for illegal activities, but he is just pointing out that this kind of thing is going to occur in farming 
communities like ours.  He added that if he hits the bridge, he has a problem, and he is going to 
have to suffer the consequences, but he is still going to move equipment.   
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Noehre stated that he isn’t a funding expert, but he would have to wonder how the NDDOT 
would fund half of a pedestrian bridge with federal aid, or state aid, outside of Federal TAP 
dollars.  Haugen responded that there are possibilities.  He explained that STP dollars are eligible 
to fund it, NHS dollars could be eligible, CMAC dollars could be eligible, HSIP dollars could be 
eligible, so there are other possibilities. 
 
Haugen reiterated that the MPO Executive Policy Board is the one that asked that the letter be 
written, the Board is the one that asked that it include the savings discussion, but he isn’t sure, 
from their point of view, they are seeing this as trying to identify the funding sources, but are 
seeing it as identifying that the original programmed dollars have been cut in half, so they are 
looking at the other half that went somewhere other than here, and can they recapture some of 
those dollars to accomplish a bike/ped facility, that may have been accomplished if the big 
projects had been followed through on.   
 
Laesch reported that in terms of an update on the Kennedy Bridge project itself, they received 
comments back from Federal Highway on the Purpose and Need; and it looks like they are pretty 
close to getting the Purpose and Need approved for the project, and they are working on the 30% 
design package to submit to SHPO.  He added that one thing they are looking into is what do 
they do with the trail underneath the bridge during construction, so they are looking into some 
strategies to keep that trail open.  He explained that Mr. McKinnon is planning on setting up 
some sort of meeting with Grand Forks because on the Grand Forks side they are looking at 
bringing the trail up and across, but in East Grand Forks they are trying to find a way to get it 
open under the bridge during construction, so they will be setting up that meeting soon to get 
some input on how to do this. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 2016-2019 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that we just approved the 2016-2019 T.I.P. last month, but since 
then there are two items that have been brought to our attention that need to be amended into our 
T.I.P. to reflect some action the State of North Dakota did. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and explained that the first item is for some old SAFETEA-LU 
monies.  He said that, if you remember, under the SAFETEA-LU Program the Safe Routes To 
School was a separate funding silo, and within that silo there were dollars reserved for 
infrastructure and dollars that could only be spent on non-infrastructure items.  He explained that 
North Dakota spent their infrastructure dollars, but did not obligate dollars for non-infrastructure 
projects and those monies are about to expire so North Dakota has decided to spend the $500,000 
to do a statewide effort on Safe Routes To School projects, however it is more geared to general 
bike/ped education and enforcement and encouragement, so there are three components to it and 
they will all be run at a statewide level, likely some of those funds will be spent in the MPO area 
so therefore we have to show it in our T.I.P. document as well. 
 
Haugen reported that there is no match to SAFETEA-LU Safe Routes To School dollars, it is 
100% federally funded, so you see no match in the T.I.P. Amendment. 
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Haugen stated that the second project is a project that came up after our T.I.P. was approved.  He 
explained that North Dakota did a look-see on the University Avenue Overpass on I-29, and 
determined that there needs to be a deck overlay, and that was not included in our approved 
T.I.P., but does show up in the North Dakota S.T.I.P., so therefore we have to come back and 
add it to our T.I.P. as well.  He said that it shows $250,000 in federal funding, and the match 
being provided by the State, so there will be no City match for that project. 
 
Williams pointed out that Mr. Haugen had referenced that the City has a Public Art Plan.  She 
asked what element we are going to add to that as public art on this project since it is just a minor 
deck overlay.  Haugen responded that the only thing he is aware of is is that in talking with 
Meredith Richards, and he hopes Mr. Gengler can speak on this further, it appears that the City is 
trying to look at every project that is going through the C.I.P. to see if it is an opportunity to do 
some public art.  He stated that he knows that the consultants, when the first came to town, had 
viewed that overpass as a great opportunity to announce the University of North Dakota, so that 
would be a type of lighting that is being suggested in the T.I.P. 
 
Williams commented, though, that this project isn’t in the C.I.P.  Haugen responded that that is 
because it just came up at the last minute, he didn’t know about it until just a month ago.  
Williams stated that they were just wondering what kind of art you could add to a minor rehab on 
the deck.  Haugen responded that the communication he had during discussions with local 
government staff, their response was that they would cross that bridge with the project 
development, and they will have to see where art might be able to fall in with the project. 
 
Williams said that another question that came up is that if that is the aim, why isn’t it listed under 
all the projects then, that we will be looking at every project to try to do something.  Haugen 
responded that it was listed on this one because it is a new project coming into the T.I.P., it’s a 
new day, but he would think that if the City continues to pursue the addition of public art, those 
other projects will have that consideration added to it.  Gengler commented that they are still in 
the process of finalizing this policy, he would say that they are mid-stream right now in terms of 
putting the whole plan together with the consultants.  He said that they just brought this issue up 
in discussion in terms of maybe they should do it.  He asked if Minnesota has public art as part 
of public projects.  Laesch responded that they have aesthetics as part of some of the new bridge 
projects.  Noehre commented that they went through this when they were doing the Sorlie and 
Kennedy Bridge projects, where they have an enhancement policy they had to consider, and he is 
pretty sure that preventative maintenance projects will fall within the policy. 
 
Haugen stated that this is why it is included in the project description, because it was brought up 
as an opportunity to enhance, or implement the City’s Public Arts Initiative.   
 
Williams asked then if it would be limited to new construction, so where would that 
enhancement fall so we don’t muddle this and put it under the incorrect categories.  Noehre 
responded that they will track down the policy and read it again, but he is confident that he 
recalls that there are no enhancement dollars authorized from them for preventive maintenance, 
but they made an exception on the Sorlie, a one-time exception, not an exception to the policy.  
Williams asked, then, if it would be appropriate to leave this remark in here or should it be 
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moved to someplace else in the description, that this is what we are considering in future 
projects, would it be better to do something like that as she doesn’t want this become a snag 
somewhere down the line, where someone looks at it and asks where is this element, and what is 
going on, and it gets hung up somewhere.  Haugen responded that this is kind of the same as, it’s 
a remark that says “may seek”, it doesn’t say “will” and it doesn’t require it to happen, it is sort 
of bringing to the forefront that it is an initiative the City is asking for, it doesn’t imply the 
funding source mechanism of it, it is not included in the cost of the project, it is just informing 
people of a potential request from the City.  He added that there really isn’t another place in the 
T.I.P. document to put it, if you want to take it out it is out, there isn’t another place to put it in. 
 
Haugen reported that in the course of adding this into the T.I.P. there were a series of questions 
that were asked of the NDDOT, and the last question asked was that the City is considering this 
Public Art Policy on projects, and the answer was, as he explained, that as project development 
continues on it, the answer isn’t an automatic “no”, it is we will see how it plays out with the 
project development process.   
 
Haugen said that he was just trying to be informative that there is an effort that might add to the 
project as it currently is.   
 
Haugen pointed out that it is noted in the staff report a public hearing is scheduled to occur at the 
MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next Wednesday at noon, so whatever motion this body 
approves will be subject to further public comment. 
 
MOVED BY NOEHRE, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 2016-2019 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS AS 
PRESENTED, SUBJECT TO FURTHER PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOR:  NOEHRE, ELLIS, GENGLER, CHRISTIANSON, LAESCH, 
KUHARENKO, BERGMAN, AND WEST  
VOTING AGAINST:  NONE 
ABSENT:  BOPPRE, JOHNSON, MAGNUSON, SANDERS, AND CRYSTAL. 
 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION FOR 2017-2020 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that we now start the next round of T.I.P. development.  He pointed out that 
included in the packets is a copy of a power point that he would like to go over briefly. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
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Haugen commented that he would remind everyone that it isn’t just City Limits that govern what 
goes into our T.I.P. document, but our study area as well.  He stated that there are three basic 
types of projects:  1) Projects that involve a decision from FHWA or FTA; 2) Any federally 
funded (regardless of funding source) projects that impact transportation; and 3) Any regionally 
significant projects regardless of funding source. 
 
Haugen reported that there are still some “unknowns”.  He explained that MAP-21 is still being 
implemented and is up for reauthorization at the end of the month.  He said that performance 
measures are still unknown so what we do today, what we did yesterday, what we do tomorrow, 
what we do for the next few months are still subject to change. 
 
Haugen pointed out that under year of expenditure it shows that federal revenue is 1.5% per year 
annual growth; North Dakota expenditure is 4% and Minnesota expenditure is 5%.   
 
Haugen commented that for the individual programs; on the North Dakota side you will notice 
these slides show that Minnesota’s and North Dakota’s schedules are not always the same.  He 
went over the project solicitation schedule for each program briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that this is all, of course, assuming that there will be a MAP-21 Reauthorization at 
the end of the month, that there will be a federal program appropriated for next year, so we are 
doing our part to start the next T.I.P. cycle. 
 
Laesch reported that he would like to say that if you are looking at a Safe Routes to School 
project, feel free to submit it to both the local TAP and the statewide solicitation.  He said that, 
while it won’t get funded by both sources, you will give yourselves the best opportunity to get 
some sort of funding by submitting to both.  Haugen commented that if he remembers correctly, 
they are awarding one program first, and then will let the other program know what was awarded 
so they don’t end up awarding the same project.  Laesch agreed, adding that he thinks the 
statewide solicitation will be awarded first. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that for the last two month they have been advancing all of the activities 
pertaining to the elaboration of the Vital Metrics Dashboard for the MPO.  He said that what they 
have been doing lately is to collect data, organizing it, doing the analyses, and, for the first time 
they are able to submit, for your consideration, this draft report that contains three sections. 
 
Viafara referred to the document, and pointed out that the three sections include all the 
demographics, all the community indicators, and livability indicators as well as maps that 
indicate where the minority and low income populations are located within the planning area. 
 
Viafara stated that, as he indicated, this is just a draft, and they are hoping for input on the 
document.  
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Viafara said that MPO staff is grateful for assistance from the Cities Area Transit staff, who 
provided not only data, but also guidance on the interpretation of some of the values you see in 
the report. 
 
Viafara referred to slides of maps staff has been working on that show where the minority 
populations are located in Grand Forks, within the planning area; and also the location of the low 
income populations within the planning area. 
 
Viafara summarized that they have, to-date, advanced in producing at least four areas of the 
completed work.  He explained that for the livability area, they got the data from the AARP site, 
which is the largest livability data base for the United States, at least as a matter of information.  
He stated that the purpose of the areas that they are working on at the moment is just to provide 
the background from which all those later dates and objectives that are coming from MAP-21 
will be analyzed, so the next time we submit something to this body for consideration will be an 
analysis of all the monitoring activities to illustrate MAP-21 objectives. 
 
Haugen said he would like to make two comments:  1) The communities in the livability section 
that you see here, why they are here is because they are also the Transit Peer Communities in our 
transit region; and 2) The reason we are using the AARP data, as Jairo highlighted, is because 
there really isn’t a great data base, national data base, that addresses the issue.  He stated that 
they went to the federal transportation website and they referred us to the AARP data site. 
 
Viafara commented that most of the consideration you will see in the complete report includes 
the comparison with those peer cities, and this tells us that we are not alone, and we can compare 
ourselves to one that more or less has the same demographics, size, and economic development 
traits will give us a better idea of where we stand at the moment.   
 
Viafara reported that we are currently working on updating some of those tables and making 
them more readable, and more visible.  He stated that the information is the same, but they are 
advancing on getting things ready for the final. 
 
Williams said that she has a general question.  She said that, going back to the AARP items, she 
went to the website and under “transportation” it says that we don’t have any buses, we have no 
bus routes, we have nothing.  She asked if we are going to go through and vet all this material 
that is in there, because she doesn’t know, it said it came from the EPA Smart Location Data 
Base, but she doesn’t know how you get into that data base so that we can report that we do have 
some of these because our score is artificially low.  She stated that that was just the first item she 
looked at.  Haugen responded that there are issues, yet it is the only national data base that sort of 
tries to report on livability, so if there are issues that we know of in our community, there are 
probably issues that the other communities have in this data base.  He said that it is a data base, it 
does have issues, but it does give us some sense of relativity with where we are at versus our 
peers, so until there is a better national data base, and the feds are working on a better one. 
 
Williams reported that she looked up the crash rates also from this, and it is for the entire County 
of Grand Forks, it is not for the Metropolitan area, so are we going to separate out metropolitan 
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stuff from the entire county, or what, and then the other one was, in this transportation group, 
was speed limits, as far as they went through and figured out the speed limits on the roads and 
this and that and everything else, but we have no control over that because the Century Code 
dictates how we do speed zones, and city; so she could go through and put 30 mph on every 
street but that isn’t going change the operating characteristics of the street, so she isn’t sure how 
some of these items that AARP is looking at, and quite frankly she thinks they have their own 
agenda on some of this stuff, but in any event she doesn’t see how that is relevant, or a measure 
of anything like walkability or mobility or anything else, so her question is how are we going to 
check and make sure that the data is correct, and who is going to go through and figure out which 
one of these items are actually going to be used.  Haugen responded that, we, as the MPO 
Partnership, will work out and figure out which one of these we will use.  He explained that the 
MPO is tasked to reporting these performance measures, and livability is one of them, and this is 
the site the feds set us up for now as they work in implementing better data sets.  He stated that 
one of the reasons why you don’t see all those details of what they are reporting is because we 
understood there were issues with those details, and if we were going to try to correct it for 
Grand Forks we would be messaging the numbers for Grand Forks, but we wouldn’t be able to 
relate them to other ones, so we just left it as they reported it, and reported it to you as they 
reported it.  He said that it gives you some sense, based on their methodology, of where Grand 
Forks/East Grand Forks sit as communities with these other communities. 
 
Kuharanko stated that if we are relying on information from AARP, which is then relying on 
information from EPA; in your executive summary you end up saying that the purpose of this, 
the objective of this is to provide critical and timely information, but if we are already removed 
from this so many steps, can we really provide timely data.  Viafara responded that the 
information is for you, we are your assistants, the information is for you.  He added that they 
have put in good information for your consideration, based on your criteria, which is a 
professional criteria that we highly regard and respect, you tell us what you really want in this 
area so that we can refine a project to include this area in the report, you tell us what to do and 
then we will go back to the drawing board. 
 
Viafara commented that, if the livability seems to be very difficult for us to really follow 
through, we would follow up to see what EPA has, or what the Federal Highway Transportation 
has.  He added that, as a matter of fact, the Federal Highway Transportation, in terms of 
livability, only have two items; one is how much is your transportation costing you in your 
particular area, we have that information, we can include it, but they don’t have any more 
information, and most of the livability data bases we found are vendor sourced so, because of the 
commercial interest the costs and detail information are not ready to give it to you. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Viafara could forward, or send an e-mail out the maps that are included in 
this report because they aren’t readable.  She stated that she knows this is from the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and she had the same problem with that report, but they are so small they 
aren’t readable, they aren’t full-page, they have been scaled down to fit onto the page so that 
makes them even smaller.  Viafara responded that he will make them more readable and send 
them to her.  Kuharenko commented that, just to follow up with Ms. Williams’ request, he would 
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ask that the graphs and the figures be enlarged as well as the descriptions, and the axes are very 
very difficult to read.   
 
Williams asked if there was going to be a sub-committee to deal with this, or will it be run back 
through the whole committee.  Haugen responded that it will be run back through the whole 
committee as it is fleshed out.  He stated that it is still in draft form, it still has kinks in it, it still 
has some missing data that they are crunching out, but each month we give you an update of 
where we are.  Viafara commented that, for instance, there is information from ATAC Traffic 
Analysis Tool that we have available that we will introduce later, once everything is more 
balanced out. 
 
Haugen reported that some of the additional difficulty we have is due to the timeliness of the 
data.  He explained that to have our information, we can have the most up-to-date information, 
but to use it as we are somewhat using it, as comparison to where we sit with peers and others, 
we don’t have ready access to up-to-date data so we, like with the transit data, we are using 2013 
data, when we are already half way into 2015 with the performance of our transit system, but we 
don’t know what they are for the other transit systems.   
 
Williams stated she has one more questions concerning the street and highway system.  She said 
that we have traffic volumes, and you have one day from each year.  Haugen responded that that 
is as far as they got with this information.  Williams asked, then, if they were going to do like a 
month, like say the month of October and say “this whole month compared to another whole 
month” so that it will be based on…  Haugen responded that they would.  He explained that this 
is just giving you some idea of the types of graphs in the document, and the format that it will be 
coming out in.   
 
Haugen reported that they also just received, partially, the 2015 traffic counts NDDOT did so 
they will have that information in addition to the camera captures that we have as well.  Williams 
said that the problem she has with just doing just a single day, the one they have over there on 
Washington that the NDDOT is just continuous, that probably gives us a better idea, but if you 
just capture one day a year it’s not really, all it takes is to have a crash at an intersection and 
people start driving different ways, and it can really effect the counts and that sort of thing, so a 
one day snapshot out of a year…  Haugen agreed, and stated that they don’t intend to leave it at 
just one day.   
 
Viafara stated that staff is inviting this body to provide your comments by October 20th, in order 
for staff to start working on incorporating them into the next phase of the report.  
 
Haugen commented that this is our first performance report, based on MAP-21, so we have a 
very steep learning curve to maneuver through.  Viafara stated that part of doing this report is to 
document all the sources where the information is coming from, so they will also submit, for 
your consideration, the source book so that you can actually go to the source if you have any 
questions or want to see what else can be extracted from it.   
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen asked if this was available on the MPO website.  McNelis responded that it is not yet 
available, but added that she will put it on following the meeting.   
 
Haugen reported that the only big update is that Alliant Engineering was selected to do the 32nd 
Avenue Signal Coordination Update.  He stated that they hope to get approval to enter into 
contract with Alliant at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next Wednesday.  He 
explained that there is a tight timeline, however Alliant feels that they will be able to get the 
work done by the end of the year, and possibly have new timing plans implemented by the first 
of December. 
 
 b. MnDOT PLANNING NEWS 
 
Haugen reported that he did send everyone a lot of MnDOT Planning news earlier, and he would 
defer to Mr. Laesch for further information. 
 
Laesch stated that MnDOT is updating their MnSHIP and their 20-Year Transportation Plan.  He 
added that they will also be doing a number of outreach events, hopefully some will be held here 
in East Grand Forks, possibly piggy-backing onto some other public events to try to get input.  
He said that they will also be doing some surveys as well.  Haugen commented that people can 
go to the minnesotago.org website and do a survey.  He added that just this morning he sent out 
the Draft Bike Plan for comment as well.  
 
 c. MAP-21 UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that, just to let you know where MAP-21 is at in Congress, this morning the 
House Committee announced that next Thursday they will do a mark-up of the Reauthorization, 
but they still don’t have funding identified, nor do they have a Speaker.  He said that they most 
likely will just punt it down the road as they do have enough money in the trust fund to punt it 
down several months.  
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY WEST, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 14TH, 
2015, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:30 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


