
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, December 9th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the December 9th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike 
Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand 
Forks County Engineer; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Dale Bergman, Cities Area 
Transit; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; and Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Mike Bittner, KLJ and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
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, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 10TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 
10TH, 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 the aesthetic lighting has now been installed, and showed a photo 
illustrating what the bridge looks like when the lights are on.  Lang added that they are doing  
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something else with lights today.  Haugen asked if they are testing the colors.  Yavarow 
responded that they are adjusting the walkway lighting.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the 106 Report was submitted and reviewed by the Historic Preservation 
Commission on the Grand Forks side.  He pointed out that copies of the draft minutes, and the 
motion made by the Commission regarding the 106 Report were included in the packet.   
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT did not attend the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting as was 
expected, however they are scheduled to attend the January 2016 MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting to discuss the additional bike/ped issue. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that a copy of a power point presentation was included.  He referred to the 
presentation and went over the information briefly, pointing out that this T.I.P. covers the years 
2017 through 2020. 
 
Haugen commented that this recaps our responsibilities to make sure projects are consistent with 
our Long Range Transportation Plan, and to prioritize the projects within the program.  He said 
that there are two study areas to be aware of; the MPO Study Area (shown in brown) and the 
Federal Aid Adjusted Urbanized Area (shown in gray).  Haugen explained that certain programs 
only apply to the Federal Urban Aid area, however for the T.I.P. purposes any project receiving 
federal funds on the transportation system, whether in the gray or the brown areas need to be 
included in the T.I.P.   
 
Haugen stated that this is a twelve month process; which we normally start it in early September, 
ending in August, and then starting again, with stops in-between, but as many of you are aware 
there is a new Authorization Bill called “FAST” that has some new twists and turns that aren’t 
accounted for in this solicitation, and since it covers the years that are being programmed, what 
we are doing is subject to change, however there is still a strong emphasis on state of good 
repairs, and a strong emphasis of the National Highway System, and there are some new 
programs that FAST is funding now that weren’t sourced in the report. 
 
Haugen commented that there is also some difference in the revenue.  He explained that they 
haven’t quite adjusted it to see if there is a need, so this solicitation is maintaining the previous 
1.2% per year revenue growth rate; and on the North Dakota side there is a 4% per year 
expenditure growth rate as well. 
 
Haugen referred to the presentation and briefly went over the projects up for discussion.  He 
pointed out that Recreational Trails, however, is due at the end of December; adding that this 
year it was delayed a month, but last year it was all done at the same time. 
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Kuharenko commented that he doesn’t remember seeing a solicitation for the Recreation Trails 
projects.  He asked what the program includes, what is the cost split on it.  Haugen responded 
that the solicitation is formally done by the North Dakota Game and Parks, and has a standard 
80/20 cost split.  He added that the use is for similar trails to what the TAP program will fund.  
Williams asked if they had a target project cost range or is it just wide open.  Haugen responded 
that he believes that there is no minimum.   
 
Haugen explained that the Recreational Trail Program doesn’t follow the exact same 
requirements, from a Federal Highway perspective, for project development, etc., as the TAP 
Program so some of the paper work isn’t quite as onerous, but he would defer you to the Park 
and Rec website for additional information.   
 
Haugen stated that there is a committee that reviews the applications just like the TAP 
committee, and then gives a recommendation as to what to award.  He added that it is his 
understanding that they might also be funding some motorized vehicle trails out of the 
Recreation Trails Program.  Johnson responded that he believes that is an eligible item in Rec 
Trails that is different from the TAP program.  He added that the City should have been informed 
of all of this.  Williams asked if this program is for new construction or is it for rehabilitation of 
existing construction, or did they specify.  Haugen responded that he thinks it is for both. 
 
Haugen reported that the first program is the TAP (Transportation Alternatives Program) 
Program, adding that it actually isn’t called this under “FAST”, it is now not named and instead 
is a set-aside of the Surface Transportation Program, but it follows almost everything that the 
MAP-21 TAP did. 
 
Haugen stated that this solicitation was already underway, but one of the changes that “FAST” 
did was to allow non-profit organizations to apply again.  He explained that under SAFETEA-
LU, particularly with the Safe Routes To School Program, non-profits were able to apply directly 
for those, and “FAST” reopens that door, so that will be a twist coming in the future, but since 
this was already done, he is sure they won’t go back and implement this now.   
 
Williams asked if the TAP Program requires City Participation, or is it 100% federal funding; the 
one that is being opened up under “FAST”.  Haugen responded that it is an 80/20 basic split, so 
someone has to come up with the 20%.  Williams said, then, that if the school district applies for 
something it would be the school district that would have to come up with the match.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.  Kuharenko asked of the non-profit entities need to go through 
their respective city or directly to the MPO.  Haugen responded that that is yet to be determined. 
 
Haugen commented that, going back to the Recreational Trails Program, the Rec Trails can be 
eliminated and all the funds can be rolled into the TAP Program, or now the set-aside, so 
annually the State of North Dakota can make a determination of what they want to do with these 
funds, although they have always offered to set-aside the Rec Trail Program as a separate 
Program, but it can be all rolled together. 
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Haugen referred to a slide and stated that they did receive one application, from the City of 
Grand Forks, and it was for a shared use path along North 55th Street between University and 
DeMers Avenue.  He explained that it is shown in solid red on the slide, and that it ties into the 
existing trail system, and is planned to be constructed next summer, at a total estimated cost of 
$262,000, with $204,000 being federally funded. 
 
Haugen commented that there were three HSIP projects submitted by the City of Grand Forks, 
with priority ranking as follows:  1) Non-regional signalized intersection installation of back-
plates with retro-reflective borders at a total cost of $87,000, with $78,300 being federally 
funded; 2) Columbia Road Corridor leading pedestrian timing at a total cost of $38,000, with 
$37,700 being federally funded; and 3) 42nd Street Corridor leading pedestrian timing at a total 
cost of $22,000, with $19,800 being federally funded.   
 
Haugen stated that these projects come under the Local Safety Road Program, primarily; and in 
that they went through and identified that red light running is a priority.  He said that in the 
document itself, confirmation lights was the priority solution, but the City is applying for an 
alternative solution to that, and that is back-plates with reflective tape, which is a Federal 
Highway proven safety counter measure. 
 
Haugen reported that these three HSIP projects are addressing the priority items, it is just that the 
first priority is using a different solution than what is identified in the Local Road Safety 
Program.  He added that it isn’t a replacement, as he understands the plan is to do these plates, 
and then at a later time possibly do the confirmation lights.  Williams commented that the City of 
Grand Forks’ submittal last year had the confirmation lights on Gateway, and that was based on 
when installed the police would see how effective they were before doing additional ones, so that 
we don’t spend money on something that isn’t effective for our particular area.  Haugen asked if 
confirmation lights are not now part of the standard traffic signal installation since he sees it on 
the newest lights being installed.  Williams confirmed that they are installing them on the new 
traffic signals. 
 
Haugen reported that for the Urban Road Program there is one change; switching out the location 
of a traffic signal, with no cost change in 2017.   
 
Haugen commented that on the Regional side there are a couple of changes, adding things that 
previously weren’t identified.  He stated that the first are adding traffic signals at two new 
locations, Gateway Drive and North 55th Street and DeMers and West Columbia Ramp or 30th 
Street.  
 
Haugen stated that also in 2017 the District is submitting ramp detection for two northbound off 
ramps, one at 32nd and one at Gateway.   
 
Johnson referred to the DeMers and West Columbia Ramp or 30th Street project and asked if the 
intent of that project would be to do a study on both intersections to see which one is the better 
fit, or how is that decision going to be made.  Grasser responded that they may end up trying to 
do some of that internally.  He explained that City Staff had a discussion with Mr. Noehre about 
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how they determine which location is best, and some of that may depend on an updated Master 
Plan being done by Altru, and it is unclear how 30th Street will figure in that plan, so that is a 
task to do in a very short window.  
 
Haugen reported that the New T.I.P. Year is 2020, and the project that the City is forwarding is a 
project that they submitted last year, but that was not funded in 2019, and that is the Mill and 
Overlay of University Avenue between State Street and North 3rd Street.  He added that the cost 
was adjusted for the year of expenditure increases. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Regional side, it seems like every plus one year of our T.I.P. 
solicitation has the Washington Street Underpass project, and has for the last several years, so 
maybe this time, as it is the end of the year in the cycle, we will get the $18,000,000 to finally 
rebuild the underpass.  He stated that in addition to that work there is some pavement work going 
on on North Washington, north of the underpass area as well. 
 
Haugen said that the staff recommendation is to approve that all candidate projects be forwarded 
as being consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan, and in the priority order provided.  
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LIST OF CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2017-2020 T.I.P. AS 
BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO 
GIVE THEM PRIORITY RANKING AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Ellis, Gengler, Kuharenko ,Lang, Johnson, Bergman, and West. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson, Sanders, Laesch, and Crystal. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON 32ND AVENUE SIGNAL COORDINATION STUDY 
 
Haugen commented that Mike Anderson, Alliant, was planning on attending today’s meeting, 
however, he is currently in the field making sure all the timing plans are in each and every 
cabinet along 32nd Avenue, so he is not able to be here to give a presentation. 
 
Haugen reported that there will be an open house tonight at the Holiday Inn Express starting at 
5:30 p.m.  He said that what he is presenting is what will be on the boards that will be available 
for the public at tonight’s open house. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that, if you drove the corridor this week you will have noticed Dynamic 
Message signs announcing that the Signal Timing Plan Update will be occurring this week, and 
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hopefully by the end of the week it will have been fine-tuned and are working as we hope and 
expect them to. 
 
Haugen stated that, just to give a recap, the corridor is 32nd Avenue.  He pointed out which 
signals we have Alliant under contract to work on.  He explained that Alliant is under contract by 
the City of Grand Forks to do some work on the Columbia Road Corridor as well, so it has been 
beneficial to have the same consultant updating the timing plans at the same time. 
 
Haugen reported that with the video detection count program we instituted about a year ago we 
are able to capture significant traffic flow data.  He referred to two graphs, and explained that 
what the timing plans are trying to accommodate are the 85th percentile, and then the second one 
shows the day of the week.  He added that, basically the one year period that we were able to 
capture counts at most of these intersections, this shows what the daily traffic flow is like, and 
again we are trying to meet the needs of 85% of that volume. 
 
Haugen referred to a graph illustrating the existing level of service analysis, and pointed out that 
the top row is prior to the new timing plan, the bottom row is after the timing plan was 
implemented.   
 
Haugen summarized that these are the timing plans that have been developed, and their 
corresponding time.  He added that, again, it is utilizing that weekday 85% profile. 
 
Haugen referred to a chart and commented that it shows the work being done on Columbia Road 
as well; that is what the call-out boxes are doing, showing the green time splits for the different 
timing plans. 
 
Haugen stated that this is a summary.  He added that they worked on 32nd Avenue, this will be 
the fourth time; the first was in 2008, and we got 25% and 29% travel time improvement because 
it was the first one done, and each subsequent time we did this we have been able to get 
additional benefits, but it has not been to the extent we got with the first one, so this time around 
we are expecting to get about a 5% improvement in travel time during the morning rush and 13% 
during the evening rush.  
 
Haugen reported that the benefit/cost ratio is still quite significant.  He explained that it was a 
little more costly in 2008 because we didn’t have proper equipment in a lot of the traffic signals, 
so this time, even though the benefits might be reduced a bit, the cost is reduced considerably as 
well, so in 2008 we got a 31/1 ratio and in 2015 we are still at a 29/1 ratio, so it is still a very low 
cost/high benefit solution to improve traffic along the corridor. 
 
Grasser asked if, when you do the benefit ratio, are the calculations included in the appendix 
someplace in the report.  Haugen responded they are included in the report.  He added that it 
involves a number of stops, the time delay, and also some of the environmental benefits such as 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, primarily. 
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Haugen commented that the scope of work also identified some of the future improvements that 
could be done alone the corridor to help traffic flow better, as well as some safety improvements.  
He pointed out that a lot of them have been identified previously, such as adding dual left turns 
lanes at Columbia Road and 32nd Avenue for the northbound/westbound turning movements and 
the westbound/southbound turning movements.  He stated that a lot of these intersections need to 
have their left turn bays lengthened and they also need to have them realigned to allow better site 
distance for opposing traffic.  He said that the one new one is video detection for backage of 
traffic on the ramp, and if that video detection does detect there is a queue occurring on the off-
ramp it switches the timing to dump all of that ramp traffic as a priority to prevent the I-29 
through traffic being impeded by off-ramp traffic, and that is something that wasn’t identified, 
that he is aware of, in any other document. 
 
Haugen reported that Mike Anderson, Alliant, is in the field today installing, and will be in the 
field the next several days adjusting and fine tuning the timing plans, as the traffic flow requires 
so we aren’t just getting what a computer model simulates traffic to be, it will be in response to 
real traffic by the time he is done this week.  He added that Mr. Anderson will be back up next 
week to report to the Service Safety Committee on Tuesday, and to the MPO Executive Policy 
Board on Friday. 
 
Williams asked when the final comments are needed on the Study.  Haugen responded that they 
would like them sooner than later.  Williams asked if next Friday would be sufficient.  Haugen 
responded that would be fine. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING MITIGATION 
STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that they did have an open house on November 17th.  He stated that prior to the 
open house the Steering Committee met as well, and included in the packet are the summary of 
minutes from those meetings.   
 
Haugen gave a brief overview of an experience he has had, several times in-fact, with train 
traffic on the Glasston Subdivision, specifically how far back traffic is backed up behind the I-29 
Bridges.  He added, however, that you will see that the dual left turn lanes are kept open, so it is 
nice that U.S. #2 traffic isn’t completely clogging up the area so people that want to go west 
bound are able to do so fairly smoothly. 
 
Haugen commented that the information they shared with the public at the open house initiated a 
lot of comments on the trains only happening at the P.M. Peak time; so, again, utilizing the 
preempt data from the signals, you will see that the majority of the time the signals are being 
preempted during non-peak traffic time. 
 
Haugen stated that the only other big pieces of information that this body has not previously seen 
is; for Gateway Drive it seems like the only viable alternative is to do a grade separation the 
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railroad from Gateway Drive, and then because the most likely way to go down we would also 
drop down 42nd Street as well, s both Gateway Drive and 42nd Street would be depressed to go 
underneath the railroad.  He added that the cost of this is in the $25,000,000 range. 
 
Haugen commented that as part of the recommended, or suggested improvements the University 
of North Dakota really wanted to see fencing along both sides of the railroad, between the 
mainline and 6th Avenue North.  Williams stated that in the past BNSF has said they don’t want 
fencing along the railroad because they are afraid their workers could get trapped, so has the 
policy or practice changed.  Haugen responded that that is still their preference, but we faced that 
with the multi-use trail that was built many years ago to the downtown, it has a fence along one 
side of it.  Kuharenko added that the area of 6th Avenue North and down by the University, isn’t 
there already exiting fencing on the east side of the tracks separating the properties that are there.  
Haugen responded that there could be.   
 
West asked what the reason was for eliminating the option of having the railroad going over U.S. 
2.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t think there is sufficient distance for the grade to get them 
up because they have to go higher, thus the distance between the ground and the bottom of the 
bridge height is higher than it is to go down into the ground.  He added that there is a 28-foot 
separation between for the trains to go over the top, and an underpass is 22-feet, so you have less 
distance to grade that out to back that out of.  Johnson explained that if U.S. 2 goes under the 
railroad you only need 16 ½ foot clearance, if you go over a railroad they want it high enough so 
that they can double up the unit trains so you have to go to that 23 foot mark.  West commented 
that he was thinking of taking the railroad tracks up and over and leaving U.S. 2 alone.  Johnson 
responded that that would be probably even worse, because they can’t have such a sharp curve. 
 
Grasser asked if cost estimates could be broken down and included in the appendix of these 
reports, so a person can see a little more detail.  Haugen responded that that detail is in the report 
itself, in the 100-page document that was distributed to the Steering Committee when they met 
on November 17th.  He stated that in that document there was a detailed cost estimate, and they 
went over it at the committee meeting, to some extent.  Grasser said, then that that information 
will be included in the final product.  Haugen responded it would.  He added that, as part of the 
work, Olsson Associates were to do a benefit/cost, to replicate what it would be like if they were 
to apply for a TIGER Grant, so they included the criteria you would need to submit for a TIGER 
Grant to show benefit/cost, and their analysis showed that the estimate would be a 1.1/1 ratio 
benefit cost for the two improvements, primarily that you see here, the fencing cost plus the 
grade separation cost.  He said that the benefits would also be assigned to the assumption that the 
North Dakota Mill will build its grain unloading facility and allow the daily train traffic off the 
Mill Spur to be relocated, so the cost includes those three elements.   
 
Williams said that the 43rd Intersection is not the same configuration that was in the Highway 2 
Access Study, so she is wondering if there a note or something in there that explains this 
difference.  Haugen responded that there is, adding that this document will be revised to reflect 
what is in the U.S. 2 Study. 
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West asked how the business at the corner access 42nd, then if they are restricted at 43rd.  Haugen 
responded that it will be shifted over, as shown in the U.S. 2 study there will be a right-in/right-
out, and they will still have access from further north.  West said then, that the gas station and 
McDonalds will be right-in/right-out only, they wouldn’t any sort of other access unless they cut 
through the parking lot.  Haugen responded that under this concept that would be correct.  He 
added that someone at the public meeting pointed out another way to access back to those 
properties if people need to come off 42nd Street, to get access to those other businesses.  Haugen 
added that, even though the U.S. 2 Study didn’t show a need to buy-out McDonalds, it could still 
be a possibility that that may need to occur. 
 
Haugen commented that if the Mill Spur was abandoned, the study identified that a potential use 
would be a linear trail system.  He said that there is, on the Mill Spur, basically north of 8th 
Avenue North, parallel to Washington Street, a lot of property, and that is where this concept 
was coming from.  He stated that south of 8th Avenue it is more of an alley, with properties on 
either side of it, so there might be a different use potential. 
 
Haugen said that this is a railroad right-of-way so it could either be land-banked, which means 
that the railroad reserves the right to reuse it as a railroad in the future if they so wish, or it could 
be purchased from the railroad for other purposes.  He stated that he told the committee that 
Crookston just recently purchased railroad right-of-way along County Road 9, which runs past 
the MnDOT office.  He explained that the City of Crookston got some TAP monies that they are 
using to build a multi-use trail on top of the former railroad, and they purchased the property 
from BNSF. 
 
Williams commented that in November there was an article in the paper that stated that BNSF 
said they were not going to give that right-of-way up, that they weren’t going to abandon it.  She 
asked if that has changed.  Haugen responded that there have been comments made by BNSF 
officials favoring abandoning it, but there have also been comments made by them saying they 
should hold on to it, so no decision has been made at this time. 
 
Grasser asked if the report is going to identify the costs of removal and/or land banking and/or 
purchase, of those alternatives.  Haugen responded that there is cost for removal of the track and 
for the installation of the trail, but he isn’t sure about the cost of the land bank verses purchase.  
Grasser asked if that would be in a table someplace so you can actually pick those numbers out.  
Haugen responded it would.  He added that, obviously there would be more cost if you purchase 
the property, he isn’t sure about the cost if you just do land banking. 
 
Haugen reported that the status of the North Dakota State Mill, and their negotiations with 
BNSF, are still unkown as he hasn’t talked with the Mill since prior to the Thanksgiving 
Holiday, but they are still negotiating the rates to bring in a unit train to unload grain.  He said 
that perhaps they are marginally closer than they were when we started this process, but it 
doesn’t appear that anytime soon they will be building an unloading facility to assist them, 
however they are expanding and that construction is taking place, with a 30% increase in 
capacity.  He added that now there will be a delay between when they start their 30% additional 
operation with the grain unloading facility being built, that the Mill Spur will have more cars 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, December 9th, 2015 
 

10 
 

attached to two trains a day that are going on it; one up and one down a day, so the delay on the 
Mill Spur crossings will be greater than it currently is, and it will probably be a year before they 
can get the unloading facility on line, so traffic will be impacted for a minimum of a year time. 
 
Grasser commented that at the last meeting we talked about having the consultants take another 
look at maybe doing pedestrian crossings at University Avenue and 42nd Street, for, if nothing 
else, to validate challenges.  Haugen responded that the consultants are doing that work.  He said 
that a follow-up from UND pointed out that they do have their sky-way in place, and that they 
wouldn’t mind seeing more use of their sky-way system so they sort of sent a message that they 
already have a facility in place, so there probably isn’t a great need, in their perspective, to try to 
build another, or to see of another fits to the north side or south side of the intersection of 
University Avenue and 42nd.  He added that they are also still going to conceptualize something, 
and determine if it is feasible, but he just wanted to let you know that UND has said that they 
already have something in place that should be used.  Grasser responded, however, that in his 
opinion we know that when those delays occur, there will be someone coming to the City asking 
what we are going to do about it, and he would rather be able to define what we can or can’t do 
about it, with this comprehensive study; or we say UND is opening their skyway to the public 
and whoever wants to use it to cross can, but he has a little trouble envisioning that.  Haugen said 
that that is what we will try to work out by the end of the study. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATION STUDY 
 
Haugen stated that Mike Bittner, the project manager on the I-29 Traffic Operation Study is here 
today.  He said that Mr. Bittner met with the Steering Committee met last Wednesday and had a 
much longer discussion on the status of the study, however Mr. Bittner has shortened and put 
together a more concise version to go over a few key points.   
 
Bittner reported that they had their first meeting, just to identify the issues that we see today, and 
to kind of do a literature view as well, as there has been a lot of the planning done along the I-29 
Corridor, and they wanted to use that to improve and identify the issues we are going to see as 
they move along with this project.   
 
Bittner referred to a power point slide presentation, explaining that the first step in the study is 
existing conditions, and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Bittner stated that, just to give you an idea of what their scope is for the project; they have  
Mainline I-29, from County Road 11 to County Road 6 (Merrifield Road); then on the Cross-
streets they have our ramp intersections, that are two large intersections (an example would be 
U.S. 2 with a ramp to the east to 42nd Street and to the west to 48th Street, which are the two truck 
stops). 
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Bittner commented that as they looked at crashes, they had about 90 crashes per year, 
specifically isolating main-line crashes, 29% were on main-line, but the majority of them were 
single vehicle crashes, weather related, or speeding related, so as they look at future conditions, 
congestion will increase, speeding will decrease, and weather is one of those hard to engineer 
problems but they will look at it as they move forward as well. 
 
Bittner stated that infrastructure is in good condition, and they also looked at pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity.  He said that there is an almost two mile gap from University south to 32nd, 
adding that DeMers will fill it in a little bit, but there is industrial to the west so we need that 
connectivity. 
 
Bittner reported that they looked at County Road 11, which is an extension of North Washington 
Street; and, just to focus on the key issues here, really the design is dictated by the fact that we 
have the railroad line, the Glasston line, and we are on the curve of I-29, so we have some unique 
skewing of intersections, with a very unique one at 54th Avenue/Glasston/County Road 18.  He 
said that there are also a lot of access points in this section, so they will try to reduce that as part 
of the project, and then they will look at just operational issues like turn lanes and traffic control. 
 
Bittner stated that for Gateway Drive and U.S. #2, they don’t really get deep into this in the 
corridor study, but they don’t want to throw that analysis away, but they are looking at a lot of 
new traffic forecasting scenarios, so they are going to make sure this still is the best solution 
moving forward as they see a lot of great opportunity linking planning to NEPA on this 
particular project because maybe they can kick this out the door, and maybe have a project that is 
connected with this corridor study if there is funding available in the next five years or so. 
 
Bittner commented that there is also a variety of other issues, and most of them they talked about 
them during the corridor study so he isn’t going to dive into them right now.  Grasser asked, if 
they do an improvement, will it compliment or conflict with the potential grade separated 
crossing there.  Bittner responded that they want to consider that, so they have actually looked at 
it with and without in the future because at $25 or $28 million dollars for that improvement, will 
it be built in the next twenty-five years, they have their questions, so they will look at both but he 
does see some potential issues, why are they worried about McDonalds, why do they fit this loop 
in there if McDonalds won’t have access with the combination of the underpass and access 
control, because there are a lot of safety and operational issues at 43rd, so they will be asking 
some of those more difficult questions.  Grasser commented that that is probably a death knoll 
from a fast food owner perspective, but it doesn’t mean they will sell it cheap. 
 
Bittner summarized that he thinks, as we look at this alternative, they will need some 
refinements, certainly, as you include that underpass as one of the problems, and it does show 
major issues to the interstate main-line, so they do want to consider it.  Grasser agreed, adding 
that, if nothing else, under the design we should figure out how to retain as much as we can that 
can serve both configurations.   
 
Bittner stated that DeMers Avenue is a very unique interchange in the fact that it has a lot of 
different types of traffic using it; you have major industrial to the west, the Alerus Center and 
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UND to the east, you have not just daily traffic but also event traffic, you have train traffic at 
42nd and DeMers, so you see a lot of uniqueness to this interchange, unlike U.S. #2 which you 
can kind of predict day to day what is going to happen other than when a train event occurs.  He 
said that because of this uniqueness they are going to look at a lot of different factors as they 
look at alternatives.  He added that they have had discussions on how they incorporate event 
traffic, but they aren’t quite sure to what level of extent they will look at it at this point, or what 
level of discussion they will have, and also incorporating, similar to U.S. #2s 42nd/DeMers 
Overpass, and looking at it with and without, depending on the funding scenarios, to see how it 
impacts the interchange.   
 
Grasser commented that something they should be aware of, although he isn’t sure how terribly 
official it is yet, but recent discussion with BN regarding the bike path on the north side of 
DeMers weren’t particularly encouraging; and in a nutshell they said that we have to show that 
nothing else works before they’ll consider anything, but, again, how do they define that, so in his 
mind we are maybe 50/50 on whether we will be on the north side or the south side of DeMers 
right now.  He said that they are going to take a good hard look at both alternatives in their 
concept report, but the north side isn’t a slam dunk, so in the back of your mind he doesn’t know 
how that might impact, obviously pedestrians to the ramps, it might change things.  Bittner asked 
if there is anything they can do in the corridor study to help facilitate that issue.  He said that 
clearly you have one option where they aren’t going to have these free flow movements onto the 
ramp, no conflicts; and on the other side you are going to have all four of your ramps conflicting 
with your pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and obviously from everyone in this rooms standpoint 
that is probably bad.  Grasser commented that, probably from anyone but BNSF that would be a 
clear sign that nothing else works, and thank you for the offer.  He added that Mr. Kuharenko is 
heading this up and if they run into some things they will be in contact. 
 
Bittner said that the next step is 17th Avenue, and this has been discussed time and again as an 
overpass.  He commented that in the most recent Long Range Transportation Plan they found 
that it wouldn’t have as great of a benefit as previously thought, and that is mostly because the 
land use has really shifted south to 32nd and 47th areas, so they are going to reanalyze to see if we 
need this, when do we need this, is it within our twenty-five year horizon or exactly what is the 
purpose, do we still hold the land for that 17th Avenue Overpass. 
 
Bittner commented that 32nd Avenue is where we see a tremendous amount of growth.  He stated 
that they evaluated the travel demand model, and they found that within one mile of 32nd Avenue 
50% of your household growth, and 50% of your employment growth has occurred, so we see a 
tremendous amount of congestion and new traffic at this interchange by 2040, which creates a lot 
of new problems, and leads to the question of whether we can fix 32nd or do we have to add new 
infrastructure to relieve the problems.  He added that they will start to delve into what 
improvements could be looked at, specifically with the interchange; or whether an additional 
connect to 42nd Street is still something that we want to look at or discuss as they get to the 
alternatives. 
 
Bittner stated that in drilling down into a micro-level of detail we have not just operations, but 
we also have some safety issues along the corridor such as negatively off-set left turn lanes that 
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are creating a lot of problems at 38th, as well as some other safety issues at the ramps that they 
are going to try to resolve as they move through this project.   
 
Bittner reported that really one of the biggest questions here is 47th Avenue.  He said that one 
question they get a lot is, what is the cost for 32nd versus 47th, and as part of their project they are 
going to look at benefit/cost analysis of all of their different infrastructure improvements, so that 
to justify a 47th Avenue Interchange, which has been discussed a lot in previous Long Range 
Transportation Plans, do they have that to show that it will work, as well as any other 
alternatives, 17th Avenue for example, but as they look at 47th they aren’t just going to determine 
if it is needed, but they are also going to determine what it will look like.  He stated that there has 
been a lot of discussion about whether we need a one-mile spacing, and they did have some 
resolution at their meeting last Thursday with the DOT, in that if you look at one-mile spacing 
you start to run into issues with the school, golf course, and park; or how would that look if it 
was on 47th, or just slightly south, what impacts the campground, so they are going to answer all 
those detailed questions of, if, and then how, what this would look in the future, and so the 
previous study that Cindy working on completing found that there is about a 40% reduction in 
traffic from 32nd to 47th, so they are going to reanalyze that with their new traffic forecast to 
justify that data. 
 
Bittner stated that the last location is Merrifield Road, County Road 6.  He explained that this 
location has been discussed several times about an interchange here, and really this revolves 
around whether or not we are going to have a southside by-pass, so they had discussion at their 
meeting, can this exist without a by-pass, as just an interchange, it isn’t anything they will 
answer with their study, as they move forward.  
 
Bittner commented that they also had a discussion as to how realistic a by-pass is, you have $9 
millon dollars to do an interchange, and then you have to improve all the roads that would be the 
by-pass, and you have $20+ million dollars for a river crossing, and then they counted up the 
truck traffic and it was less than 2,000 crossing any of the bridges, so this was met with 
skepticism from the group, but at the same time it is something, sometimes these studies are just 
as valuable proving something won’t work as it is that it will work, so they will go through the 
analysis to determine if it will work or won’t work, and can it operate as an interchange without 
it having to be a by-pass, will trucks still use it. 
 
Bittner stated that this wraps up their existing portion of the study, and added that their next step 
is working with Mr. Haugen and ATAC to develop traffic projections.  He said that, as he says 
all the time, you can spend a thousand extra dollars on traffic projections today and save several 
million dollars on infrastructure later if you do it right, so that’s what they are really going to 
drill very deep with traffic projects, look at nine different scenarios to present to the group at the 
next meeting, to determine what is the best way to move forward, are there two that we feel 
confident in, is there one that we feel really good about, they want to refine this a little bit more, 
especially because the purpose of the next memo is to determine what the future holds for us. 
 
Grasser asked if they are using the 2040 or the 2045 when you’re looking ahead.  Bittner 
responded that that is actually why it is taking a while for people to see him on this project 
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because they waited about three months to let the Land Use Plan marinate a little bit to see what 
they were coming up with.  He explained that they also held a couple of meetings with the Land 
Use Plan consultants, and they found that there aren’t a lot of changes, and they found that they 
didn’t need to go through extra months of developing a new model and calibrating it, they can 
use the 2040 model with confidence to do their analysis. 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the full existing conditions report that was 
distributed.  He said that the committee has until next Friday to get their comments in.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that the last time we had an update on this plan WSB was present and talked 
about some population projections, primarily, and also went through some goals and objectives 
statements from those projections with the sub-committee of the City’s Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
 
Haugen commented that they zeroed in on an annual growth rate of 0.9% per year.  He said that, 
as Mr. Bittner already described, the 2040 Land Use Plan used a 1.2% per year growth, the City 
did not achieve that 1.2% during the 2000 to 2010 decade, so our 2040 population, using 1.2% is 
about level now with a 2045 population using a 0.9% annual growth rate, so a lot of the 
allocation of land should be similar. 
 
Haugen stated that, included in the packet was the second technical memorandum that WSB 
presented to the Planning Commission at their last meeting.  He pointed out that in this one they 
do start to identify some of the different land use scenarios. 
 
Haugen referred to the second memo, and explained that this is the tool that is provided to show 
you the consumption of the different type of land categories.  He stated that they did use 
difference scenarios; to the far right you will see the methodology that is used in the 2040 Land 
Use Plan, the acreages that came up with that versus some of your different growths, types of 
consumption rates that could be done. 
 
Haugen commented that part of the scope of work was to look at the growth tiers.  He explained 
that, if you are familiar with the Grand Forks Land Use Plan, they try to manage growth by 
identifying three tiers of growth; with Tier One being the optimal location for growth to occur, 
which is basically contiguous with the City’s current corporate boundary.   He stated that Tier 
Two is an area generally defined as a location that is not optimal for growth to occur, but if it has 
to occur there it should be occurring in an urban sized environment, so that when growth does 
encompass it, it is more readily absorbed by the City.  He added that the largest tier is Tier Three.  
He explained that the primary purpose of Tier Three is to preserve agricultural production. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the tasks WSB was to do, in working with this Land Use 
Subcommittee, was to see if there are adjustments necessary for the growth boundaries.  He 
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explained that they developed a map; included in the packet, that shows corresponding land use 
based on those tier boundaries.  He stated that a lot of the land use is sort of carrying on what the 
2040 plan had under this scenario; however a few more areas were identified for Tier One 
growth, with a lot of it down south of 62nd, and some of it on the west side of the City.  He added 
that WSB was also asked to look at the growth potential; if there is not an interchange at 47th 
Avenue, and since the study that we just finished discussion may conclude that there are better 
options, or there are reasons why we can’t do a 47th Avenue Interchange, so what they have done 
with this land use scenario was to shift a lot of the growth from the southwest area up to the 
west, with a little to the north of the City. 
 
Grasser referred to the graphics, the stuff on the very southeasterly area of the City, and 
commented that some of that is outside the flood protection boundary, so from an infrastructure 
planning standpoint they have identified that that will maintain, essentially, a rural type 
character, and he is wondering if there is some way they can identify that so it is more readily 
apparent on the map that it isn’t the same as what they would expect the rest of the City growth 
to be.  Haugen responded that he thinks that in the addendum, if he captured it right, it is already 
been changed 
 
Haugen said that, again, they identified that, if there wasn’t an interchange at 47th, how might the 
City growth change, and also, then, they would change how the tier layout would be, and you 
will notice the change primarily shifting the Tier One growth from one area to another area.  
 
Haugen commented that, as a result of feedback from the Land Use Subcommittee, and others, 
there is now what is called the “Hybrid”, it is an addendum to the Tech Memo toward the back, 
and it sort of says that even if there isn’t going to be a 47th Avenue Interchange, the City is still 
investing in a lot of infrastructure, and growth will be occurring, so it isn’t entirely contingent on 
an interchange being there for this growth to occur, whereas in the previous plan it states that 
with no interchange there will be no growth, so they are adjusting the growth tier boundaries in 
reaction to some of those things.   
 
Haugen reiterated that we saw two maps that now created this third map, which is going to lead 
to a fourth map as we move along with the study, so some areas will be further adjusted.   
 
Haugen reported that land uses are also being updated and iterated to reflect this movement of 
the tier boundaries and the land uses. 
 
Grasser commented that, maybe for Mr. Haugen and Mr. Gengler; when the Tier One, the 
southwest corner, he is going to suggest that when this gets to the committee level, that we 
eliminate that corner because that drawing represents the need for two brand new lift stations and 
service areas, if we eliminate that corner it may eliminate one lift station and the associated sets 
of infrastructure for that corner.  Haugen stated that that is part of the process, they are trying to 
schedule a meeting with a little more understanding of the infrastructure, with the consumption 
of land and how it will fit together, there is also probably not as much growth in Tier One, 
possibly over where the new Water Treatment Plan is to be constructed, so that might be scaled 
back as well. 
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Haugen stated that a part of their scope of work is to look at three pilot sites.  He explained that 
the intention of the pilot sites is to say that the Land Use Plan is looking at sort of a different 
approach than the traditional development pattern in Grand Forks, so help us by identifying real 
Grand Forks locations where we might see this difference built out conceptually.  He said that 
the three sites that have been selected, and are out for final approval, are shown on the map.  He 
referred to the map and pointed out where the three sites are located. 
 
Haugen said that, also, as part of their scope of work they were asked to help us understand the 
traffic impacts of these growth scenarios; one with an interchange and one without an 
interchange, and whether or not we can avoid some major transportation investments if we had to 
shift land uses elsewhere,  He pointed out that in your packet are several tables that go through 
and exercise using the national standards for capacity by lane, Nelson Nygaard goes through an 
analysis using ITE as we have so many acres devoted to residential, and we can assume they will 
be generating an “x” amount of trips to the network, assigning traffic to the more basic arterial 
roadways, so it comes up with total trips.  He said that because there is a focus on multi-
modalism, there are different ways those trips can be addressed, so part of this looks at the 
bike/ped trips being able to be transit trips, but in the end we see that, as we know, there is 
congestions that will occur on the arterial system with the interchange; there is congestion that 
will occur without the interchange, so shifting our land use really isn’t preventing us from having 
to add capacity on our roadway systems.   
 
Haugen commented that hopefully before the end of the year we will have the next iteration of 
the Land Use Maps, and the Tier Growth Maps; and with that then they can start more earnestly 
on the Pilot Site areas and some of the other zoning ordinances they are part of.   
 
Gengler referred to the note on the training facility for rail/train safety and commented that he 
talked to Chief O’Neill and he is still relatively optimistic, he is even more optimistic that even if 
they can’t seal the deal with the folks out of Fargo, there is still a strong possibility that the City 
will buy the land anyway, so that is what kind of keeps that in limbo.  Haugen referred to a map 
and asked where this property is.  Gengler responded that it is the existing Minnkota property 
just south of the water treatment plant, four acres.  Haugen agreed that it has been one of those 
chicken and the egg kinds of thing.  He said that if there wasn’t the training facility proposal then 
you could look at this one way from a land use perspective, but with the training proposal being 
a possibility, you look at a different type of land use in this area.   
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen knows whether the consultant has looked at, or mentioned 
anything about any multimodal transportation studies in regards to usage in northern tier states 
compared to usage in more moderate climate areas; and then it also ties into the aging of 
America as far as, the older people are the less reluctant they are going to be to get out and walk 
around, they will use their vehicles or call a cab or something.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t 
know the answer to that.  He asked that Ms. Williams send him an e-mail to that effect he will 
forward it on to the consultant.  He added that Nelson Nygaard is their one transportation 
consultant, and Nelson Nygaard is a national transit planning firm.   
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Williams commented that you mentioned ITE and ITE uses nationwide averages and such, but 
then they also do documents that if you have localized information that should be used instead of 
the national averages, she doesn’t think that our vehicle trips are any different than the national 
average, from what they have seen from trip generation it is pretty close, but the pedestrian 
mode, bicycle mode, and the transit mode she thinks are going to be different from the national 
averages.  Haugen referred to a slide and asked if it shows the numbers that Ms. Williams is 
questioning.  Williams responded that it was.  She added that they have capacity, but what’s 
existing usage compared to what is there, and how are we going to fill the capacity, basically.  
She stated that we could offer free bus service and she doesn’t think ridership would go up 
tremendously in certain populations.  Haugen agreed, adding, again, that he would ask that Ms. 
Williams send him an e-mail to that effect, about that question.  Grasser stated that that is part of 
what they wanted to cover in the conference call they are trying to set up.  He said that he would 
have Ms. Williams sit in on it, as part of trying to understand what was going on with traffic 
signals.  Haugen responded that he thinks it’s, including what we probably all knew is that the 
growth is creating more than our roadways can handle, and now we are just trying to determine 
whether it is 1,000 cars too much, or 2,000 cars more. 
 
Rood reported that, if you remember, for that transit section she did provide a comment back, 
presumably it is for the WSB feed, but assuming that a single bus can carry fifty passengers, she 
sent details on which types of buses we have, and the fact that some of them only accommodate 
twenty passengers.  Gengler responded that he thinks Stephanie Erickson passed that on to them. 
 
Lang referred to a map, and pointed out that there are two dashed red lines, and one solid red 
line, and he is wondering what the significance is, or what it trying to be indicated, if anything by 
the dashed line versus the solid line.  Haugen responded that the areas being shown on the map 
are the EJ areas, so they identifying where our pilot sites are in relationship to our EJ population, 
so the EJ population at the top part of the map, around the campus neighborhood, and also on 
South Washington there is a huge area that has EJ populations that have been identified.  Lang 
asked, though, if that means the solid red line at the upper right, in the downtown area, is not.  
Haugen responded that he believes that is a low income area, and that it is just a line error, it 
should be a dashed line instead of a solid line. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 
Viafara pointed out that included in the packet is the latest version of the Draft Vital Metrics 
Dashboard Report.  He stated that there are two elements for discussion today – Freight and 
Street/Highways. 
 
Viafara reported that in order to do the analyses of those two elements, they considered three 
MAP-21 goals:  Economic Vitality, System Preservation, and Safety. 
 
Viafara referred to the report and went over the two additional elements; adding that the 
information shown comes from the data bases of MnDOT and NDDOT.  Williams asked if this 
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information also includes I-29, anything within the MPO area.  Viafara responded that that is 
correct.   
 
Viafara commented that they are currently working on freight, specifically trying to incorporate 
rail, and also discussing a little more about freight volumes and train crashes around some of the 
intersections or grade crossings within the planning area.  He said that this information will be 
produced in the next report. 
 
Viafara referred to Pages 61, 62, and 63 of the report, and pointed out that it discusses pavement 
conditions.  He went over the information briefly.    
 
Viafara then referred to two tables that give us an idea of where the locations, based on the two 
data bases, are of urban crashes for East Grand Forks and Grand Forks, with the highest number 
of crashes.  He pointed out that there are also three maps that show us all locations for the major 
crashes in the region.   
 
Viafara commented that he would like to thank everyone for their comments, adding that he 
thinks he was able to address most of them, and hopes that they were addressed satisfactorily.   
 
Viafara stated that he contacted the Director of AARP, and he basically explained how they go 
about collecting their data, and how reliable that data is, so he feels that this provided some level 
of certainty that what we are using is appropriate.  He added that he also reviewed, based on your 
recommendation, the manual; but found that the manual happens to be mainly directed to 
consultants, nevertheless, he found that some of the methodologies are still very valid, so we are 
implementing them into the report.   
 
Williams commented that she still has concerns on the third bullet point of what they sent, as far 
as where the information is coming from.  She said that she knows where it is coming from and 
she can go in there and click on it and everything like you told her, but her question is have we 
looked at it at a local level to verify that the information they have is correct, because we know; 
right off the bat that transit isn’t right.  Viafara responded that that transit was a review with 
transit, that is why they used it, and in the report there is a note that the note from transit has 
been, basically, reviewed with their own corporation.  Williams asked, though, if we have looked 
at all the other ones.  Viafara responded that that is what they are doing.  He added that he talked 
to Nancy Ellis concerning some of the issues dealing with livability and some of the policies, and 
there is also an agreement.  Williams stated that if it is fine than that is good, she just doesn’t 
want, as a region, to hang our hat on information that we are getting from someone else and then 
find out later on that that information isn’t correct.  Viafara responded that you need to keep in 
mind that we are only using the pre-indicator from that livability; one of them is transit, which 
has been reviewed and assessed by the Transit Authority, and the second one is also livability for 
one of the regions, which he brought to the attention of the Planning Department, and they 
concur with some of the findings.   
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Viafara stated that the points that you are bring up are important because of the magnitude of the 
data basis, and it is really importation to focus specifically in our region, so every time that we 
have the opportunity we will go and try to determine if the information is correct for our area. 
 
Williams referred to the slide that shows the examples of “fair” pavement condition; and pointed 
out that the area of Columbia and 13th Avenue South is rated “fair”, which is the same as 32nd 
Avenue near 48th.  She said that Columbia near 13th Avenue South is literally falling apart, and 
she is wondering where this index came from, how do they figure those two areas are the same.  
Kouba responded that it is taken from our pavement management system software.  Kuharenko 
agreed, adding that part of what is happening, when you go through a new PCI analysis, is that 
you don’t end up looking at 100% of the road, you end up looking at little snapshots and get 
examples; so sometimes when you do that, when you get those snapshots, the snapshots you get 
sometimes end up indication that the pavement is in better condition than it actually is, that is 
one of the downsides of a pavement condition index.  Williams asked if this is noted in the report 
somewhere.  Viafara responded that there is a note about it in the report. 
 
Kuharenko commented that, all-in-all PCI, the analysis that is done is beneficial from a 
recognizant level, but then you really need to get in and take a more detailed look at it before we 
look at a project.  He stated that in this case, this is one of the prime examples that we have 
where it good at a general recognizant level, but it’s not exceptionally detailed so we can’t 
always hang our hat on the data shown. 
 
Viafara asked, again, that everyone please review the report and get any comments to him by 
January 12th. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Viafara reported that there really isn’t much to report on the 2015 Annual Work Program 
Projects.  He said that some of the projects have been completed, and, in-fact, there are only four 
projects underway right now. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY YAVAROW, TO ADJOURN THE DECEMBER 9TH, 
2015, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:20 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the December 9th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike 
Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand 
Forks County Engineer; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Dale Bergman, Cities Area 
Transit; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; and Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Mike Bittner, KLJ and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
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, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 10TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 
10TH, 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 the aesthetic lighting has now been installed, and showed a photo 
illustrating what the bridge looks like when the lights are on.  Lang added that they are doing  
 

1 
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something else with lights today.  Haugen asked if they are testing the colors.  Yavarow 
responded that they are adjusting the walkway lighting.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the 106 Report was submitted and reviewed by the Historic Preservation 
Commission on the Grand Forks side.  He pointed out that copies of the draft minutes, and the 
motion made by the Commission regarding the 106 Report were included in the packet.   
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT did not attend the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting as was 
expected, however they are scheduled to attend the January 2016 MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting to discuss the additional bike/ped issue. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that a copy of a power point presentation was included.  He referred to the 
presentation and went over the information briefly, pointing out that this T.I.P. covers the years 
2017 through 2020. 
 
Haugen commented that this recaps our responsibilities to make sure projects are consistent with 
our Long Range Transportation Plan, and to prioritize the projects within the program.  He said 
that there are two study areas to be aware of; the MPO Study Area (shown in brown) and the 
Federal Aid Adjusted Urbanized Area (shown in gray).  Haugen explained that certain programs 
only apply to the Federal Urban Aid area, however for the T.I.P. purposes any project receiving 
federal funds on the transportation system, whether in the gray or the brown areas need to be 
included in the T.I.P.   
 
Haugen stated that this is a twelve month process; which we normally start it in early September, 
ending in August, and then starting again, with stops in-between, but as many of you are aware 
there is a new Authorization Bill called “FAST” that has some new twists and turns that aren’t 
accounted for in this solicitation, and since it covers the years that are being programmed, what 
we are doing is subject to change, however there is still a strong emphasis on state of good 
repairs, and a strong emphasis of the National Highway System, and there are some new 
programs that FAST is funding now that weren’t sourced in the report. 
 
Haugen commented that there is also some difference in the revenue.  He explained that they 
haven’t quite adjusted it to see if there is a need, so this solicitation is maintaining the previous 
1.2% per year revenue growth rate; and on the North Dakota side there is a 4% per year 
expenditure growth rate as well. 
 
Haugen referred to the presentation and briefly went over the projects up for discussion.  He 
pointed out that Recreational Trails, however, is due at the end of December; adding that this 
year it was delayed a month, but last year it was all done at the same time. 
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Kuharenko commented that he doesn’t remember seeing a solicitation for the Recreation Trails 
projects.  He asked what the program includes, what is the cost split on it.  Haugen responded 
that the solicitation is formally done by the North Dakota Game and Parks, and has a standard 
80/20 cost split.  He added that the use is for similar trails to what the TAP program will fund.  
Williams asked if they had a target project cost range or is it just wide open.  Haugen responded 
that he believes that there is no minimum.   
 
Haugen explained that the Recreational Trail Program doesn’t follow the exact same 
requirements, from a Federal Highway perspective, for project development, etc., as the TAP 
Program so some of the paper work isn’t quite as onerous, but he would defer you to the Park 
and Rec website for additional information.   
 
Haugen stated that there is a committee that reviews the applications just like the TAP 
committee, and then gives a recommendation as to what to award.  He added that it is his 
understanding that they might also be funding some motorized vehicle trails out of the 
Recreation Trails Program.  Johnson responded that he believes that is an eligible item in Rec 
Trails that is different from the TAP program.  He added that the City should have been informed 
of all of this.  Williams asked if this program is for new construction or is it for rehabilitation of 
existing construction, or did they specify.  Haugen responded that he thinks it is for both. 
 
Haugen reported that the first program is the TAP (Transportation Alternatives Program) 
Program, adding that it actually isn’t called this under “FAST”, it is now not named and instead 
is a set-aside of the Surface Transportation Program, but it follows almost everything that the 
MAP-21 TAP did. 
 
Haugen stated that this solicitation was already underway, but one of the changes that “FAST” 
did was to allow non-profit organizations to apply again.  He explained that under SAFETEA-
LU, particularly with the Safe Routes To School Program, non-profits were able to apply directly 
for those, and “FAST” reopens that door, so that will be a twist coming in the future, but since 
this was already done, he is sure they won’t go back and implement this now.   
 
Williams asked if the TAP Program requires City Participation, or is it 100% federal funding; the 
one that is being opened up under “FAST”.  Haugen responded that it is an 80/20 basic split, so 
someone has to come up with the 20%.  Williams said, then, that if the school district applies for 
something it would be the school district that would have to come up with the match.  Haugen 
responded that that is correct.  Kuharenko asked of the non-profit entities need to go through 
their respective city or directly to the MPO.  Haugen responded that that is yet to be determined. 
 
Haugen commented that, going back to the Recreational Trails Program, the Rec Trails can be 
eliminated and all the funds can be rolled into the TAP Program, or now the set-aside, so 
annually the State of North Dakota can make a determination of what they want to do with these 
funds, although they have always offered to set-aside the Rec Trail Program as a separate 
Program, but it can be all rolled together. 
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Haugen referred to a slide and stated that they did receive one application, from the City of 
Grand Forks, and it was for a shared use path along North 55th Street between University and 
DeMers Avenue.  He explained that it is shown in solid red on the slide, and that it ties into the 
existing trail system, and is planned to be constructed next summer, at a total estimated cost of 
$262,000, with $204,000 being federally funded. 
 
Haugen commented that there were three HSIP projects submitted by the City of Grand Forks, 
with priority ranking as follows:  1) Non-regional signalized intersection installation of back-
plates with retro-reflective borders at a total cost of $87,000, with $78,300 being federally 
funded; 2) Columbia Road Corridor leading pedestrian timing at a total cost of $38,000, with 
$37,700 being federally funded; and 3) 42nd Street Corridor leading pedestrian timing at a total 
cost of $22,000, with $19,800 being federally funded.   
 
Haugen stated that these projects come under the Local Safety Road Program, primarily; and in 
that they went through and identified that red light running is a priority.  He said that in the 
document itself, confirmation lights was the priority solution, but the City is applying for an 
alternative solution to that, and that is back-plates with reflective tape, which is a Federal 
Highway proven safety counter measure. 
 
Haugen reported that these three HSIP projects are addressing the priority items, it is just that the 
first priority is using a different solution than what is identified in the Local Road Safety 
Program.  He added that it isn’t a replacement, as he understands the plan is to do these plates, 
and then at a later time possibly do the confirmation lights.  Williams commented that the City of 
Grand Forks’ submittal last year had the confirmation lights on Gateway, and that was based on 
when installed the police would see how effective they were before doing additional ones, so that 
we don’t spend money on something that isn’t effective for our particular area.  Haugen asked if 
confirmation lights are not now part of the standard traffic signal installation since he sees it on 
the newest lights being installed.  Williams confirmed that they are installing them on the new 
traffic signals. 
 
Haugen reported that for the Urban Road Program there is one change; switching out the location 
of a traffic signal, with no cost change in 2017.   
 
Haugen commented that on the Regional side there are a couple of changes, adding things that 
previously weren’t identified.  He stated that the first are adding traffic signals at two new 
locations, Gateway Drive and North 55th Street and DeMers and West Columbia Ramp or 30th 
Street.  
 
Haugen stated that also in 2017 the District is submitting ramp detection for two northbound off 
ramps, one at 32nd and one at Gateway.   
 
Johnson referred to the DeMers and West Columbia Ramp or 30th Street project and asked if the 
intent of that project would be to do a study on both intersections to see which one is the better 
fit, or how is that decision going to be made.  Grasser responded that they may end up trying to 
do some of that internally.  He explained that City Staff had a discussion with Mr. Noehre about 
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how they determine which location is best, and some of that may depend on an updated Master 
Plan being done by Altru, and it is unclear how 30th Street will figure in that plan, so that is a 
task to do in a very short window.  
 
Haugen reported that the New T.I.P. Year is 2020, and the project that the City is forwarding is a 
project that they submitted last year, but that was not funded in 2019, and that is the Mill and 
Overlay of University Avenue between State Street and North 3rd Street.  He added that the cost 
was adjusted for the year of expenditure increases. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Regional side, it seems like every plus one year of our T.I.P. 
solicitation has the Washington Street Underpass project, and has for the last several years, so 
maybe this time, as it is the end of the year in the cycle, we will get the $18,000,000 to finally 
rebuild the underpass.  He stated that in addition to that work there is some pavement work going 
on on North Washington, north of the underpass area as well. 
 
Haugen said that the staff recommendation is to approve that all candidate projects be forwarded 
as being consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan, and in the priority order provided.  
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE LIST OF CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE FY2017-2020 T.I.P. AS 
BEING CONSISTENT WITH THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO 
GIVE THEM PRIORITY RANKING AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Ellis, Gengler, Kuharenko ,Lang, Johnson, Bergman, and West. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson, Sanders, Laesch, and Crystal. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON 32ND AVENUE SIGNAL COORDINATION STUDY 
 
Haugen commented that Mike Anderson, Alliant, was planning on attending today’s meeting, 
however, he is currently in the field making sure all the timing plans are in each and every 
cabinet along 32nd Avenue, so he is not able to be here to give a presentation. 
 
Haugen reported that there will be an open house tonight at the Holiday Inn Express starting at 
5:30 p.m.  He said that what he is presenting is what will be on the boards that will be available 
for the public at tonight’s open house. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that, if you drove the corridor this week you will have noticed Dynamic 
Message signs announcing that the Signal Timing Plan Update will be occurring this week, and 
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hopefully by the end of the week it will have been fine-tuned and are working as we hope and 
expect them to. 
 
Haugen stated that, just to give a recap, the corridor is 32nd Avenue.  He pointed out which 
signals we have Alliant under contract to work on.  He explained that Alliant is under contract by 
the City of Grand Forks to do some work on the Columbia Road Corridor as well, so it has been 
beneficial to have the same consultant updating the timing plans at the same time. 
 
Haugen reported that with the video detection count program we instituted about a year ago we 
are able to capture significant traffic flow data.  He referred to two graphs, and explained that 
what the timing plans are trying to accommodate are the 85th percentile, and then the second one 
shows the day of the week.  He added that, basically the one year period that we were able to 
capture counts at most of these intersections, this shows what the daily traffic flow is like, and 
again we are trying to meet the needs of 85% of that volume. 
 
Haugen referred to a graph illustrating the existing level of service analysis, and pointed out that 
the top row is prior to the new timing plan, the bottom row is after the timing plan was 
implemented.   
 
Haugen summarized that these are the timing plans that have been developed, and their 
corresponding time.  He added that, again, it is utilizing that weekday 85% profile. 
 
Haugen referred to a chart and commented that it shows the work being done on Columbia Road 
as well; that is what the call-out boxes are doing, showing the green time splits for the different 
timing plans. 
 
Haugen stated that this is a summary.  He added that they worked on 32nd Avenue, this will be 
the fourth time; the first was in 2008, and we got 25% and 29% travel time improvement because 
it was the first one done, and each subsequent time we did this we have been able to get 
additional benefits, but it has not been to the extent we got with the first one, so this time around 
we are expecting to get about a 5% improvement in travel time during the morning rush and 13% 
during the evening rush.  
 
Haugen reported that the benefit/cost ratio is still quite significant.  He explained that it was a 
little more costly in 2008 because we didn’t have proper equipment in a lot of the traffic signals, 
so this time, even though the benefits might be reduced a bit, the cost is reduced considerably as 
well, so in 2008 we got a 31/1 ratio and in 2015 we are still at a 29/1 ratio, so it is still a very low 
cost/high benefit solution to improve traffic along the corridor. 
 
Grasser asked if, when you do the benefit ratio, are the calculations included in the appendix 
someplace in the report.  Haugen responded they are included in the report.  He added that it 
involves a number of stops, the time delay, and also some of the environmental benefits such as 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, primarily. 
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Haugen commented that the scope of work also identified some of the future improvements that 
could be done alone the corridor to help traffic flow better, as well as some safety improvements.  
He pointed out that a lot of them have been identified previously, such as adding dual left turns 
lanes at Columbia Road and 32nd Avenue for the northbound/westbound turning movements and 
the westbound/southbound turning movements.  He stated that a lot of these intersections need to 
have their left turn bays lengthened and they also need to have them realigned to allow better site 
distance for opposing traffic.  He said that the one new one is video detection for backage of 
traffic on the ramp, and if that video detection does detect there is a queue occurring on the off-
ramp it switches the timing to dump all of that ramp traffic as a priority to prevent the I-29 
through traffic being impeded by off-ramp traffic, and that is something that wasn’t identified, 
that he is aware of, in any other document. 
 
Haugen reported that Mike Anderson, Alliant, is in the field today installing, and will be in the 
field the next several days adjusting and fine tuning the timing plans, as the traffic flow requires 
so we aren’t just getting what a computer model simulates traffic to be, it will be in response to 
real traffic by the time he is done this week.  He added that Mr. Anderson will be back up next 
week to report to the Service Safety Committee on Tuesday, and to the MPO Executive Policy 
Board on Friday. 
 
Williams asked when the final comments are needed on the Study.  Haugen responded that they 
would like them sooner than later.  Williams asked if next Friday would be sufficient.  Haugen 
responded that would be fine. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING MITIGATION 
STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that they did have an open house on November 17th.  He stated that prior to the 
open house the Steering Committee met as well, and included in the packet are the summary of 
minutes from those meetings.   
 
Haugen gave a brief overview of an experience he has had, several times in-fact, with train 
traffic on the Glasston Subdivision, specifically how far back traffic is backed up behind the I-29 
Bridges.  He added, however, that you will see that the dual left turn lanes are kept open, so it is 
nice that U.S. #2 traffic isn’t completely clogging up the area so people that want to go west 
bound are able to do so fairly smoothly. 
 
Haugen commented that the information they shared with the public at the open house initiated a 
lot of comments on the trains only happening at the P.M. Peak time; so, again, utilizing the 
preempt data from the signals, you will see that the majority of the time the signals are being 
preempted during non-peak traffic time. 
 
Haugen stated that the only other big pieces of information that this body has not previously seen 
is; for Gateway Drive it seems like the only viable alternative is to do a grade separation the 
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railroad from Gateway Drive, and then because the most likely way to go down we would also 
drop down 42nd Street as well, s both Gateway Drive and 42nd Street would be depressed to go 
underneath the railroad.  He added that the cost of this is in the $25,000,000 range. 
 
Haugen commented that as part of the recommended, or suggested improvements the University 
of North Dakota really wanted to see fencing along both sides of the railroad, between the 
mainline and 6th Avenue North.  Williams stated that in the past BNSF has said they don’t want 
fencing along the railroad because they are afraid their workers could get trapped, so has the 
policy or practice changed.  Haugen responded that that is still their preference, but we faced that 
with the multi-use trail that was built many years ago to the downtown, it has a fence along one 
side of it.  Kuharenko added that the area of 6th Avenue North and down by the University, isn’t 
there already exiting fencing on the east side of the tracks separating the properties that are there.  
Haugen responded that there could be.   
 
West asked what the reason was for eliminating the option of having the railroad going over U.S. 
2.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t think there is sufficient distance for the grade to get them 
up because they have to go higher, thus the distance between the ground and the bottom of the 
bridge height is higher than it is to go down into the ground.  He added that there is a 28-foot 
separation between for the trains to go over the top, and an underpass is 22-feet, so you have less 
distance to grade that out to back that out of.  Johnson explained that if U.S. 2 goes under the 
railroad you only need 16 ½ foot clearance, if you go over a railroad they want it high enough so 
that they can double up the unit trains so you have to go to that 23 foot mark.  West commented 
that he was thinking of taking the railroad tracks up and over and leaving U.S. 2 alone.  Johnson 
responded that that would be probably even worse, because they can’t have such a sharp curve. 
 
Grasser asked if cost estimates could be broken down and included in the appendix of these 
reports, so a person can see a little more detail.  Haugen responded that that detail is in the report 
itself, in the 100-page document that was distributed to the Steering Committee when they met 
on November 17th.  He stated that in that document there was a detailed cost estimate, and they 
went over it at the committee meeting, to some extent.  Grasser said, then that that information 
will be included in the final product.  Haugen responded it would.  He added that, as part of the 
work, Olsson Associates were to do a benefit/cost, to replicate what it would be like if they were 
to apply for a TIGER Grant, so they included the criteria you would need to submit for a TIGER 
Grant to show benefit/cost, and their analysis showed that the estimate would be a 1.1/1 ratio 
benefit cost for the two improvements, primarily that you see here, the fencing cost plus the 
grade separation cost.  He said that the benefits would also be assigned to the assumption that the 
North Dakota Mill will build its grain unloading facility and allow the daily train traffic off the 
Mill Spur to be relocated, so the cost includes those three elements.   
 
Williams said that the 43rd Intersection is not the same configuration that was in the Highway 2 
Access Study, so she is wondering if there a note or something in there that explains this 
difference.  Haugen responded that there is, adding that this document will be revised to reflect 
what is in the U.S. 2 Study. 
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West asked how the business at the corner access 42nd, then if they are restricted at 43rd.  Haugen 
responded that it will be shifted over, as shown in the U.S. 2 study there will be a right-in/right-
out, and they will still have access from further north.  West said then, that the gas station and 
McDonalds will be right-in/right-out only, they wouldn’t any sort of other access unless they cut 
through the parking lot.  Haugen responded that under this concept that would be correct.  He 
added that someone at the public meeting pointed out another way to access back to those 
properties if people need to come off 42nd Street, to get access to those other businesses.  Haugen 
added that, even though the U.S. 2 Study didn’t show a need to buy-out McDonalds, it could still 
be a possibility that that may need to occur. 
 
Haugen commented that if the Mill Spur was abandoned, the study identified that a potential use 
would be a linear trail system.  He said that there is, on the Mill Spur, basically north of 8th 
Avenue North, parallel to Washington Street, a lot of property, and that is where this concept 
was coming from.  He stated that south of 8th Avenue it is more of an alley, with properties on 
either side of it, so there might be a different use potential. 
 
Haugen said that this is a railroad right-of-way so it could either be land-banked, which means 
that the railroad reserves the right to reuse it as a railroad in the future if they so wish, or it could 
be purchased from the railroad for other purposes.  He stated that he told the committee that 
Crookston just recently purchased railroad right-of-way along County Road 9, which runs past 
the MnDOT office.  He explained that the City of Crookston got some TAP monies that they are 
using to build a multi-use trail on top of the former railroad, and they purchased the property 
from BNSF. 
 
Williams commented that in November there was an article in the paper that stated that BNSF 
said they were not going to give that right-of-way up, that they weren’t going to abandon it.  She 
asked if that has changed.  Haugen responded that there have been comments made by BNSF 
officials favoring abandoning it, but there have also been comments made by them saying they 
should hold on to it, so no decision has been made at this time. 
 
Grasser asked if the report is going to identify the costs of removal and/or land banking and/or 
purchase, of those alternatives.  Haugen responded that there is cost for removal of the track and 
for the installation of the trail, but he isn’t sure about the cost of the land bank verses purchase.  
Grasser asked if that would be in a table someplace so you can actually pick those numbers out.  
Haugen responded it would.  He added that, obviously there would be more cost if you purchase 
the property, he isn’t sure about the cost if you just do land banking. 
 
Haugen reported that the status of the North Dakota State Mill, and their negotiations with 
BNSF, are still unkown as he hasn’t talked with the Mill since prior to the Thanksgiving 
Holiday, but they are still negotiating the rates to bring in a unit train to unload grain.  He said 
that perhaps they are marginally closer than they were when we started this process, but it 
doesn’t appear that anytime soon they will be building an unloading facility to assist them, 
however they are expanding and that construction is taking place, with a 30% increase in 
capacity.  He added that now there will be a delay between when they start their 30% additional 
operation with the grain unloading facility being built, that the Mill Spur will have more cars 
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attached to two trains a day that are going on it; one up and one down a day, so the delay on the 
Mill Spur crossings will be greater than it currently is, and it will probably be a year before they 
can get the unloading facility on line, so traffic will be impacted for a minimum of a year time. 
 
Grasser commented that at the last meeting we talked about having the consultants take another 
look at maybe doing pedestrian crossings at University Avenue and 42nd Street, for, if nothing 
else, to validate challenges.  Haugen responded that the consultants are doing that work.  He said 
that a follow-up from UND pointed out that they do have their sky-way in place, and that they 
wouldn’t mind seeing more use of their sky-way system so they sort of sent a message that they 
already have a facility in place, so there probably isn’t a great need, in their perspective, to try to 
build another, or to see of another fits to the north side or south side of the intersection of 
University Avenue and 42nd.  He added that they are also still going to conceptualize something, 
and determine if it is feasible, but he just wanted to let you know that UND has said that they 
already have something in place that should be used.  Grasser responded, however, that in his 
opinion we know that when those delays occur, there will be someone coming to the City asking 
what we are going to do about it, and he would rather be able to define what we can or can’t do 
about it, with this comprehensive study; or we say UND is opening their skyway to the public 
and whoever wants to use it to cross can, but he has a little trouble envisioning that.  Haugen said 
that that is what we will try to work out by the end of the study. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATION STUDY 
 
Haugen stated that Mike Bittner, the project manager on the I-29 Traffic Operation Study is here 
today.  He said that Mr. Bittner met with the Steering Committee met last Wednesday and had a 
much longer discussion on the status of the study, however Mr. Bittner has shortened and put 
together a more concise version to go over a few key points.   
 
Bittner reported that they had their first meeting, just to identify the issues that we see today, and 
to kind of do a literature view as well, as there has been a lot of the planning done along the I-29 
Corridor, and they wanted to use that to improve and identify the issues we are going to see as 
they move along with this project.   
 
Bittner referred to a power point slide presentation, explaining that the first step in the study is 
existing conditions, and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Bittner stated that, just to give you an idea of what their scope is for the project; they have  
Mainline I-29, from County Road 11 to County Road 6 (Merrifield Road); then on the Cross-
streets they have our ramp intersections, that are two large intersections (an example would be 
U.S. 2 with a ramp to the east to 42nd Street and to the west to 48th Street, which are the two truck 
stops). 
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Bittner commented that as they looked at crashes, they had about 90 crashes per year, 
specifically isolating main-line crashes, 29% were on main-line, but the majority of them were 
single vehicle crashes, weather related, or speeding related, so as they look at future conditions, 
congestion will increase, speeding will decrease, and weather is one of those hard to engineer 
problems but they will look at it as they move forward as well. 
 
Bittner stated that infrastructure is in good condition, and they also looked at pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity.  He said that there is an almost two mile gap from University south to 32nd, 
adding that DeMers will fill it in a little bit, but there is industrial to the west so we need that 
connectivity. 
 
Bittner reported that they looked at County Road 11, which is an extension of North Washington 
Street; and, just to focus on the key issues here, really the design is dictated by the fact that we 
have the railroad line, the Glasston line, and we are on the curve of I-29, so we have some unique 
skewing of intersections, with a very unique one at 54th Avenue/Glasston/County Road 18.  He 
said that there are also a lot of access points in this section, so they will try to reduce that as part 
of the project, and then they will look at just operational issues like turn lanes and traffic control. 
 
Bittner stated that for Gateway Drive and U.S. #2, they don’t really get deep into this in the 
corridor study, but they don’t want to throw that analysis away, but they are looking at a lot of 
new traffic forecasting scenarios, so they are going to make sure this still is the best solution 
moving forward as they see a lot of great opportunity linking planning to NEPA on this 
particular project because maybe they can kick this out the door, and maybe have a project that is 
connected with this corridor study if there is funding available in the next five years or so. 
 
Bittner commented that there is also a variety of other issues, and most of them they talked about 
them during the corridor study so he isn’t going to dive into them right now.  Grasser asked, if 
they do an improvement, will it compliment or conflict with the potential grade separated 
crossing there.  Bittner responded that they want to consider that, so they have actually looked at 
it with and without in the future because at $25 or $28 million dollars for that improvement, will 
it be built in the next twenty-five years, they have their questions, so they will look at both but he 
does see some potential issues, why are they worried about McDonalds, why do they fit this loop 
in there if McDonalds won’t have access with the combination of the underpass and access 
control, because there are a lot of safety and operational issues at 43rd, so they will be asking 
some of those more difficult questions.  Grasser commented that that is probably a death knoll 
from a fast food owner perspective, but it doesn’t mean they will sell it cheap. 
 
Bittner summarized that he thinks, as we look at this alternative, they will need some 
refinements, certainly, as you include that underpass as one of the problems, and it does show 
major issues to the interstate main-line, so they do want to consider it.  Grasser agreed, adding 
that, if nothing else, under the design we should figure out how to retain as much as we can that 
can serve both configurations.   
 
Bittner stated that DeMers Avenue is a very unique interchange in the fact that it has a lot of 
different types of traffic using it; you have major industrial to the west, the Alerus Center and 
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UND to the east, you have not just daily traffic but also event traffic, you have train traffic at 
42nd and DeMers, so you see a lot of uniqueness to this interchange, unlike U.S. #2 which you 
can kind of predict day to day what is going to happen other than when a train event occurs.  He 
said that because of this uniqueness they are going to look at a lot of different factors as they 
look at alternatives.  He added that they have had discussions on how they incorporate event 
traffic, but they aren’t quite sure to what level of extent they will look at it at this point, or what 
level of discussion they will have, and also incorporating, similar to U.S. #2s 42nd/DeMers 
Overpass, and looking at it with and without, depending on the funding scenarios, to see how it 
impacts the interchange.   
 
Grasser commented that something they should be aware of, although he isn’t sure how terribly 
official it is yet, but recent discussion with BN regarding the bike path on the north side of 
DeMers weren’t particularly encouraging; and in a nutshell they said that we have to show that 
nothing else works before they’ll consider anything, but, again, how do they define that, so in his 
mind we are maybe 50/50 on whether we will be on the north side or the south side of DeMers 
right now.  He said that they are going to take a good hard look at both alternatives in their 
concept report, but the north side isn’t a slam dunk, so in the back of your mind he doesn’t know 
how that might impact, obviously pedestrians to the ramps, it might change things.  Bittner asked 
if there is anything they can do in the corridor study to help facilitate that issue.  He said that 
clearly you have one option where they aren’t going to have these free flow movements onto the 
ramp, no conflicts; and on the other side you are going to have all four of your ramps conflicting 
with your pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and obviously from everyone in this rooms standpoint 
that is probably bad.  Grasser commented that, probably from anyone but BNSF that would be a 
clear sign that nothing else works, and thank you for the offer.  He added that Mr. Kuharenko is 
heading this up and if they run into some things they will be in contact. 
 
Bittner said that the next step is 17th Avenue, and this has been discussed time and again as an 
overpass.  He commented that in the most recent Long Range Transportation Plan they found 
that it wouldn’t have as great of a benefit as previously thought, and that is mostly because the 
land use has really shifted south to 32nd and 47th areas, so they are going to reanalyze to see if we 
need this, when do we need this, is it within our twenty-five year horizon or exactly what is the 
purpose, do we still hold the land for that 17th Avenue Overpass. 
 
Bittner commented that 32nd Avenue is where we see a tremendous amount of growth.  He stated 
that they evaluated the travel demand model, and they found that within one mile of 32nd Avenue 
50% of your household growth, and 50% of your employment growth has occurred, so we see a 
tremendous amount of congestion and new traffic at this interchange by 2040, which creates a lot 
of new problems, and leads to the question of whether we can fix 32nd or do we have to add new 
infrastructure to relieve the problems.  He added that they will start to delve into what 
improvements could be looked at, specifically with the interchange; or whether an additional 
connect to 42nd Street is still something that we want to look at or discuss as they get to the 
alternatives. 
 
Bittner stated that in drilling down into a micro-level of detail we have not just operations, but 
we also have some safety issues along the corridor such as negatively off-set left turn lanes that 
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are creating a lot of problems at 38th, as well as some other safety issues at the ramps that they 
are going to try to resolve as they move through this project.   
 
Bittner reported that really one of the biggest questions here is 47th Avenue.  He said that one 
question they get a lot is, what is the cost for 32nd versus 47th, and as part of their project they are 
going to look at benefit/cost analysis of all of their different infrastructure improvements, so that 
to justify a 47th Avenue Interchange, which has been discussed a lot in previous Long Range 
Transportation Plans, do they have that to show that it will work, as well as any other 
alternatives, 17th Avenue for example, but as they look at 47th they aren’t just going to determine 
if it is needed, but they are also going to determine what it will look like.  He stated that there has 
been a lot of discussion about whether we need a one-mile spacing, and they did have some 
resolution at their meeting last Thursday with the DOT, in that if you look at one-mile spacing 
you start to run into issues with the school, golf course, and park; or how would that look if it 
was on 47th, or just slightly south, what impacts the campground, so they are going to answer all 
those detailed questions of, if, and then how, what this would look in the future, and so the 
previous study that Cindy working on completing found that there is about a 40% reduction in 
traffic from 32nd to 47th, so they are going to reanalyze that with their new traffic forecast to 
justify that data. 
 
Bittner stated that the last location is Merrifield Road, County Road 6.  He explained that this 
location has been discussed several times about an interchange here, and really this revolves 
around whether or not we are going to have a southside by-pass, so they had discussion at their 
meeting, can this exist without a by-pass, as just an interchange, it isn’t anything they will 
answer with their study, as they move forward.  
 
Bittner commented that they also had a discussion as to how realistic a by-pass is, you have $9 
millon dollars to do an interchange, and then you have to improve all the roads that would be the 
by-pass, and you have $20+ million dollars for a river crossing, and then they counted up the 
truck traffic and it was less than 2,000 crossing any of the bridges, so this was met with 
skepticism from the group, but at the same time it is something, sometimes these studies are just 
as valuable proving something won’t work as it is that it will work, so they will go through the 
analysis to determine if it will work or won’t work, and can it operate as an interchange without 
it having to be a by-pass, will trucks still use it. 
 
Bittner stated that this wraps up their existing portion of the study, and added that their next step 
is working with Mr. Haugen and ATAC to develop traffic projections.  He said that, as he says 
all the time, you can spend a thousand extra dollars on traffic projections today and save several 
million dollars on infrastructure later if you do it right, so that’s what they are really going to 
drill very deep with traffic projects, look at nine different scenarios to present to the group at the 
next meeting, to determine what is the best way to move forward, are there two that we feel 
confident in, is there one that we feel really good about, they want to refine this a little bit more, 
especially because the purpose of the next memo is to determine what the future holds for us. 
 
Grasser asked if they are using the 2040 or the 2045 when you’re looking ahead.  Bittner 
responded that that is actually why it is taking a while for people to see him on this project 
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because they waited about three months to let the Land Use Plan marinate a little bit to see what 
they were coming up with.  He explained that they also held a couple of meetings with the Land 
Use Plan consultants, and they found that there aren’t a lot of changes, and they found that they 
didn’t need to go through extra months of developing a new model and calibrating it, they can 
use the 2040 model with confidence to do their analysis. 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the full existing conditions report that was 
distributed.  He said that the committee has until next Friday to get their comments in.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that the last time we had an update on this plan WSB was present and talked 
about some population projections, primarily, and also went through some goals and objectives 
statements from those projections with the sub-committee of the City’s Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
 
Haugen commented that they zeroed in on an annual growth rate of 0.9% per year.  He said that, 
as Mr. Bittner already described, the 2040 Land Use Plan used a 1.2% per year growth, the City 
did not achieve that 1.2% during the 2000 to 2010 decade, so our 2040 population, using 1.2% is 
about level now with a 2045 population using a 0.9% annual growth rate, so a lot of the 
allocation of land should be similar. 
 
Haugen stated that, included in the packet was the second technical memorandum that WSB 
presented to the Planning Commission at their last meeting.  He pointed out that in this one they 
do start to identify some of the different land use scenarios. 
 
Haugen referred to the second memo, and explained that this is the tool that is provided to show 
you the consumption of the different type of land categories.  He stated that they did use 
difference scenarios; to the far right you will see the methodology that is used in the 2040 Land 
Use Plan, the acreages that came up with that versus some of your different growths, types of 
consumption rates that could be done. 
 
Haugen commented that part of the scope of work was to look at the growth tiers.  He explained 
that, if you are familiar with the Grand Forks Land Use Plan, they try to manage growth by 
identifying three tiers of growth; with Tier One being the optimal location for growth to occur, 
which is basically contiguous with the City’s current corporate boundary.   He stated that Tier 
Two is an area generally defined as a location that is not optimal for growth to occur, but if it has 
to occur there it should be occurring in an urban sized environment, so that when growth does 
encompass it, it is more readily absorbed by the City.  He added that the largest tier is Tier Three.  
He explained that the primary purpose of Tier Three is to preserve agricultural production. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the tasks WSB was to do, in working with this Land Use 
Subcommittee, was to see if there are adjustments necessary for the growth boundaries.  He 
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explained that they developed a map; included in the packet, that shows corresponding land use 
based on those tier boundaries.  He stated that a lot of the land use is sort of carrying on what the 
2040 plan had under this scenario; however a few more areas were identified for Tier One 
growth, with a lot of it down south of 62nd, and some of it on the west side of the City.  He added 
that WSB was also asked to look at the growth potential; if there is not an interchange at 47th 
Avenue, and since the study that we just finished discussion may conclude that there are better 
options, or there are reasons why we can’t do a 47th Avenue Interchange, so what they have done 
with this land use scenario was to shift a lot of the growth from the southwest area up to the 
west, with a little to the north of the City. 
 
Grasser referred to the graphics, the stuff on the very southeasterly area of the City, and 
commented that some of that is outside the flood protection boundary, so from an infrastructure 
planning standpoint they have identified that that will maintain, essentially, a rural type 
character, and he is wondering if there is some way they can identify that so it is more readily 
apparent on the map that it isn’t the same as what they would expect the rest of the City growth 
to be.  Haugen responded that he thinks that in the addendum, if he captured it right, it is already 
been changed 
 
Haugen said that, again, they identified that, if there wasn’t an interchange at 47th, how might the 
City growth change, and also, then, they would change how the tier layout would be, and you 
will notice the change primarily shifting the Tier One growth from one area to another area.  
 
Haugen commented that, as a result of feedback from the Land Use Subcommittee, and others, 
there is now what is called the “Hybrid”, it is an addendum to the Tech Memo toward the back, 
and it sort of says that even if there isn’t going to be a 47th Avenue Interchange, the City is still 
investing in a lot of infrastructure, and growth will be occurring, so it isn’t entirely contingent on 
an interchange being there for this growth to occur, whereas in the previous plan it states that 
with no interchange there will be no growth, so they are adjusting the growth tier boundaries in 
reaction to some of those things.   
 
Haugen reiterated that we saw two maps that now created this third map, which is going to lead 
to a fourth map as we move along with the study, so some areas will be further adjusted.   
 
Haugen reported that land uses are also being updated and iterated to reflect this movement of 
the tier boundaries and the land uses. 
 
Grasser commented that, maybe for Mr. Haugen and Mr. Gengler; when the Tier One, the 
southwest corner, he is going to suggest that when this gets to the committee level, that we 
eliminate that corner because that drawing represents the need for two brand new lift stations and 
service areas, if we eliminate that corner it may eliminate one lift station and the associated sets 
of infrastructure for that corner.  Haugen stated that that is part of the process, they are trying to 
schedule a meeting with a little more understanding of the infrastructure, with the consumption 
of land and how it will fit together, there is also probably not as much growth in Tier One, 
possibly over where the new Water Treatment Plan is to be constructed, so that might be scaled 
back as well. 
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Haugen stated that a part of their scope of work is to look at three pilot sites.  He explained that 
the intention of the pilot sites is to say that the Land Use Plan is looking at sort of a different 
approach than the traditional development pattern in Grand Forks, so help us by identifying real 
Grand Forks locations where we might see this difference built out conceptually.  He said that 
the three sites that have been selected, and are out for final approval, are shown on the map.  He 
referred to the map and pointed out where the three sites are located. 
 
Haugen said that, also, as part of their scope of work they were asked to help us understand the 
traffic impacts of these growth scenarios; one with an interchange and one without an 
interchange, and whether or not we can avoid some major transportation investments if we had to 
shift land uses elsewhere,  He pointed out that in your packet are several tables that go through 
and exercise using the national standards for capacity by lane, Nelson Nygaard goes through an 
analysis using ITE as we have so many acres devoted to residential, and we can assume they will 
be generating an “x” amount of trips to the network, assigning traffic to the more basic arterial 
roadways, so it comes up with total trips.  He said that because there is a focus on multi-
modalism, there are different ways those trips can be addressed, so part of this looks at the 
bike/ped trips being able to be transit trips, but in the end we see that, as we know, there is 
congestions that will occur on the arterial system with the interchange; there is congestion that 
will occur without the interchange, so shifting our land use really isn’t preventing us from having 
to add capacity on our roadway systems.   
 
Haugen commented that hopefully before the end of the year we will have the next iteration of 
the Land Use Maps, and the Tier Growth Maps; and with that then they can start more earnestly 
on the Pilot Site areas and some of the other zoning ordinances they are part of.   
 
Gengler referred to the note on the training facility for rail/train safety and commented that he 
talked to Chief O’Neill and he is still relatively optimistic, he is even more optimistic that even if 
they can’t seal the deal with the folks out of Fargo, there is still a strong possibility that the City 
will buy the land anyway, so that is what kind of keeps that in limbo.  Haugen referred to a map 
and asked where this property is.  Gengler responded that it is the existing Minnkota property 
just south of the water treatment plant, four acres.  Haugen agreed that it has been one of those 
chicken and the egg kinds of thing.  He said that if there wasn’t the training facility proposal then 
you could look at this one way from a land use perspective, but with the training proposal being 
a possibility, you look at a different type of land use in this area.   
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen knows whether the consultant has looked at, or mentioned 
anything about any multimodal transportation studies in regards to usage in northern tier states 
compared to usage in more moderate climate areas; and then it also ties into the aging of 
America as far as, the older people are the less reluctant they are going to be to get out and walk 
around, they will use their vehicles or call a cab or something.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t 
know the answer to that.  He asked that Ms. Williams send him an e-mail to that effect he will 
forward it on to the consultant.  He added that Nelson Nygaard is their one transportation 
consultant, and Nelson Nygaard is a national transit planning firm.   
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Williams commented that you mentioned ITE and ITE uses nationwide averages and such, but 
then they also do documents that if you have localized information that should be used instead of 
the national averages, she doesn’t think that our vehicle trips are any different than the national 
average, from what they have seen from trip generation it is pretty close, but the pedestrian 
mode, bicycle mode, and the transit mode she thinks are going to be different from the national 
averages.  Haugen referred to a slide and asked if it shows the numbers that Ms. Williams is 
questioning.  Williams responded that it was.  She added that they have capacity, but what’s 
existing usage compared to what is there, and how are we going to fill the capacity, basically.  
She stated that we could offer free bus service and she doesn’t think ridership would go up 
tremendously in certain populations.  Haugen agreed, adding, again, that he would ask that Ms. 
Williams send him an e-mail to that effect, about that question.  Grasser stated that that is part of 
what they wanted to cover in the conference call they are trying to set up.  He said that he would 
have Ms. Williams sit in on it, as part of trying to understand what was going on with traffic 
signals.  Haugen responded that he thinks it’s, including what we probably all knew is that the 
growth is creating more than our roadways can handle, and now we are just trying to determine 
whether it is 1,000 cars too much, or 2,000 cars more. 
 
Rood reported that, if you remember, for that transit section she did provide a comment back, 
presumably it is for the WSB feed, but assuming that a single bus can carry fifty passengers, she 
sent details on which types of buses we have, and the fact that some of them only accommodate 
twenty passengers.  Gengler responded that he thinks Stephanie Erickson passed that on to them. 
 
Lang referred to a map, and pointed out that there are two dashed red lines, and one solid red 
line, and he is wondering what the significance is, or what it trying to be indicated, if anything by 
the dashed line versus the solid line.  Haugen responded that the areas being shown on the map 
are the EJ areas, so they identifying where our pilot sites are in relationship to our EJ population, 
so the EJ population at the top part of the map, around the campus neighborhood, and also on 
South Washington there is a huge area that has EJ populations that have been identified.  Lang 
asked, though, if that means the solid red line at the upper right, in the downtown area, is not.  
Haugen responded that he believes that is a low income area, and that it is just a line error, it 
should be a dashed line instead of a solid line. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 
Viafara pointed out that included in the packet is the latest version of the Draft Vital Metrics 
Dashboard Report.  He stated that there are two elements for discussion today – Freight and 
Street/Highways. 
 
Viafara reported that in order to do the analyses of those two elements, they considered three 
MAP-21 goals:  Economic Vitality, System Preservation, and Safety. 
 
Viafara referred to the report and went over the two additional elements; adding that the 
information shown comes from the data bases of MnDOT and NDDOT.  Williams asked if this 
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information also includes I-29, anything within the MPO area.  Viafara responded that that is 
correct.   
 
Viafara commented that they are currently working on freight, specifically trying to incorporate 
rail, and also discussing a little more about freight volumes and train crashes around some of the 
intersections or grade crossings within the planning area.  He said that this information will be 
produced in the next report. 
 
Viafara referred to Pages 61, 62, and 63 of the report, and pointed out that it discusses pavement 
conditions.  He went over the information briefly.    
 
Viafara then referred to two tables that give us an idea of where the locations, based on the two 
data bases, are of urban crashes for East Grand Forks and Grand Forks, with the highest number 
of crashes.  He pointed out that there are also three maps that show us all locations for the major 
crashes in the region.   
 
Viafara commented that he would like to thank everyone for their comments, adding that he 
thinks he was able to address most of them, and hopes that they were addressed satisfactorily.   
 
Viafara stated that he contacted the Director of AARP, and he basically explained how they go 
about collecting their data, and how reliable that data is, so he feels that this provided some level 
of certainty that what we are using is appropriate.  He added that he also reviewed, based on your 
recommendation, the manual; but found that the manual happens to be mainly directed to 
consultants, nevertheless, he found that some of the methodologies are still very valid, so we are 
implementing them into the report.   
 
Williams commented that she still has concerns on the third bullet point of what they sent, as far 
as where the information is coming from.  She said that she knows where it is coming from and 
she can go in there and click on it and everything like you told her, but her question is have we 
looked at it at a local level to verify that the information they have is correct, because we know; 
right off the bat that transit isn’t right.  Viafara responded that that transit was a review with 
transit, that is why they used it, and in the report there is a note that the note from transit has 
been, basically, reviewed with their own corporation.  Williams asked, though, if we have looked 
at all the other ones.  Viafara responded that that is what they are doing.  He added that he talked 
to Nancy Ellis concerning some of the issues dealing with livability and some of the policies, and 
there is also an agreement.  Williams stated that if it is fine than that is good, she just doesn’t 
want, as a region, to hang our hat on information that we are getting from someone else and then 
find out later on that that information isn’t correct.  Viafara responded that you need to keep in 
mind that we are only using the pre-indicator from that livability; one of them is transit, which 
has been reviewed and assessed by the Transit Authority, and the second one is also livability for 
one of the regions, which he brought to the attention of the Planning Department, and they 
concur with some of the findings.   
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Viafara stated that the points that you are bring up are important because of the magnitude of the 
data basis, and it is really importation to focus specifically in our region, so every time that we 
have the opportunity we will go and try to determine if the information is correct for our area. 
 
Williams referred to the slide that shows the examples of “fair” pavement condition; and pointed 
out that the area of Columbia and 13th Avenue South is rated “fair”, which is the same as 32nd 
Avenue near 48th.  She said that Columbia near 13th Avenue South is literally falling apart, and 
she is wondering where this index came from, how do they figure those two areas are the same.  
Kouba responded that it is taken from our pavement management system software.  Kuharenko 
agreed, adding that part of what is happening, when you go through a new PCI analysis, is that 
you don’t end up looking at 100% of the road, you end up looking at little snapshots and get 
examples; so sometimes when you do that, when you get those snapshots, the snapshots you get 
sometimes end up indication that the pavement is in better condition than it actually is, that is 
one of the downsides of a pavement condition index.  Williams asked if this is noted in the report 
somewhere.  Viafara responded that there is a note about it in the report. 
 
Kuharenko commented that, all-in-all PCI, the analysis that is done is beneficial from a 
recognizant level, but then you really need to get in and take a more detailed look at it before we 
look at a project.  He stated that in this case, this is one of the prime examples that we have 
where it good at a general recognizant level, but it’s not exceptionally detailed so we can’t 
always hang our hat on the data shown. 
 
Viafara asked, again, that everyone please review the report and get any comments to him by 
January 12th. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Viafara reported that there really isn’t much to report on the 2015 Annual Work Program 
Projects.  He said that some of the projects have been completed, and, in-fact, there are only four 
projects underway right now. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY YAVAROW, TO ADJOURN THE DECEMBER 9TH, 
2015, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:20 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


