
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, April 8th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the April 8th, 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; 
Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike 
Johnson, NDDOT-Local Government; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike 
Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Bail, EGF Consulting Engineer; Darren Laesch, 
MNDOT Planning Director; Patrick Dame, Airport Authority; Richard Audette, Airport 
Authority; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Public 
Transit. 
 
Guests present were:  Jon Markusen, KLJ and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTION OF NEW MPO SENIOR PLANNER 
 
Haugen said that it is his pleasure to introduce the newest MPO employee, Jiaro Viafara.  He 
reported that he sent out information earlier on Mr. Viafara, and he began his duties with the 
MPO on April 1st.  He added that he would like to give Mr. Viafara the opportunity to highlight 
his past experiences and give us a glimpse of who he is.   
 
Viafara introduced himself, and shared that he is a member of the American Institute of Certified 
Planners (AICP), and of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).  He added that he has 
some experience, most recently, in working on sustainable transportation, doing things for the 
City of Winnipeg on traffic and transit, and also for the Provincial Government on the 
introduction of electric vehicles to Manitoba.  He added that he also assisted the Canadian 
Federal Government in harmonizing emissions related service relations with the United States 
through the APA.    
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Viafara stated that he enjoys being a city planner, and has past experience in working for an 
MPO in Florida, so this is basically kind of my middle name.  He added that he plans on 
regaining his bearings and is very excited about this opportunity, so he would like to thank 
everyone for this opportunity and will do the best he can.  
 
Haugen then asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state who they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 11 TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 5 of the minutes and pointed out that the word “bulbing” should 
actually be “faulty”.  
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 11TH, 
2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO 
CHANGE AS DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the draft scope of work that MnDOT is signing 
with SRF.  He stated that, also noted in the staff report, there was an addendum that has not yet 
been forwarded on the approach elevation for the Minnesota side.   
 
Haugen commented that the whole scope of services included the draft are in the staff report.  He 
said that highlighted in the staff report are two sections on it that were of great interest, as the 
Kennedy Bridge study went through the process, the first one is the ped/bike facilities – it is 
identifying the 2C Alternative as the preferred alternative; and the 2C Alternative in the range of 
alternatives is a bike/ped multi-use trail inside the truss system.  He stated that the second one 
that is highlighted is just the signature features aspect, and many of the things we discussed as 
signature type features include lighting, interpretive plaque on the history of the bridge, 
revamping the welcome to signs, etc.   
 
Laesch reported that a meeting has been scheduled for this Friday, kind of a kick-off meeting to 
get this process going.  He said that one thing that will be discussed is establishing the letting 
date, which is currently programmed for April of next year, but they aren’t sure that is feasible at 
this point as it took considerable time to get a consultant under contract, so the last he heard they 
are most likely looking at moving it to July, but they hopefully will have a definite answer on 
Friday. 
 
Laesch added that as far as the scope of work is concerned, they are definitely going to look into 
the grade raise, they got the preliminary findings back from the Corps of Engineers, kind of 
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approving about a 1-foot grade raise there, so they will probably do a little bit more indepth 
design to verify that is doable and what kind of impacts it has beyond the road, but, hopefully 
they can address something there to get a little bit more flood protection in that area.   
 
Grasser asked about the hydraulics, adding that they might as well get the Corps of Engineers 
opinion right away, but if we raise the road, last time with the road in its existing condition the 
Corps of Engineers allowed us to do some temporary measures, so we should find out early on 
over there if they will still be allowed additional temporary measures in addition to a road raise, 
while you have their attention on the hydraulics that would be a wise thing to deal with during an 
emergency flood fight.  Laesch agreed that that is a good point, and by this you mean sand 
bagging along the highway there.  Grasser responded that that would be correct, or even adding 
gravel like they did last time when they put it on both sides, which gave us another foot or so of 
protection.  Laesch stated that he would pass this on to Joe McKinnon and Roger Hille.    
 
Johnson said that he is assuming that someone from NDDOT is involved in the meeting Friday.  
Laesch responded that he thinks they will be involved via conference call, he just isn’t sure who.  
Johnson said that that is fine, just wanted to make sure someone is involved. 
 
Information only.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that he made an extra effort on the staff report to see if there has been a more 
clear decision made concerning whether or not the temporary fix on the approaches is going to 
occur this year, or if that is still a work in progress and there might be a more permanent fix 
being considered in 2019 when North Dakota has DeMers scheduled for work.  He said that 
included in the staff report were the different pieces of information that has been discussed about 
the fix at various meetings. 
 
Yavarow responded that originally Mr. Hille was going to be handling both sides of the bridge, 
but he didn’t realize at the time that there was another situation, he is leaving in a couple of 
weeks, but in any case Grand Forks is looking at it and he has had some discussions with Mr. 
Noehre, and it has been determined that it cannot occur at the same time as the bridge work is 
done, but they are looking at a temporary fix to be done once the bridge work has been 
completed.   
 
Laesch responded that they haven’t really determined what the appropriate fix is yet on the 
Minnesota side, if they will approach it using maintenance forces or if they will look at a more 
permanent fix and program it out a few years, but he hopes to get some of that finalized over the 
course of the next few months, but he is fairly certain that nothing will be done in 2015 unless 
their maintenance forces can do it. 
 
Haugen reiterated that it appears, then, that the North Dakota side will have something done this 
year.  Yavarow responded that that is their hope.  Haugen said that it also looks like it is less 
likely to happen on the Minnesota side unless their maintenance crew can take care of it this 
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year.  Laesch added that when he talked to their maintenance group they didn’t feel like they 
could do it, but they will look into it more in-depth, but he would rather get the right fix 
identified and get it taken care of, so if they have to hold off for a year or two that is the route he 
would like to take. 
 
Yavarow reported that the bid opening has been delayed again.  He said that he hasn’t been able 
to find out from anyone yet as to why this happened, whether there hasn’t been an answer from 
Minnesota, or whether the answer they gave required it be delayed, but in any event it will now 
be taking place June 5th.  He added that he does know they were waiting for a letter from 
Minnesota SHIPO, which may be why it is being delayed.  Laesch commented that he will 
follow up on this, but he thought they got some preliminary approval from Minnesota SHIPO.  
Yavarow responded that they wanted two reviews, and this is the last one, and he tried to call Ed, 
the district coordinator, and also the engineer in Fargo, but he wasn’t in, so he is at a loss to 
know why at this time. 
 
Johnson commented that he hasn’t received any comments back from MnDOT Central Office on 
the MOU yet either.  He said that Colleen has had it for quite some time.  He added that Mr. 
Hille gave him some comments and the necessary changes were made and sent back to MnDOT, 
but he hasn’t gotten anything back yet.  Laesch stated that he would pass this on to Joe 
McKinnon and have him follow up on it.  Yavarow added that their cost participation and 
maintenance agreement is being added for signature right now, so they will be able to build their 
half. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO FY2015 ANNUAL ELEME NT OF THE 
T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this amendment is allowing East Grand Forks to utilize some remaining 
FTA 5307 funds.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the project is up on 5th Avenue N.E., and it involves the installation of 
ADA compliant driveway aprons.  He explained that East Grand Forks did a TAP project last 
year, and at that time it was pointed out that the sidewalk along the east side of 5th Avenue N.E., 
the part of the sidewalk going into the driveways, was not ADA compliant so this project will 
remedy that situation.  He stated that it is a $92,000 project with $63,000 in FTA funding and 
$29,000 local, which the East Grand Forks City Council has approved. 
 
Haugen commented that staff did advertise for a public hearing for today’s meeting, with written 
requests needing to be submitted by noon.  He said that no written comments were received, and 
there is no one present for discussion, so staff is recommending that we approve amending the 
T.I.P. to include this project.  He added that fiscal constraints are being maintained as we are 
bringing in new FTA dollars, therefore we are not jeopardizing or taking away any funds from 
another project. 
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MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO THE FY2015 ANNUAL ELEMENT OF THE T.I.P., AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
 
Kouba reported that after our March Technical Advisory Committee meeting staff took back the 
comments received on the report from Goodpointe, and the necessary changes were included in 
the new Draft report included in the packet. 
 
Kouba stated that staff is looking for approval of the Final Report.  She added that she knows 
that Grand Forks Engineering sent a memo about the deterioration curves limitations, so they can 
get some more input into our local roads.  She said that they stated in the report that they are 
using global instead of local deterioration curves, and until such time we can use more local 
information they will. 
 
Kuharenko said that he has a couple of comments.  He referred to the photos included in the 
report, and pointed out that at the top it shows Walnut Street and 28th Avenue South with a PCI 
of 38, and a verbiage of good, but he isn’t sure if that should be 38 or 83.   
 
Kuharenko commented that, overall this is a good tool to have, but there are some limitations to 
it as has been stated previously, and as such he would move that we accept the report. 
 
Ellis pointed out that Walnut and 28th Avenue South is shown twice; on one page it shows it as 
good, and on the back page it shows it as poor, but with the same score of 38, so she doesn’t 
know if that is a typo on their part in the report.  Kouba responded that is it is part of the staff 
report, but it doubled in there for some reason.  She added that the first one isn’t supposed to be 
in there.  Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the actual report itself, and pointed out that 38 is 
the correct score.  He stated that, as Ms. Kouba described, they were putting the staff report 
together when they got the memo from Grand Forks Engineering indicating a different way of 
presenting the PCIs.  He added that Ms. Kouba put together, from the report, some of the 
language and tried to show what the suggestion from Grand Forks was versus what the verbiage 
or the nomenclature to use was, and as she is indicating the one was just a complete error.  
Kouba agreed that that is correct. 
 
Haugen stated that, just to highlight these two pages are using a 4% inflation rate instead of the 
3% used in the original report.  He added that staff is recommending approval, but the motion 
before you is just to accept the report.   
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY DAME, TO ACCEPT THE REPORT, AS 
SUBMITTED.     
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Johnson commented that, assuming these 28 pages or whatever is the extent of the report, and he 
realizes that this comment is probably late at this point, but he isn’t finding anything in here that 
directly ties this back to the planning process that they had to develop as part of the RFP, 
originally, and unless you can show him where that language is laid out in here, and why this 
being done helps you as an MPO, as well as what it does for the local jurisdictions, he thinks you 
need to add something to the executive summary, or have a preface that explains that because, as 
you will recall from the last meeting, he informed everyone that this is no longer going to be an 
eligible activity, so in order for this study that’s complete to remain with its eligibility we need to 
provide the tie-back to the planning process.  He said that he would ask that the motion add that 
language, and then approve the document. 
 
Kuharenko and Dame both agreed to include language that a preface explaining how this ties-
back to the planning process be included in their original motion. 
 
Motion, as amended: 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY DAME, TO ACCEPT THE REPORT, 
SUBJECT TO THE ADDITION OF A PREFACE EXPLAINING HOW THIS TIES-BACK 
TO THE PLANNING PROCESS. 
 
Grasser commented that, just to interject a bit, the difference between approving and accepting 
the report is; pavement management is a good tool, but it does have limitations, and they just 
want to be kind of clear as, they don’t want, he is afraid that, per the last Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting, if we use the wording “approval” sometimes it may infer that it has a level 
of precision that maybe it doesn’t, and accepting he thinks is a way of maybe recognizing the 
limitations of the tool that we have, it’s a great recon stance tool, and the data and stuff is good, 
but to redevelop some of those curves and figure out how to bring in curb and gutter and some of 
those things into the discussion it’s a tool, but it’s not the tool.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF MINNESOTA SIDE DRAFT FY2016-2 019 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that, as reflected in the several months leading up to, and also in compliance 
with the Draft ATIP that the Northwest ATP has out, all the projects from the previous T.I.P. 
have not seen much change, and we already made the biggest change and that was to move the 
Sorlie Bridge from 2018 to 2015, which is before the years being covered in this T.I.P.. 
 
Haugen commented that a lot of the projects are transit operation related, especially the out 
years.  He pointed out that in 2016 are the major projects that will be taking place outside of 
transit, with the exception in 2018 when the next round of City Sub-Target funds are available 
for East Grand Forks City to enjoy federal funds, and they have identified a project up on 10th 
Street N.E., just east of 5th Avenue to convert that classified collector from a gravel road to a 
paved road. 
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Haugen said that, again, staff advertised for a public hearing at today’s meeting, and asked that 
written comments be submitted by noon.  He stated that no comments were received. 
 
Ellis commented that it is her understanding that there will be an added project, that the City of 
East Grand Forks just received funds to lower 5th.  Haugen asked what year those funds are 
available for.  Bail responded that he believes they are available this year.  Ellis questioned if 
they were for this year or next year.  Bail responded that the project is going to be done this year.  
Haugen stated that if the funds are for this year we would be amending the current T.I.P. and 
wouldn’t show it in this Draft T.I.P., but if it is for 2016 we would. 
 
Bergman reported present at 1:56 p.m. 
 
Bail reported that he knows that the intent is to do the project this year.  Laesch asked where the 
funding was coming from.  Bail responded that it is coming from Local Road Improvement 
Program (LRIP).  Laesch stated that it would have to be authorized before July 1st, so will the 
plan be authorized by then.  Bail responded that that is the goal, they are trying to include this 
project with the Lift Station work.   
 
Ellis commented that Mr. Boppre will have to send the MPO a copy of the award letter so he 
knows what we were awarded.  Bail stated that he will try to find out for sure what the intent is, 
but it is his understanding they wanted to get it done this year.  Haugen said that once the MPO 
receives the letter we will decide which document it needs to be put into.  He added that the good 
thing about this is that this is just a draft that won’t be finalized for several months, so if it is 
decided that it is a 2016 project, when we do the final T.I.P. document we will act appropriately, 
but if it is decided that it is a 2015 project we probably need to hurry and get the amendment in. 
 
Laesch reiterated that the Kennedy Bridge project may slide to funding year 2017.  He asked if 
this would be doable on the North Dakota side as well.  Johnson responded that we might be 
talking two different things here; you’re thinking of a State Fiscal Year, right.  He stated that 
right now North Dakota has the funds in Federal Fiscal Year 2016, so moving it from an April to 
a July bid opening doesn’t affect us, if it is an April of 2016 or a July of 2016 it is still Federal 
Fiscal Year 2016 so it doesn’t affect us.  Laesch explained that their T.I.P. will show Fiscal Year 
2017, and they are using federal funds, and their typical process is that if it is after July 1 they 
show it in Fiscal Year 2017, but as long as that letting date is before, or the project is awarded 
before October 1st, North Dakota is…  Johnson interjected that as long as they authorize funds 
before October 1st, the last bid opening they can use an end of fiscal year money is in November 
as the plans are sent to Federal Highway mid-September and money is authorized at the end of 
September.  Haugen stated that, if you all were to look at the current 2015-2018 T.I.P., you 
would see for the Sorlie Bridge, prior to amending it, we had North Dakota money in 2017 and 
Minnesota money in 2018, so on the Kennedy, if we have to we can show it as, again, North 
Dakota in 2016 and Minnesota in 2017.   
 
Laesch stated, again, that it is hoped that a decision will be made by the end of this week, and 
once it is he will let Mr. Haugen know.  Haugen commented that even if the decision is made by 
Friday, he won’t change this draft because this is the draft that went out for public comment, and 
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if he changed it he would have to re-advertise, and have to wait another month, and by that time 
in another month we would be doing final approval, so, if at all he would like consensus to use 
this draft for the short duration.  Laesch said that he is comfortable with that. 
 
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION TO 
THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2016-
2019 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED.     
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Haugen asked Mr. Johnson where North Dakota is on their next T.I.P./S.T.I.P. program.  
Johnson responded that he doesn’t know for sure.  He added that they are holding meetings every 
other week to try get everything finalized and figured out.  He explained that the problem they 
are dealing with is trying to figure out what projects might go in the S.T.I.P. based on how much 
State oil monies they will get.  He said that they are shifting federal funds out east because of 
potential State oil monies going to the west, but if they don’t get as much State oil money they 
will have to shift federal funds back to the west, and that screws up the entire project listing in 
every fiscal year, so that is what they are battling with right now.  He added that he does think 
they are close on the Urban Program, but he can’t say for certain when it will all be completed. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT RFP FOR I-29 TRAFFIC OP ERATIONS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that several drafts have been distributed around for review and comment, this is 
the latest draft, and staff is seeking approval. 
 
Haugen commented that May 29th will be the due date, and the completion date is scheduled for 
the end of 2016, the end of April, for the final report. 
 
Haugen stated that this draft is taking and incorporating some MAP-21 initiatives, for the first 
time probably in the MPO Planning Process, and that is the Planning and Environmental Linkage 
(PEL) process, part of the everyday counts initiative and MAP-21’s streamlining project delivery 
we are trying to make as much of the work that we do on this and incorporated or available for 
incorporation into any environmental documents, or projects that come out of it in the back-end, 
so the language regarding the PEL is straight out of the federal register. 
 
Haugen said that they are looking at the stretch of I-29 that starts, essentially, north, up at the 
North Washington Interchange and proceeds south to the Merrifield Overpass.  He commented 
that included in the study are the existing interchanges, and also to look at potential overpass or 
interchange sites.  He said that they tried to identify that there has been some work, or ongoing 
work at a couple key existing interchanges, so we aren’t trying to reinvent the wheel, and can 
incorporate as much as we can the work that has already been done. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there is a sequence of tech memos that will be produced out of the 
study, with ultimate compilation of those tech memos into the draft report and the final report; 
and public participation with three meetings, and three presentations to key groups, one being the 
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Service Safety Committee in Grand Forks, one being the MPO Board, and the third one to 
NDDOT Upper Management.  He said that there will be a Steering group, or Focus group 
working with the consultants, and some of the preliminary players have been identified, but other 
players will be invited.  He added that each of the tech memos will be presented to the working 
group for review and comment. 
 
Haugen reported that they have a dollar amount of $175,000 for the consultant costs, and the 
next agenda item identified that North Dakota is going to provide $19,000 towards the 10% local 
match that we will be utilizing to offset the CPG dollars that were programmed towards this. 
 
Haugen said that with the draft that is before you, and as he said before there have been many 
iterations circled around to get to this, he appreciates the review and comments received. 
 
Kuharenko stated that he has a question regarding the tech memos.  He referred to Section VII – 
Public Involvement Process, and pointed out that it states there will be three general public 
meetings and three in person presentations, but he is wondering if the tech memos that are to be 
presented to the Steering Committee is that something that will be an in-person presentation.  He 
said that the main reason he brings up a concern for that is that will be additional trips for the 
consultant, depending on where they are located.  Haugen responded that it identifies that the 
tech memos will be presented to the Steering Committee in-person or via teleconference, in order 
to stay within the budget, he will leave that up to the consultants. 
 
Johnson asked if there was a Selection Committee in place yet.  Haugen responded that that is 
normally included in the Scope of Work, however he sees that there are some blanks, as well as 
the use of an old version, so he will update that.  He added that the committee is made up of 
someone from the NDDOT Headquarters, NDDOT District Office, City staff, and because the 
Merrifield Interchange is connected to the County there will be a County staff person, City 
Planning staff, and MPO staff.  Kuharenko suggested that someone from City Engineering 
should also be included.  Johnson stated that as long at NDDOT has a representative, if you want 
to offer it to Les Noehre first that would be fine, but if he doesn’t want to do it then he would be 
willing to do it.   
 
Johnson commented that he has a couple of other things:  first he just wants to make sure that, 
and he thinks that this is understood, but Mr. Noehre and himself talked about this a little bit, and 
as mentioned earlier, trying to provide these linking MAP-21 Planning and Environmental 
Linkages is an important part of this planning process and can be a useful tool in the future.  He 
said that the steps that are laid out in this study are really good for trying to develop that purpose 
and need, but what can sometimes happen with a study like this is that the purpose and need can 
get a little more generalized because it is talking about an entire corridor, whereas maybe one 
interchange has a different need than the other ones, so you might end up with multiple purposes, 
multiple needs and they kind of get lumped together and you may not be able to get as concise as 
you maybe would at a NEPA level, so don’t be surprised if someday this moves into an 
environmental document so that those needs and purposes are a little more refined or narrowed 
down when it comes to that time; and second, more for Mr. Haugen’s knowledge, with the 
experience he has seen on the study that Bismarck/Mandan did, some of their other divisions and 
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management has wanted more review, more often on these types of studies, so don’t be surprised 
if you have to get more people involved more often, and it slows you down so they are 
comfortable with everything.  He added that another thing that has been done on some of these 
studies with the other MPOs is to offer other divisions to sit on the Steering Committee, so if 
you’re comfortable with that he would invite the programming division and the planning division 
as well. 
 
Grasser commented that in terms of the process end of the study, he thinks there will end up 
being quite a few comments going back and forth throughout the process, and he thinks it would 
be helpful if there was some way of documenting those comments, and the resulting changes that 
come from them.  He said that they get hit with these documents that are multiple pages thick 
and it is difficult to go back and try to track back what comments were made, and the result of 
the changes, if any, so he would like to that as a procedural issue, not just on this one but 
anything that comes out and has comments come back so we are able to follow those comments 
and the resulting changes.  Haugen responded that it is noted in the Scope-of-Work that the  
consultant is responsible to keep track of comments and document how they are addressed, but 
they will do the best they can to ensure this is done, not only on this study but future studies as 
well. 
 
MOVED BY JOHNSON, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR THE I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY, SUBJECT TO 
NOTED CHANGES ON THE STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT AGREEMENT WITH NDDOT FO R 
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR I-29 STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that NDDOT is going to provide up to $19,000.00 for the I-29 Study.  He added 
that they have submitted a separate agreement for us to sign in order to access those funds. 
 
Haugen stated that this is the first time North Dakota has offered financial assistance to an MPO 
Planning study, and he hopes it will become a regular item in the future.   
 
MATTER OF U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet, attached to the Staff report, is the Executive 
Summary of the U.S. #2 Corridor Study.  He added that a link was provided to allow you to 
download the full draft report. 
 
Haugen referred to the Staff report and pointed out that it indicates that the Steering Committee 
is planning to meet on Tuesday, April 21st.  He added that the last public open house will also 
take place on Tuesday, April 21st in the evening.   
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Haugen stated that there shouldn’t be many surprises.  He said that for the Airport Road the 
staggered “T” intersection concept is what has been discussed, and favorably viewed by the 
committee and the public as being the most viable.  He added that the Northeast Loop Ramp 
concept has also been favored by the Committee, and the public.  He stated that the favored 
location for the next signal is at 55th.   
 
Haugen reported that in terms of access management, the discussion indicated that the concept of 
looking at potential full-access every half-mile would be the preference, with identifying that at 
the half-mile mark, or in this case 62nd, that if warranted a signal be installed; but the concept 
being forwarded is to only have ¾ accesses at the quarter-mile and not set them up to be 
potentially signalized in this study, but if more development occurs, it can be revisited. 
 
Haugen stated that they are presenting this draft on the 21st to both the Steering Committee and 
the Public for review and comments.   
 
MATTER OF EAST GRAND FORKS’ LAND USE PLAN UPDATE CO NSULTANT 
SELECTION 
 
Kouba reported that one of our Work Program items this year is the East Grand Forks Land Use 
Plan Update.  She stated that they went through the RFP process, and received three proposals.  
She said that the Selection Committee met, reviewed the proposals, interviewed the three firms, 
and selected SRF Consulting Group to do the study. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Grand Forks Land Use Plan And Land Development Code RFP 
 
Haugen reported that the Grand Forks Land Use Plan and Land Development Code RFP is due at 
the end of April.   
  
 2. Rail Road Crossing Mitigation Study 
 
Haugen reported that the Railroad Crossing Mitigation Study is also due at the end of April. 
 
 3. TIGER VII Release 
 
Haugen reported that the USDOT has released TIGER VII.  He explained that there is a pre-
application process and then final application process.  He stated that the pre-application needs to 
be in the first week of May, and you have to have a project that is a minimum federal request of 
$10,000,000.00, which means your minimum total project needs to be $12,500,000.00. 
 
Haugen stated that you can submit up to three as the lead applicant, and at some point before the 
final application is submitted you need to have the MPO indicate, via some type of letter of 
support, approval of potential inclusion into the T.I.P. that it is funded. 
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Haugen asked if the DOT was planning on submitting any projects that might be in our area.  
Laesch responded that they aren’t on the Minnesota side.  Johnson said that he isn’t aware of any 
and would have to check into it further. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Grand Forks side he knows there are at least two projects 
mentioned as possibilities, but he isn’t aware of any for East Grand Forks.  He explained that the 
Grand Forks projects being considered are the 42nd Grade Separation and the Bus Barn and fixed 
coach replacements.   
 
Haugen asked of the 42nd Grade Separation project had ever been submitted for TIGER funds.  
Grasser responded that it has not.  He added that he thinks they are going to try to work with one 
of the local consulting firms to see about putting together an application for 42nd.  He said that if 
the TIGER Funds are going to be a repeat, which it seems like they are, he thinks they will put 
together kind of a canned package of applications for submittal both now and in the future. 
 
Haugen commented that this is the seventh solicitation, but if you have submitted a project 
before you can ask for a critique or suggestion as to how to improve your prior application.  He 
added that this is very competitive, as most things are.   
 
Grasser asked, if they make an application for a TIGER grant, would that trigger them being able 
to submit their environmental clearance for federal highway approval.  Haugen responded that it 
would only if awarded funds.   
 
Johnson commented that if the City of Grand Forks does 42nd you have discussions with the 
railroad.  He explained that when they did the TIGER project in Minot, with the Northeast By-
pass, there was a lot of coordination with BN, with BN even pitching in money, and that has 
been looked upon favorably before when you get other entities impacted involved in the funding. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 8TH, 2015, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:30P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


