
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

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

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the September 9th, 2015, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:30 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; Michael 
Johnson, NDDOT-Local Planning (via conference call); David Kuharenko, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning;   
Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Nels Christianson, BNSF; Les Noehre, NDDOT-
Grand Forks District; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks 
Consulting Engineer; and Dale Bergman, Cities Area Transit . 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Erin Perdu, WSB; Antonio Rosell, WSB; Kelsey Fogt, WSB; 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; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen stated that because there are some guests present today he would ask that everyone 
please state their name and the entity they represent. 
 
Haugen reported that we do have an added agenda item under Other Business.  He said that he 
hopes everyone received an e-mail with information on this item yesterday.   He explained that 
the City of Grand Forks asked to be able to give a brief presentation on the Columbia Road 
project they are doing. 
 
Haugen commented that the MPO staff has two additional meetings later this afternoon, one of 
them is for the 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan that Ms. Perdu is the Project Manager for, so he 
promised that at 2:15, regardless of whether or not we are close to that agenda item, we would 
stop and let her make her presentation so she can go and set up for that meeting on the Grand 
Forks side. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 12TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY NOEHRE, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 12TH, 
2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen asked if anyone had any updates on either the Kennedy or Sorlie Bridge projects.   
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Noehre reported that half of the Sorlie Bridge has been painted, and it looks very nice.  Haugen 
asked if the lights on the bridge are permanent.  Noehre responded that the permanent conduit 
and wiring are in, but the lights currently there are the old lights.  He added that he hasn’t heard 
anything further on Bob Christianson setting up the meeting to coordinate the new lighting plan.   
 
Haugen asked if there was any further information concerning when the temporary fixes to the 
approaches on either side of the bridge would occur.  Yavarow responded that he hasn’t, but they 
won’t know anything until the bridge work is completed on the Grand Forks side.   
 
West asked if the bridge would still be closed when the sugar beet season begins.  Noehre 
responded that the completion date was scheduled for early October, but now there will probably 
be some time added to it just because of the condition of the bridge, and them having to remove 
more material, which he learned has to be taken off in order for the paint to adhere to the steel, 
and getting it off has been challenging, so that will take some extra time, and possibly some extra 
funding. 
 
Haugen asked if there had been any indication from MNDOT that they will still be doing the 
repair to the approach on the Minnesota side this year.  Bail responded that as far as he knows it 
is still planned to occur this year. 
 
West asked if there had been any thought to recommending to American Crystal that they route 
their beet trucks up to U.S. #2, and just skip DeMers.  Noehre responded that they haven’t done 
that, but added that it was always intended for the bridge work to be going on into the main 
campaign, just not quite as far into it as it most likely will. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen asked if there was any update on the Kennedy Bridge process.  Yavarow responded that 
they talked to Mr. Hille a week ago, and he said that nothing new has happened with the design 
process. 
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Grasser commented that the Chairman of the Grand Forks Service Safety Committee wants to 
have a discussion on the safety concerns with the proposed design, specifically with the “fairly 
narrow” lanes on the bridge.  He said that they have had discussions about it for a while, going 
back and forth with Mr. Hille, but now their chairman wants to have further discussion about it, 
specifically his thought that there should actually be a separate pedestrian bridge.  He explained 
that this isn’t coming from the technical side, it is all political, but there is going to be some sort 
of discussion and they will present a report for information only, so it will then be up to the 
chairman as to where he wants to go with it.  He added that he thinks Mr. Hille will be present 
for that discussion. 
 
Noehre asked where the determination of “unsafe” is coming from, based on what.  Grasser 
responded that he thinks the discussion, some of it actually was initiated, he thinks, at the 
Executive Committee, and it caught some of their politicians’ ears, but in any event staff looks at 
those 11-foot lanes, with head-to-head with trucks without a median, and they are pretty tight, 
and yet there is like a four-foot space between the outside railings.  He said they had this 
discussion before, and that somehow it led to; that it seemed like if we can’t get wider lanes, 
including the pedestrian facility because of the gap and spacings, the discussion led to the 
question of whether we should have a separate pedestrian bridge.  He added that what ultimately 
initiated this thought was that they had a group of individuals going to other communities, for a 
totally different purpose having to do with water treatment, and they saw in some of these larger 
communities how similar situations functioned because of their having a separate pedestrian 
bridge, and that vision somehow took hold on that trip and it became their thought that it should 
be our long term vision.  He said that he wouldn’t characterize it entirely as a safety issue, but 
part of it is a vision.  Haugen added that, the long term vision, it is one separate bridge closer to 
the Sorlie Bridge in the current plan, a non-motorized connected bridge across the river 
downtown.  Noehre stated that they have never said that the cities can’t build a pedestrian bridge.  
Grasser responded that the unspoken issue is federal funding access.  He added that, in any event 
there will be a discussion held on this, he just doesn’t know where it will go, and how much 
support it will have. 
 
MATTER OF MPO SELF-CERTIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that Self-Certification is tied into the MPO’s annual adoption of a new T.I.P. 
document.  He stated that, although last month we adopted a Minnesota side final T.I.P., we did 
not do the annual certification; and now, because North Dakota is our lead agency, we have done 
the annual certification with the North Dakota side T.I.P. 
 
Haugen commented that in the past Federal Highway asked us to have it as a separate distinct 
agenda item versus being only in the appendix of a T.I.P., where it is also located.  He explained 
that Self-Certification is basically the MPO telling the feds that you give us lots of rules and 
regulations and we believe that we are following and adhering to all of your requirements.   
Kuharenko referred to the second page of the document, under Planning Requirements – B-3:  
“Liaison, coordination…one member from the Chamber of Commerce”, and asked who that 
member is.  Haugen responded that it would be Barry Wilfahrt.  Haugen explained that the term 
“direct membership” doesn’t imply the same meaning as the membership of people who sit on 



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

4 
 

the Technical Advisory Committee and make motions and decisions; the membership is as a 
basic advisor member.  He added that there are several advisory members, UND is another 
example, as is the Chamber, as well as some others. 
 
Kuharenko said that the other comment he has is he ended up taking a quick look at 49 United 
States Code 1607, and he thinks that has actually changed and been revised and is now in 
Chapter 53, which is referenced under Planning Requirements – A, second line.  He said he 
believes that has been revised, so you may want to update that as well.  Haugen responded that 
he would defer to his State and Federal Partners to let him know if this is correct and needs 
updating.   
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2015 SELF-CERTIFICATION SUBJECT TO ANY POSSIBLE CHANGE 
TO THE CFR REFERENCE. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE NORTH DAKOTA SIDE 
FY2016-2019 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that they advertised that a public hearing would be taking place at the MPO 
Executive Policy Board meeting next Wednesday, and that comments would be received until 
11:30 a.m.  
 
Haugen commented that last month, as he already mentioned, we approved the Minnesota side 
T.I.P., and included in your packet is the full document.  He added that we also discussed the 
Draft North Dakota S.T.I.P. last month as well, and we did receive some comments from the 
City of Grand Forks, which are included as well.  He said that they are trying to work with local 
government to make sure we have a reconciled T.I.P./S.T.I.P. project listings and documents. 
 
Haugen stated that there are some minor issues with the listings that Mr. Johnson highlighted for 
him.  He referred to the document and went over the issues briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that Project #17 has dollar values shown, but they should be blank as well.  
He said that Project #12 was discussed last month, with the S.T.I.P. having a very low total value 
– but he believes the total shown is correct.  He added that the federal amount stayed the same 
because that is the maximum allowed. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Transit side there were two prior funding requests made, and 
Transit Projects #4 and #5 were awarded funds in July so they have to be shown in the T.I.P.  He 
stated that Project #3 is for a fixed route bus replacement and is an anticipated request as the 
application has just been opened for the North Dakota 5339 Program.  He added that the two 
capital items have been awarded funds, so they are now showing up in this document. 
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Haugen stated that, if he recalls correctly, the only other project you had questions about was the 
very last one, Project #36, which is an HSIP, or safety project on 32nd Avenue South.  He said 
that the S.T.I.P. showed this being done this year, with these amounts, but the City indicated that 
this wasn’t really their request, and one of the comments Mr. Johnson made was that maybe the 
City isn’t going to want to do this project in 2019.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know 
where they are at with the e-mail responses for this project, but the last he heard from Sean was 
that the project was not being funded  Grasser commented that it seemed like the discussion 
changed.  He said that originally the State was going to move it back to 2019, and without 
getting into all the details about the ensuing discussions, the last determination was that it was 
too big of a dollar amount, and they were going to take it out altogether, however, the City isn’t 
agreeable to that.  He added that it is a little hard to figure out exactly where their targets are 
supposed to be for dollar amounts because they are actually making a request that; originally 
they were just going to extend the turn lanes, and then they amended it to include the turn lanes 
and also aligning them head-to-head, and they are hopeful that there is still some consideration in 
there for actually going back to the less costly smaller project, which would be to extend the 
turning lanes.  Haugen pointed out that the dollar amount shown in the T.I.P. is for the smaller 
project.   
 
Johnson asked if this is for just two intersections.  Grasser responded that that would be correct.  
Kuharenko added that there had been a total of four intersections, but it was reduced to two.  
Haugen commented that this project is currently programmed in both the T.I.P. and the S.T.I.P., 
it is just being shifted in years.  Kuharenko explained that in the S.T.I.P., currently, it was for 31st 
and 34th, and that was for realigning the turn lanes, and their request for this past cycle was to 
realign as well as to extend the turn lanes per the design manual.  Johnson stated that NDDOT’s 
response from programming was that nothing would be funded, and now the City is trying to get 
back to this project.  Haugen said that the good thing is is that it is showing up in the T.I.P., as 
there would be a much bigger battle if you had to go back and do public participation again if it 
weren’t.  He added that when it is time to recommend approval, whether we keep it in or take it 
out would be the question for this body. 
 
Noehre referred to Project #25, and commented that the way the project description is written, 
that part is already done, but in looking at the year and dollar amounts, he thinks that description 
is incorrect as he would guess that it is actually for the surface treatments.  Johnson stated that he 
thinks this is the follow up micro-seal project.  Noehre agreed, adding that this project was 
originally scheduled for 2016, but it was done a year early. 
 
Noehre referred to Project #27, and said that, although he can’t give the correct amounts, he can 
tell you that they aren’t correct, and in-fact, should be much smaller.  Johnson commented that 
he thinks that what they have done in the past was to take the total project miles and figure out 
what percentage is actually located in the study area and figure the costs from that amount. 
 
Noehre referred to Project #33, and pointed out it is the reconstruction of DeMers Avenue, and 
they will have to decide, relatively soon, on what direction to take on this one, because it is 
showing in 2019 and it will have a long project development process so we would have to make 
a decision and get started soon.  Grasser stated that they will take this to a committee at some 
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point in time to get some feedback from them.  Noehre said that he doesn’t know if it is critical, 
at least from his point of view, for this particular one, but certainly right after, and before the 
next one gets started.   
 
Kuharenko referred to Project #20, and pointed out that the amounts should actually be $129, 
$116.1, $6.45, and $6.45.   
 
Haugen stated that the T.I.P. document also identifies the relationship of these projects in our EJ 
areas.  He said that there are three projects that are inside, or that just touch the EJ area:  North 
42nd Street is the one that goes through an EJ population; the TAP project on DeMers is on the 
edge of an EJ population; and the DeMers Avenue downtown project is on the edge of an 
identified EJ population area.   He commented that they do suggest these projects will be a great 
benefit to those neighborhoods.   
 
Haugen referred to a map illustrating the distribution of all the projects by their symbolized 
years.  He pointed out that projects are well distributed throughout the study area, there is no 
concentration of any one particular area at the determent to another identified area.   
 
Haugen reported that we continue to carry over the Illustrative project, but he isn’t 100% sure 
why, as there isn’t any federal action to fund this that he is aware of, but it’s there. 
 
Haugen stated that they have to do an annual listing of all of our obligations, and also a status of 
projects.  He said that they did note that several projects from the State had significant increases 
or modified T.I.P. values without any documentation to the MPO of modifications being done, 
and some projects were completed earlier than what was programmed in the T.I.P.  He added 
that progress is being done on all the projects, and things are still on schedule to be done, so we 
are just noting that the increase in costs was substantial versus what was programmed, and, again 
there was no modification of the T.I.P. document to reflect those changes. 
 
Haugen reported that we already took care of Self-Certification, but noted that it is included in 
the T.I.P. as well.  He added that the Study area map is also included and shows the urban area as 
well, as an extended area outside the urbanized area.   
 
Haugen stated that public participation is documented on how we engaged them in the T.I.P. 
process.  He said that there are statements included that we didn’t receive any comments, which 
may be a little presumptuous, but most likely we won’t receive any and we had to fill it in with 
something.  He pointed out that because we didn’t do a Draft T.I.P. there is only a notice for the 
Final T.I.P. included.   
 
Haugen said that he believes that of the changes we made to-date, none are substantial enough 
that they would require we do another public involvement process; the two main issues are to 
reduce the U.S. #2 project from 69th out west to just within the study area values, and the other is 
to decide what to do with the HSIP program in 2019 for 32nd Avenue, so until we hear otherwise, 
it is in the draft document and it can be forwarded with the HSIP project as it is, or you can 
recommend removal now, but it will still be there when the Executive Policy Board sees it, they 
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would just have a motion from us with our recommendation.  He added that he believes this 
project is listed like this in the Draft S.T.I.P.  Johnson responded that that is why he is leaning on 
leaving it in because it matches the S.T.I.P. right now.  Grasser commented that if that is all they 
can keep then they want to keep at least that much in; he sees no reason to take it out. 
 
Grasser asked if there was some guidance as to the dollar amount limits they should be looking 
at under the HSIP Program, because he is still a little troubled as he thinks the right thing to do is 
the larger request.  Johnson responded that it isn’t his Division’s program so he only knows some 
of the details on the funding side, but it is a change in philosophy that they have been trying to 
implement the past couple of years to go with more broader based, low cost, systemic 
improvements because although we did get more money with MAP-21, there are still so many 
needs out there that it spread pretty thin, especially now that we went with cutting the program 
essentially in half between locals and the state, so that even provides less money for some of 
those projects.  He added that another thing, historically he has been involved with two of them 
for sure, where we had similar projects as this one, where you’re changing multiple turn lanes 
and it gets a little bit beefier under the safety program with that limited scope and a narrow 
budget, so an idea of what safety means is to make sure that if your spending safety dollars there 
is a safety benefit and not just thinking that since we’re here why not do this too, it is really 
difficult.  He stated that if you just want to do it purely just to fix these crashes, then that is the 
project, there’s nothing else, so if you want to do anything else to it, it typically can’t be funded 
with these funds because there isn’t necessarily a safety benefit tied to it, there may be 
eventually, or you’ve had issues elsewhere, but if you don’t have a measured safety benefit tied 
to those other tangible items, that is where they get hung up.  Haugen added that they don’t like 
to co-mingle funds, so if you have safety money and you want to use other funds to do the rest of 
it they would probably pull the safety monies, they want stand-alone safety projects.   
 
Haugen commented that the Kennedy Bridge still shows up in 2016 on the North Dakota side, 
but, if you recall it shows up in 2017 on the Minnesota side, and they also have a pay-back in 
2018 for their federal funds so there is a project listing on the North Dakota side showing that 
Minnesota is paying back roughly 7.2 million of their federal funds in 2018 for that project. 
 
Johnson said that he was asked the other day if the Illustrative Project (42nd Avenue Grade 
Separation) should stay in the S.T.I.P., and he wanted to bring it to this group for discussion.  
Haugen commented that he raised the question last year, and the decision was to keep it.  
Johnson stated that he thinks that back then the thought was that legislation is coming up, and the 
idea was to ask for money, but he thinks the desire at their end now is to remove it, however they 
will leave it in if that is the decision.  Haugen added that having it in isn’t a fatal flaw to the 
T.I.P. document.  Johnson agreed, but said that it still may or may not be left in the S.T.I.P. 
 
Grasser stated that the City would like to carry this project on as much as they can; adding that 
they have completed the document and just have to find a mechanism that takes up the 
environmental document, so, again they would like to keep as many doors open and carry it 
along as far as they can because they would hate to drop it off and then have an opportunity 
come up, and they have to go back because they didn’t carry it on, so, again, if they can get the 
State or some other entities to help cover the funding, then he thinks they would have an 
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opportunity to move that project forward, and they wouldn’t have to go back and redo Steps 2, 3, 
and 4, by dropping it off, so whether this works or not they are just trying to keep as many 
options open as long as they can.   Johnson responded that he understands, but it just kind of 
keeps it in this document, but either way if tomorrow you got money you would have to come 
back to the MPO and do a T.I.P. amendment, even with it in here, so an amendment would need 
to be done no matter what and you would have to go back through that process, and at this point 
it is basically just a visual tag/flag for the document.  
 
Grasser commented that it wouldn’t be unforeseen, on his part, though that the State could do 
some legislation, and they could talk about funding things in the S.T.I.P.  Johnson agreed that 
that could happen.  Grasser said, then, that technically this isn’t funded, but it is in the document 
so should funding open up they would like to keep it in as they are just trying to keep as many 
doors open as they can.  Johnson stated that that is fine, we will leave it alone and he will take 
this request back. 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY NOEHRE, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE 2016-2019 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., 
SUBJECT TO THE CHANGES DISCUSSED, AND ANY PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Haugen stated that we need to suspend the agenda in order to allow for our guests from WSB to 
give a presentation on the 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet were some press releases, notices, and other items 
for review and discussion. 
 
Erin Perdu, WSB, was present for a presentation on the 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan (a 
copy of the presentation is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Perdu commented that she wants to give the Technical Advisory Committee an update on where 
they are at with this project, as well as where they are going with the public participation as they 
have several activities planned for this week.  She then introduced the staff that will be working 
on the project. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Purdu reported that, as Mr. Haugen mentioned, they have a public kick-off later this evening 
over at the Grand Forks City Hall.  She explained that they will start things off by trying to 
explain to people what this work is about.  She referred to a slide, and pointed out that it shows 
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the residents, and participants that what they are trying to do is start with ideas from the people 
and develop a common vision for Grand Forks and the entire planning region.  She stated that 
they will use this information to look at industry, growth in general, recreation, and livability, 
then they will focus their discussion and research on specific land use and transportation issues, 
adding that there are a slew of transportation issues that they will be looking at linking with the 
land use components.  She commented that when they get to the end of the process they will be 
looking at specific strategies for how we go from the planning framework to your day-to-day 
implementation; including some ordinance changes and measures to check your progress. 
 
Grasser said that he isn’t seeing a piece in there that references, basically, the overall 
infrastructure system, you talk about just the transportation piece, but there are a lot of other 
components that go into creating a community and services.  Purdu agreed, and explained that 
for the purpose of simple communication she didn’t go into that detail, but yes, if you look at the 
next slide where we talk about our approach, and getting into looking at the growth tiers and 
livability/sustainability, pieces of this we are definitely looking at the balance between land use 
and growth and impacts on infrastructure, including transportation and other infrastructure such 
as water, sewer, utilities, etc., in sort of an iterative fashion. 
 
Purdu gave an overview of their approach, pointing out that they show public engagement as 
really the foundation of everything they are doing for this Land Use Plan Update.  She stated that 
in the Technical Memorandum you will see some draft goals and objectives that they are using as 
a starting point for discussion, and based on the public input they hope to get this week, and in 
the near future, they will be revising those. 
 
Purdu stated that they are just finishing up the first task and are moving into looking at the 
growth tiers, where land use change will be occurring, and then tying that in to infrastructure and 
transportation.  She said that they will also get into the ladders of opportunity and sustainability 
topics, really looking at not just where growth will occur and what types of growth will occur, 
but also what the character is of that growth; are we creating livable areas, is the City 
sustainable, etc., and then they will get into implementation. 
 
Purdu then went over the timeline of the project; explaining that, again, we are currently in the 
midst of our public kick-off, and will be doing some pop-up workshops this week, as well as 
doing some visioning and looking at goals and general topics for the plan.  She said that after this 
task they will then move to doing some listening sessions and focusing more on livability topics, 
and some specific pilot areas in the City, January through March.  She stated that their target date 
for having a draft plan complete is May of 2016, so there will be a lot of work going on behind 
the scenes, but these are kind of the major dates that they will have public outreach efforts, so 
May of 2016 they will have a draft plan ready and will hold public hearings at which time you 
will be presented with some ordinance changes as well.  She said that the target date for the 
overall approval of the plan is September/October of next year. 
 
Grasser asked what kind of ordinance changes have they typically run into.  Purdu responded 
that they may be recommending all sorts of ordinance changes; specifically, their scope-of-work 
for this effort is to look at the corridor overlay districts in the City and suggest some changes to 
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those.  She stated that staff has specifically pulled out landscaping standards as something they 
wanted to work on, but she imagines that going through this process and looking at land use and 
infrastructure, they will probably be recommending some changes to the actual zoning districts, 
and maybe some changes to density and techniques for mixing uses, which was one of the City’s 
goals from the last update. 
 
Purdu reported that Technical Memorandum Number 1 was just distributed so she won’t go into 
a lot of detail about what their findings were; but just to give you some perspective on the types 
of data and information that you will see in there, they have updated demographics and housing 
information from the last Land Use Plan so you will see that information in the memorandum.  
She referred to an example of one of the things they drew some conclusions from; age 
distribution of the residents of the City of Grand Forks, and how those populations have changed 
since the last planning period, and went over it briefly. 
 
Purdu commented that they also took an in-depth look at housing data; and referred to a graph 
indicating the types of housing that has been constructed since 2000.  She stated that in looking 
at this information you can determine what is in demand, the supply available; and, teaming this 
information with the market research they are doing as well, they will be making 
recommendations on how much area needs to be planned for residential use, and at what 
densities, etc. 
 
West asked what caused the huge spike in 2013.  Purdu responded that they do explain this in the 
report, but as her colleague wrote this section she can’t definitively say exactly what that 
explanation is right now, however she thinks there were a couple of developments that may have 
caused it.  Gengler added that they get asked that question a lot, and it is just one of those events 
where they can’t really point their finger at just one industry, but he thinks one theory was that it 
was just a healthy increase overall in a lot of the different markets and industries at that time.  
Grasser said that he thinks there was some late demand there too that did some catching up.  
Purdu commented that part of their task in looking at that housing information is to figure out, if 
there was a lot of building in the apartment and rental sector, is there still pent up demand, or 
have we kind of satisfied that demand and now will there be a shift and need for some other type 
of housing, that is the kinds of things they will be looking into. 
 
Purdu reported that there is some information in the memo about disadvantaged populations; 
specifically, both their location (shown on the environmental justice maps that you were looking 
at earlier), and some statistical data about income, people with disabilities, people speaking 
English as a second language, that will be explored in more depth when they get to the 
sustainability and ladders of opportunity tasks in this process. 
 
Purdu stated that they also did some work on population projections, and looking at the various 
options for projecting population, which is obviously a big part of the land use planning process.  
She referred to a graph, and explained that there are several methodologies for projecting 
population that you will see, and went over the information shown briefly.  She pointed out that 
the red line is the MPO’s growth projection, while the blue line is growth based on trends and 
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building permits, and they feel that those are the most realistic projections to move forward with, 
which puts us at roughly a 2% to 2.5% growth rate. 
 
Purdu commented that another thing they looked at in the memo is existing land use data, trends 
in land use, and also the previous future land use map from the 2040 plan.  She said that in 
general there were a lot of areas on the fringe of the City that were planned for industrial 
development, residential development, but if you look at the statistics between 2010 and 2015, 
most of the residential development actually occurred within the City limits, closer in to the 
urban core, which is consistent with some of the strategies from the last land use plan.     
 
Purdu stated that this leads us to ask questions like; well, maybe the City was successful at 
encouraging more compact development as was part of the strategy last time the plan was 
updated, and is it still appropriate to allocate so much land to future residential use on the outer 
edges of the city, maybe – maybe not, do we need to look at what kinds of density we are 
planning for. 
 
Purdu said that they are looking at these same types of questions when it comes to industrial 
development; and also looking at where the infrastructure is available or where the City is 
willing to provide or offer infrastructure services, transportation services, and we are pairing that 
with their market research, so talking to some of the major employers to figure out what kinds of 
industrial lands are going to be in demand is something we need to plan for. 
 
Purdu commented that, finally, in the tech memo one of their tasks was to go through and 
suggest some preliminary goals and objectives, so you will find at the end they started with the 
previous 2040 Land Use Plan’s goals and objectives, and with the help of the MPO, city staff 
and the City’s Planning and Zoning Subcommittee, they went through them and held some 
discussion as to what is still relevant, what is no longer relevant, what needs to be changed, so 
you will see some preliminary goals, which are just a starting point for these public discussions 
they are going to have to determine what the vision is from the people.   
 
Purdu reported that as far as public engagement is concerned, this week is really their public 
kick-off, so as soon as the project started in June they have been working mostly behind the 
scenes doing research, gathering data, reviewing other plans and policies, and are now looking at 
going out and talking to people.  She said that some of their goals for public participation was to 
create an effective process to build, not only participation, but ownership and support of this plan 
to help ensure it is actually implemented. 
 
Purdu then went over what will be occurring this week with the public kick-off, as well as what 
kinds of information will be available.  She commented that they do have a project website 
where people can participate and give input on these same questions they are asking in person, it 
can be found at:  www.grandforks2045.org  
 
Grasser asked if the tech memo is complete, or is it still a work in progress.  Haugen responded 
that it is going through the subcommittee tomorrow, then it will be released.  Purdu added that it 
is 99% complete, depending on what they hear from the subcommittee tomorrow. 
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Grasser stated that they have one city council member that is very fiscally conservative, and 
some of the questions he has posed in the past in situations like this one, where you are getting 
public input, and how do we connect a want to a financial willingness to participate; is there a 
way of somehow bringing that in, such as would you be willing to pay more fees, do you want to 
increase sales tax, increase property tax, to accommodate whatever may be.  Purdu responded 
that that is a good question, and that is usually something that, in past efforts that she has been 
involved with, we start with this sort of broad discussion, and then we come back with a wish 
list, then we start talking about those and try to figure out what is really possible, and what might 
not be.  Antonio agreed, adding that you start broad, then you can begin to show trade-offs, you 
can have this but then you have less money so you maybe can’t have that.  He said that another 
thing they do in the initial stages of a project is, if you give people a list of ten wonderful things 
and say you can have all ten they will take all ten, but if you ask them for just their top two or 
three, that can help to determine what things are most important so we can develop priorities, and 
ultimately if they are accomplishable.   
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE 2045 EAST GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
UPDATE 
 
Haugen commented that the 2045 East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update is a little further 
ahead than the 2045 Grand Fork Land Use Plan Update.   
 
Kouba reported that one of the things they did for the 2045 East Grand Forks Land Use Plan 
Update was to do a survey that actually asked people what they would be willing to pay for in 
terms of what they would like to see done.   
 
Kouba commented that, as Mr. Haugen stated, they are a little further along, and they did hold 
their first public meeting and visioning process in June.  She added that they have also have been 
doing behind the scenes things such as determining where population is going to be at in the 
future, getting an idea of where that population is going to be located, and where do we see areas 
of growth going on.  She stated that they are also looking at their employment sectors as well; 
where are we looking at, where are we hearing future growth is going to happen.  She said that 
they heard from the school district, as well as bringing in their water and light department, 
engineering, and the public works departments to get their input as to what they are facing and 
what they have to get done when any kind of growth ends up happening. 
 
Kouba stated that they are concentrating on compact growth because of the infrastructure issues.  
She said that they looked at what kind of population growth they are going to have to look at, 
and was pointing out how there’s different levels, and what level you’re trying to project that 
population growth to be at.  She commented that they kind of looked at that already in their 
process, and they have already kind of pinpointed what kind of growth they are looking at, what 
percentage of growth they are going to be looking at already, which is 0.9%, which is less than 
Grand Forks, but that is still pretty significant for the size of East Grand Forks. 
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Kouba commented that they are identifying East Grand Forks as kind of a bedroom community 
to Grand Forks, but they still have their own industries, their industrial sector, their commercial 
sector, that will support the City itself, as well as having more areas of growth inside the City. 
 
Kouba said that they have already projected kind of where their phasing is going to happen, so 
they are concentrating on the earlier timeframes of inside city limits, areas that they’ve already 
got some plats and things like that already in process, and then as we get further out into the time 
span of this land use plan we are going to be looking a little more on the fringes of the City, 
outside the City limits, but still within range of where we would probably see the growth 
happening. 
 
Kouba reported there are a few concept areas they are going to be looking at so they can present 
where, they want to be able to present at least the idea of how they can mix these different land 
uses up, and how they kind of gradually grow into each other, or grow out of each other.  She 
said that they are looking at an area that already has at least one plat out there, as well as other 
areas where there is a more focused commercial/industrial area, and at another area in the south 
end of town where people are wanting something specific, and showing them how that that can 
mix with their residential area that is highly focused, especially in the south end of town.   
 
Kouba stated that they have also been looking at the goals and policies, basically making them 
focus in on what is really usable for the City of East Grand Forks.  She explained that they have 
focused in these goals and policies to specific types of uses, and portioned them out so it is a 
little easier for people to pinpoint, okay, I need to look at the residential goals, the commercial 
goals, but also allow for them to point out the growth management of the objectives of the City, 
as well as just general land uses so that people understand as they go through their process of 
plats and building, and such.   
 
Kouba commented that they also want to be able to tell people about how they want the natural 
resources, how we want to do stormwater and things of that nature, also parks and open spaces as 
well as some goals and objectives for the City Administration and their planning function as 
well. 
 
Kouba reported that they have done a lot, but are still looking for more input, and are planning a 
public meeting on September 16th, where they are hoping to be able to get more information 
from the public as to what they are seeing about what we are presenting to them. 
 
Grasser asked if they get input from specific developers, as far as what their visions are for the 
land that they own.  Kouba responded that they have done a market analysis, which is, our 
consultants have actually talked to some of the developers around the City, as well as some 
developers that are mostly focused in Grand Forks, but have shown an interest in doing 
something in East Grand Forks.  She said that the East Grand Forks City Planner, who is also the 
City’s Building Inspector, does hear a lot from the specific land owners, who have a bit more 
land, and who have been thinking about dividing it up and doing some developing, so her input 
brings their input in as well as does the market analysis.  She stated that they are trying to make 
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this a more open and more easily understood process for developers to come in and develop 
property. 
 
Haugen reported that the .9% population growth is actually less than the current land use plan, or 
transportation plan assumed for growth.  He explained that they showed a 1.2% growth rate, but 
from 2010 to 2015 building permits issued have not been at all what Grand Forks has seen for 
housing, so that is why they have trimmed it back from 1.2% to .9%, and the most recent trend 
indicates it still won’t get to 1.2%. 
 
West asked if any of these plans consider a future by-pass route around the City, and how that 
would affect future land use if it were built.  Kouba responded that for East Grand Forks she 
doesn’t see something that far south as making much of an impact on land use, the only thing 
that would affect the land use would be a 32nd Avenue bridge, as you would see more 
commercial along that route in the south end of the City, but that is why one of their pilot areas is 
in the south end of town.   
 
West asked what mechanisms are or aren’t there along that corridor as it develops to reserve 
right-of-way.  Grasser responded that he thinks, from the Grand Forks side, if there was any 
development going on they would try to capture a fairly wide swipe of right-of-way.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that they held their first open house, as well as the first Steering Committee 
meetings in early July, and he included the information presented in the packet. 
 
Haugen stated that the consultants are scheduled to be in town next Tuesday.  He added that the 
Steering Committee will meet at 2:00 p.m. Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101; and 
the a Public Open house will be held from 5:30 to 7:30 p.m. at the Skalicky Center on UND 
Campus. 
 
Haugen referred to the information in the packet, and pointed out that it is the summary they 
received from the community at the open house in early July.  He said that they had a fair 
turnout, a dozen to a dozen and a half people, coming to the Grand Forks City Hall for that open 
house.   
 
Haugen said that the agenda for the Steering Committee meeting is also included in the packet, 
and pointed out that a lot of it will be the same materials and information provided at the public 
meeting later that day.  He added that a copy of the meeting notice was also included in the 
packet. 
 
Haugen stated that, just a glimpse of what the consultants have found out to-date, basically all of 
the businesses on the Mill Spur that communicated back to us indicated a willingness to have 
train service come from the north, and they didn’t insist it only come from the south on the 
current line.  He added that another point is that the North Dakota State Mill still has a strong 
desire for this, however they are still in deep negotiations with BNSF on rates, so that isn’t 
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progressing as fast as was hoped, and they have also been working with some of the other 
interests to help identify future train traffic, but that information is still being massaged and 
hasn’t been released yet, but hopefully we will get some of that information soon so the Steering 
Committee can digest and review it next Tuesday. 
 
Noehre asked if they are still exploring crossing U.S. Business 81.  Haugen responded that it is 
still in the scope-of-work, but currently the North Dakota Mill is not very close to telling them 
where that spot would be on 81, because they are still trying to figure out if they will ever reach 
agreement with BNSF to land a unit train.  He added that a couple of months ago we were 
concerned with them opening up 30% more capacity before having these other facilities to 
receive it, and you asked the City for an impact study as part of the permit, but that is outside the 
scope we are doing, so there will be a disruption of traffic, and there will be more train traffic on 
the mill spur as there will be more grain delivered and more product produced, and that is the 
only way for it to come in and out.  Christianson commented that there will be more cars, but 
added that that doesn’t necessarily mean more movements, but more cars on the average as part 
of the expansion. 
 
Noehre stated that part of agreeing to do the study is to look at crossing somewhere else, but he 
knows that that hasn’t been a popular option, and it would probably be a tough sell if it were 
chosen.  Haugen commented that he isn’t sure that the mechanisms of just laying down track 
connecting Glasston over to the Mill on the north side of town is warranted as the mechanism to 
make that connection was the Unit Train Landing Facility the mill was trying to build, but absent 
of the Mill building such a facility he isn’t sure there is a mechanism, but there might be some 
railroad funds the DOT controls that could be a possibility.  West responded that he thinks those 
funds are spoken for for a while.  Christianson added that it is a huge investment without 
something to drive it, like the Mill’s expansion.   
 
Haugen closed by saying that if you are on the Steering Committee look for a packet tomorrow, 
if not look for one early Friday, and he will at least see everyone at 5:30 at Skalicky Hall, UND 
Campus. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON THE PERFORMANCE MONITORING REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that you received a brief summary report on the activities that so far have been 
undertaken by MPO staff to advance the Vital Metrics Dashboard Report.   
 
Viafara referred to the staff report and commented that the second point discusses how we are 
going to approach this task; Points A and B will be done immediately after the review, and 
Points C and D are the ones that may require analogies and forecastings, so that will hopefully 
satisfy forecast needs. 
 
Viafara pointed out that we have provided you with some examples to give you a view of how 
this will work.  He explained that the way they are doing this is rather simple; and if we compare 
it with the other two examples we are presenting , they are rather different because in our opinion 
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these agencies have been using software that provides educated guesses, so we will continue 
with our own design. 
 
Viafara referred to the information in the packet, and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that there is going to be these “quick glance” type things in the front of the 
document, and then a more thorough write-up of each, as well as some additional information 
that didn’t make the front cut of the report, but this is the Performance Report required by MAP-
21. 
 
Viafara said that for the engineers, he would like to point out that the condition and performance 
of the transportation system really unveils a rather poor analysis of our street and highway 
element, the pedestrian and bicycle element and facilities, transit system (they are working on 
this), and the overall goals established in the plan for current movement around the planning 
area. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1) Bygland Road Study Open House – Wednesday, September 23, 2015 
 
Kouba reported that there will be an open house on Wednesday, September 23, 2015 at the 
Senior Center in East Grand Forks, from 5:30 to 7:00 p.m.   
 
Kouba commented that the information being presented is available at:  
www.theforksmpo.org/Pages/EGF2045LUP.html. 
 
 2) 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Viafara reported that this is a continuation of a request to keep everybody updated on the status 
of our 2015 Work Program Activities.  
 
Viafara commented that this request is sound, in the sense that it is very difficult sometimes to 
keep track of all those projects at the same time, so by providing you with this update we can tell 
you where things are at the moment, however, it is not to be equated with a final report or a 
technical memo because those would be done by the different project managers, but at least we 
can glance at this and get a quick update on where things are at the moment. 
 
Viafara referred to the report and went over the information briefly; pointing out that there was a 
presentation given for the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update, a presentation given for the 
Bygland Road Study, a presentation given for the East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update, and 
he is currently working on the Safe Routes To School project and will hold a Steering Committee 
meeting on Monday as part of the report they are preparing. 
 
Haugen pointed out that he just highlighted the 32nd Avenue project and stated that the RFP is 
now out.  He explained that we are now underneath the new NDDOT Qualified Base Selection, 
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adding that the due date did not change, but the official advertisement date was moved back 
because the NDDOT was not quite ready to start advertising, so September 25th we will get the 
responses back and hopefully have someone on board in October. 
 
West asked what these new requirements mean, or do, and will they affect county projects.  
Johnson responded that if you are using federal aid dollars for engineering it will affect county 
projects, but if you’re using local dollars it won’t.   
 
Grasser asked what the requirements are.  Johnson responded that you have to advertise your 
RFP through the NDDOT, on their website.  He explained that you will develop your RFP, 
provide it to the NDDOT, and they will publish it on their website.  He said that there is also a 
laundry list, A-K, of what needs to be provided back to the DOT after you have done your 
interviews and selected a consultant that range from interview questions, to your selection 
committee, to the scoring sheets, to how you scored them, to the RFP, to the contract, etc.   
 
West asked if they would still advertise in the local papers as well.  Johnson responded that that 
is one question he hasn’t gotten an official answer on yet.  He added that the official publication 
that goes along with federal aid would be the DOT’s on the website, but he doesn’t believe they 
would be stopping the local from advertising it as well, just as long as you don’t use different 
dates then what is on their website, which would be the official dates. 
 
Johnson explained that this came about because of a finding in their consultant selection process 
during either a federal or state audit, but basically there was a finding that they wanted all federal 
services to follow the same process regardless of the entity requesting those services.  He said 
that this may also pertain to transit if they do any architecture and engineering selections they 
will have to do this as well. 
 
Grasser asked if this was a new State law or just a DOT requirement.  Johnson responded that it 
is a new DOT process.  He said that the new CASS Manual was just updated on-line and it has 
all this information in it. 
 
 3) Columbia Road Project 
 
Grasser referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Grasser reported that the City is doing a project on Columbia Road.  He explained that there are 
certain ordinances and procedures that they have in place regarding building sidewalks and such 
when they do road extensions, but what has happened over the years is that they have had their 
City Council take different actions on different projects, a lot of time due to financial reasons. 
 
Grasser stated that, using Columbia Road as an example, 36th to 40th Avenue South was 100% 
funded by the City, and that is basically a strategy to avoid putting a project at risk for special 
assessments because their special assessment component is extremely small, thus the City is 
putting that street in at 100% City cost, but to offset some of those costs they are going back and 
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basically special assessing sidewalks and bikepaths that go with that street.  He explained that 
part of that strategy is that they are still looking to fulfill the need and the goal for bikepaths and 
pedestrian facilities, but sometimes it is just a matter of exactly when they do it, so they went to 
the Service Safety Committee a couple of weeks ago to get some input from them, as they have 
gotten input from some different groups as to how to strategize bikepaths and sidewalks along 
Columbia Road, and they wanted their opinion as well. 
 
Grasser referred to a slide illustrating the location of the project, and explained that it runs from 
40th Avenue South to 47th Avenue South.  He pointed out that this also illustrates the lack of 
development adjacent to the road, which is one of the issues with this project.  
 
Grasser commented that in terms of the project timeline, they are looking at bidding it in 2017.  
He added that early in the process they did get public input during a public meeting on August 
27th.   
 
Grasser referred to a slide illustrating what is currently at this location, and explained that it is a 
rural section, and they are planning on building a continuation of the roadway to the north.  He 
said that one of the questions they wanted input on was on bikepaths and pedestrian access.  He 
commented that they have three alternatives:  1) do nothing; 2) put in an aggregate path; and 3) 
put in a hard surface path.   
 
Grasser pointed out that the next slide shows how the roadway will look.  He explained that a lot 
of the land adjacent to this now is undeveloped, they do have some concepts as to where roads 
will go, but those concepts can change over time with re-platting of the property; and this 
includes the west side of the road as well.   
 
Grasser stated that the only thing they are really taking action on, at least what they are 
anticipating taking action on at this level, is at 43rd Avenue South.  He explained that the reason 
for this is because that is the one that ties back toward the school, and they have a fair level of 
certainty that things are going to move ahead on that and they are starting to install some of the 
underground infrastructure in that area. 
 
West asked if they know what kind of right-of-way they are getting at this location.  Grasser 
responded that they are getting an awful lot of right-of-way, but he doesn’t know the exact 
dimensions.  He stated that they did have to go back and get some more for the power line there.  
Yavarow commented that there is 97 feet on the west side plus there are easements on top of 
that. 
 
Grasser referred to the intersection at 47th, and pointed out that they are tying into what are now 
rural roads to the east, and to the west they are gravel, and then to the south they have a rural 
section.  He said that they are currently contemplating that they will be building out the whole 
intersection for long-term future and are setting it up at this point for three lane sections east and 
west, and plan for an intersection there, but that can certainly change.  He stated that they are 
working on 47th as a separate item. 
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Grasser referred to a slide illustrating the planned detour routes as they will have to close the 
roadway during construction. 
 
Grasser stated that in the City’s current CIP, some of the road networks that they are envisioning 
are going to happen in the future are shown out to 2019.  He said that they are doing a piece of 
47th on the east side of the school, and in 2019 they are thinking of tying in to the west side of the 
school.  He added, however, that when they were doing the CIP they were expecting more 
growth in this area from the developer, so they are showing this 47th Avenue South in 2017, 
which may or may not happen now as a lot of those types of things are growth dependent, but 
again they are showing how the connecting networks are going to tie in with the Columbia Road 
project in 2017.   
 
Grasser referred to a slide illustrating a depiction of most of the trail system, but as Mr. Haugen 
pointed out there are a couple of pieces that are missing, and some are unofficial.  He said that 
right now you can see that they did put in a trail when they built South 34th Street, but the key 
thing is that at the intersection of 47th, they don’t really have anything connecting to it right now 
and that is one of the big things that the committee was focusing on as they were getting their 
input. 
 
Grasser reported that what the Service Safety Committee basically said when we asked what is 
an expectation that they should be doing for pedestrian and bicycle access along Columbia, and 
staff had actually, in their report, said that maybe we should, as a compromise, look at putting in 
an aggregate trail, but the committee said they didn’t think they should be doing anything at this 
time, at least as part of this project.  He said that what they wanted to do was to fall back on what 
is starting to become a policy based on past actions, and that is to build the trail system similarly 
to growth.  He explained that it isn’t tied directly to growth, but in a case like this they recognize 
that if bikepaths and sidewalks go in, particularly sidewalks on the east side, they will be 
vulnerable to development, so when the developer comes in and develops a commercial 
property, more than likely those sidewalks would just be taken out and redone.  He added that, 
similarly with bikepaths on the west side, we don’t know exactly where most of those roadway 
connects are, or the grades at which we would have to connect to, so we would build it flat and 
then have to go back and tear them out to make the roadway connections, so part of this is 
ensuring efficient use of private and public dollars.   
 
Grasser commented that, again, the plan would be to come back in and build those facilities, and 
basically special assess them.  He reiterated that the roadway is being provided without special 
assessments so adjacent property owners are get a good deal, but financially, for the City to help 
continue to provide that, we would be looking at trying to special assess some of those pedestrian 
facilities.   
 
Grasser stated that when he says that the City’s plan actually is not financially viable, they do go 
broke in just a couple of years based on their current policies, that is why there is some question 
as to whether they can keep doing this and that is why they are struggling so hard to save a few 
dollars when they are providing those roads.   
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Grasser said that, ultimately, what the committee said is that it makes sense that when they start 
connecting some of these other roadways, either on 43rd Avenue South or 47th Avenue South, 
they will be adding the facilities along those roadways so they have a place to connect.  He 
added that they recognize that if they built something today, and dropped them off at the 
intersection of 47th and Columbia, they are basically putting them on a two-lane road, and with 
the traffic volumes they have out there there is quite a bit of concern about safety. 
 
Grasser commented that he wanted to share this information.  He added that his crystal ball 
would tell him that most likely by 2017 they will probably be putting the bikepath in, at 
minimum on the west side of the road on 40th and 43rd, because he is pretty sure by that time they 
will have some sort of connection that they will be able to make to 43rd Avenue South, and hence 
back to the school.  He said that, again, their policy or procedure would be to not wait for every 
single business to develop along the way, they aren’t going to be that business dependent, but as 
the road connections and things get finalized, and some development beings to occur, they will 
come in there and push a project.  He added that sidewalks are not protestable, so even though 
there may be some gaps in the system where a business may not want a sidewalk yet, the City 
has the propensity to force them. 
 
Grasser reported that this is the plan, and they have shared this with different individuals; shared 
it at the open house; talked to people on the bikeway and trails, official users, and they seem to 
be understanding of the financial implications here, and it seems to be acceptable at this point in 
time to pretty much everybody they have talked to. 
 
Haugen suggested it be explained why this is probably being discussed; the federal aid 
involvement presumption is is that bike and ped facilities, that accommodation of all modes 
would happen with federal aid involvement, and the plan identifies that bike and ped facilities 
would be done with these urbanizations of the roadways, so the City is contemplating going a 
different route than what is in the plan, so as they proceed forward and make final decisions, it 
might come back to the MPO as to how this is still consistent with our planning documents.  He 
said that, just like we had with the Land Use Plans, the city drafts ordinances, and the 
expectation is that you follow them, but there is an out-clause whereby the City has to provide 
documentation justifying why they aren’t building the facilities, and give a rationale and 
reasonable assurance that it will be done in the near future and so on.  He added that he would 
assume, if we keep going down this path, that is something that perhaps the MPO would be 
facing in the future as well.  Grasser responded that most likely this kind of issue wouldn’t 
happen very often because if the only money they have is for maintenance activities they 
probably aren’t going to be dealing with an extension like this in the foreseeable future, but it is a 
technical point.  He added that, again, a lot of times the City has traditionally been in arrears 
when building roads like this, as it relates to growth, and so most of the time what they have 
done in the past, if it absolutely makes sense to put in the sidewalks and the bikepaths along with 
it because they already have the service area and things like that.  He stated that this is one of the 
few times that they are going to be a little bit ahead of it, although by 2017 he isn’t sure how far 
ahead they will still be. 
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Haugen commented that they are thinking that the Ulland Park Complex and the King’s Walk 
Complex is a prudent place to terminate a bike/ped facility in the short term.  Grasser stated that 
in conjunction with the Park District, they have essentially provided an unofficial trail that isn’t a 
City sponsored trail per-say, or bikepath, but it is a connection to get back to the Middle  
School, so, to Mr. Haugen’s point we need to also now recognize we need to get to the 
Discovery School.  He said that if asphalt weren’t so darn expensive, there are a lot of things 
they could do, but they keep running into financial challenges. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY YAVAROW, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 
9TH, 2015, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:35 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


