
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, February 10th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the February 10th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:36 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, 
Airport Authority; Dustin Lang, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; Jane Williams, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities 
Area Transit. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Bob Drees, Grand Forks County Planning and Zoning. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are 
representing. 

 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES AND THE 
JANUARY 13TH, 2016, MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 9TH, 
2015 MINUTES; AND THE JANUARY 13TH, 2016 MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF 
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that last month we talked about the lighting and the lighting plan draft that is 
available on the Sorlie Bridge for the next year.  He said that he doesn’t think that the plan has 
been redrafted or finalized yet. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there was discussion at the MPO Executive Policy Board with MnDOT 
representatives.  He stated that perhaps the most important thing we learned from that discussion 
was that Federal Highway is making MnDOT commit to tying the bridge to the Greenway Trail 
connection as part of the project.  He explained that previously MnDOT was planning on just 
running an extension of the bikepath from the bridge down to the on ramp intersection with 
River Road, but Federal Highway in their review said that that is not a good connection to the 
rest of the system. 
 
Williams asked if it would run to the south to that connection.  Haugen responded that the 
Greenway Trail runs underneath the bridge, so it will connect to that portion of the trail.  He 
added that they still have time to figure out exactly how and where to make the connection, as 
the project will not be worked on until 2017. 
 
MATTER OF 2016 SPRING FLOOD OUTLOOK 
 
Haugen reported that for the last ten-plus years each spring, based on the Bridge Closure Plan we 
did ten years ago, we agreed that we would provide an update on the spring flood outlook.  He 
stated that at this time it appears that this year’s flood will be just a nuisance flood event, with 
little probability of getting up past the critical flood stage. 
 
Haugen referred to an illustration of the various flood stages, and pointed out the area at which 
River Road/4th Street closes, stating, however that he thinks with the current forecast the Point 
Bridge will stay open.   
 
Haugen commented that the other thing we do each year is to ensure that our list of contacts for 
flood events is up-to-date, so he would ask that everyone take a look at it and let him know of 
any changes that might be necessary, adding that we will bring this forward again in March, so 
please get those changes to him before that time. 
 
Williams stated that she would just like to mention that the traffic signal timings that are 
included in the plan are not being used any longer.  She explained that there have been numerous 
timing updates since then, and she doesn’t want to mislead anyone that might go to the 2007 or 
2009 documents and say that that is what is supposed to be done, it isn’t as, again, there have 
been many amendments made since then. 
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MATTER OF 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that we do have a couple of amendments to our 2016-2019 T.I.P. document that 
need to be approved.  He referred to the project listings included in the packet, and pointed out 
that they do show these amendments.    
 
Haugen stated that we were awarded federal funding for two projects.  He said that the first one 
was HSIP monies for railroad crossing improvements.  He explained that the City of Grand 
Forks requested, and the NDDOT awarded, funds to do improvements at pedestrian crossings at 
railroad tracks at various locations throughout the community.   
 
Haugen said that the next project is on the County Highway System, just outside the Urban Aid 
Area.  He explained that Grand Forks County received funds to convert a graveled area to 
asphalt an extension of County Road 6, between County Road 81 and County Road 8, or South 
Washington Street and Belmont Road.  He stated that this project has an estimated cost of 
$400,000.  
 
Haugen commented that these are the two projects that are being proposed to be amended into 
the T.I.P. document, and, again, they were awarded federal funds therefor the issue of fiscal 
constraint is not hampered by new expenditures, there is revenue coming in to cover the cost of 
the new projects.  He said that a public hearing was advertised to occur at this meeting, therefore 
he will now open the floor for public comment.  
 
Haugen opened the public hearing. 
 
Bob Drees commented that he is pleased with the funds awarded to convert the extension of 
County Road 6, it is much needed. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Ellis, Brooks, Williams, Lang, Johnson, Bergman, and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Gengler, Kuharenko, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson, Sanders,  
  Laesch, and West. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the full scope-of-work for the Bike/Ped Plan 
Update.  He pointed out that Mr. Viafara broke this down into two primary tasks; the first task  
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involves a training component.  He explained that in the past we invited instructors to do a day or 
a day and a half training workshop on the latest thoughts, ideas, designs, etc., that are out there 
for bike/ped accommodations.  He stated that Mr. Viafara has received five proposals that he is 
looking at and narrowing down to get one to come to the community.  He added that they hope to 
have this scheduled before May. 
 
Haugen commented that the second task includes the rest of the work involved in leading up to a 
new, updated Bike/Pedestrian element to our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He said that he 
thinks this follows the typical scope-of-work for plan updates. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there will be a steering committee to help guide the process, and they 
are scheduled to meet four times throughout the process.  He referred to the packet, the timeline 
for the project, and explained that it identifies the project will begin in February, will require 
preliminary approval in November and final approval in December.   
 
Williams asked when written comments need to be submitted.  Haugen responded that they are 
seeking approval for this so that they can start moving forward.  He added that it gives our State 
and Federal partners some sense of how we are going to accomplish this work activity in more 
detail.   
 
Williams asked, then, if staff was seeking approval, not just giving information on this item.  
Haugen responded that since we only advertised this as an informational item, unless the 
committee would like to make a recommendation to approve it as submitted, it is only for 
information.  Williams commented that she does have a couple of questions, but she doesn’t 
want to tie up everybody, so she thinks it would be better if she sends them to staff. 
 
Williams commented that she would like to mention, though, that this is now another item for 
them to review and approve in November and December, a time when they are trying to do the 
T.I.P., the T.A.P., etc., so she is wondering if it has to be done at that time, or if it could be 
moved to January for approval.  Haugen responded that it could, although we would need to do a 
work program amendment carrying it over into the next work program year.  He added that right 
now it is not a sunset.  Williams stated that she asks this because some of these things they need 
more time to go through them more thoroughly, and she doesn’t know if they will have time to 
do that so if we can slip it to January when we get to that point that would be good. 
 
Haugen reported that we currently have a two year work program that covered 2015 and 2016, 
and we have not calendar approval to do any work in January of 2017, so we have to show our 
studies are concluded.  Williams asked if in October we see that we are going to run into a time 
crunch would we then request an extension.  Haugen responded that in October we will be doing 
a new two year work program so we can address where we are at on this project, and whatever 
other activities we have coming up, although he will say the next two year work program will be 
almost solely dedicated to the Street and Highway Element of the Long Range Transportation 
Plan. 
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Ellis asked if there is a list of the Steering Committee membership.  Haugen responded that he 
doesn’t know if there is.  He added that doesn’t believe he has a list of who he thinks is on the 
steering committee.  Ellis stated that she didn’t know if it was a volunteer committee, or if it was 
to be the Technical Advisory Committee, or something else.  Haugen said that he would ask Mr. 
Viafara to give a better idea of who he is seeking participation from.   
 
Johnson asked if this was going to be a staff study.  Haugen responded it is an in-house study.  
He added that the only outside help may be ATAC with their map interface.   
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF ND FTA 5310 PROJECTS 
 
Kouba reported that the NDDOT is soliciting for projects for the FTA 5310 Grant Funds, and at 
the time this staff report was written they didn’t have an exact amount of available funding, but 
since then they released that the amount is $5.2 million, which is total for the entire state.  She 
added that they haven’t given details on how much would be going to urban areas, if any, so we 
are looking for those applications to be sent to the MPO for final approval once they have been 
approved by the City Council or any other agency.   
 
Kouba stated that the deadline for submittal of applications is March 8th, but we would like to 
have an idea of what those projects will be for our staff report before then.  She said that as long 
as they are approved by then we should be good, and added that there is an application form on-
line. 
 
Haugen commented that the March 8th deadline has been changed to a March 3rd deadline for the 
MPO.  He stated that he isn’t sure what the confusion was, and they tried to insist that it remain a 
March 8th deadline, but it was publicized as March 3rd. 
 
Williams asked if this would require a public hearing.  Haugen responded that the solicitation of 
projects does not require a public hearing.  He added that the solicitation does have a public 
announcement that was published in our newspaper, and statewide.  He explained that the 
announcement came so late, and the first Monday was February 1st, so council meets twice so 
next Tuesday would be the next council meeting and that just didn’t allow enough turnaround for 
staff to come up with project applications, so we tried to suggest a March 8th deadline which 
would allow for a March 7th City Council meeting for final adoption. 
 
Rood commented that their application will come to the MPO contingent on council approval, so 
by the time the Technical Advisory Committee would act on the application, we will know if the 
council has approved it.  Haugen added that the MPO will get something on March 3rd, will sit 
on it and enjoy it until Tuesday, March 8th, when we will hear what the council did, and that will 
give us twenty-four hours to turn around to the Technical Advisory Committee to let them know 
what was or wasn’t approved, and then a week later the MPO Executive Policy Board will take 
action. 
 
Haugen summarized that solicitation is out, and it isn’t just available to public transportation, it 
is available to other providers of transportation services as well. 
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MATTER OF POSSIBLE ACTION ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN RFP 
 
Haugen reported that he doesn’t believe we can take any action on this item at this time.  He 
explained that, if you recall, when we approved the RFP we talked about the work program 
having a budgeted amount for this project of $100,000; but the RFP scope of services grew in its 
scope so we were going to budget $150,000; however at that time it seemed rather like a 
reasonable opportunity that MnDOT would provide the additional funding; but it has since 
dragged on to a point where we still don’t know for sure if there will be funding available from 
MNDOT or not, but we may or may not know more tomorrow. 
 
Haugen stated that the RFP is due on February 19th, and we have one action that would entail 
that, if we are assured MnDOT will assist us with finances, we pull the RFP before the 19th.  He 
said that the next critical question for the MPO is how long of a delay will there be before we 
receive the money so that we can re-release the RFP; if it is a short period that seems doable, if it 
is months that puts us in a time crunch to get the TDP done in a timely fashion.  Bergman asked 
if there has been any word from MnDOT at all.  Ellis responded there has.   
 
Ellis commented that it isn’t really an issue of the money, it is mostly about the process.  She 
explained that they have to go through their FTA Regional Office, so there is a little bit more 
formality than what the Denver Office goes through, so they are trying. 
 
Williams asked if a motion was needed from the Technical Advisory Committee to defer to the 
MPO to do what needs to be done if the funding is awarded.  Haugen responded that the 
Executive Board will be meeting next Wednesday, and they will be the ones to approve this.  He 
explained that normally we probably would ask for a recommendation.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE THE PROPER STEPS 
REQUIRED TO INCLUDE POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FROM MNDOT FOR 
WORK ON THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN. 
 
Johnson asked for clarification on the motion.  Williams responded that she doesn’t know if we 
need to get a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that we would defer to Mr. 
Haugen to keep track, or if it is even necessary.  Haugen commented that he doesn’t know if it is 
necessary.  He said that the question would be for the Transit Operators, specifically that one 
month is an easy delay, is two months doable, is three months too long, is four months too long, 
what is okay.  Rood responded that is this similar to the Bike/Ped plan where we could amend 
and move it further into 2017.  Haugen responded that it appears that the major hang-up is that 
we release the RFP prior to MnDOT being able to close things on their end, so it would seem to 
him that we can’t re-release the RFP until MnDOT has finalized the funding on their end. 
 
Johnson reported that he did visit with MnDOT a little on this, but he didn’t understand from the 
last meeting that the money that MnDOT might provide is federal, he assumed it was State 
funds, so he didn’t find that out until he talked to MnDOT.  He explained that if he had known 
that at the time he probably would have stated that you couldn’t release the RFP until you know 
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for sure that you were or weren’t getting the funds.   He added that if it had been State funds the 
line can get a little blurry. 
 
Williams said then that she guesses releasing the RFP is “starting the project”.  Johnson agreed, 
adding that with it being federal funds; those federal funds are not in the work program.  
Williams asked if this would mean we would need to do a T.I.P. amendment.  Johnson responded 
that it wouldn’t require a T.I.P. amendment, but it would require a Work Program amendment, if 
MnDOT gives you the funds.  Haugen commented that in any event, we did say last month that 
either way we are doing a work program amendment, so the question is when can all the “I’s be 
dotted and the T’s crossed” so we can re-release the RFP, there has to be a tipping point where it 
is too long a period and we have lost too much time to get the project done, so what we can do is 
to delay a project that is in the current work program; there is a project to study the skew 
intersection of Gateway Drive and Washington Street, that would be the project we would delay 
and use those funds to fund the additional $50,000 for the TDP.  He stated that we have another 
month before we have to make that decision, so if we don’t pull the RFP next month we would 
be amending the work program to make it a $150,000 consultant fee in the work program, and 
then award, based on the RFPs that we vetted through our process. 
 
Johnson stated that he still thinks that if it is federal funds you may still have to re-advertise, if 
that is what they are going to provide you; MnDOT might be stuck because they (NDDOT) 
would be stuck too if it was federal funds, and they would have to re-advertise.  Haugen agreed, 
but added that he is pretty sure they won’t be re-advertising next month.  He said that if MnDOT 
is going to provide this money, he doesn’t think we will be in a position where would be re-
advertising, and probably won’t be in a position to even amend because he doesn’t know if all 
the “I’s will be dotted and the T’s crossed” in order for us to take action on the work program, so 
that’s the crux, there are two months that are doable, three months seems to be the tipping point 
because it delays our process into 2017, and delays implementation further. 
 
Williams commented that some of the questions would be can you do what needs to be done 
with the $100,000 programmed.  Haugen responded that they can’t.  Williams said, then, if you 
need more money where would that come from.  Haugen responded that we would delay the 
Washington/Gateway Drive study and move those funds to the TDP project.  
 
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson if he has any thought per chance that he sees of if we didn’t amend 
the work program to take the skewed intersection out, and went forward and then MnDOT came 
at a later date to infuse some funds.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know, adding that they 
would have to talk about that at that time as it would depend on what funds MnDOT wants to 
provide the MPO with.  Haugen commented that they wouldn’t actually be providing the MPO 
the funding.  He said that they are indicating that it is only East Grand Forks that they will 
provide the monies to, but it is still apparently federal funds that they are considering giving.  He 
added that we will still have to amend our work program to show the funds.   
 
Johnson stated that this, then, would mean that the MPO isn’t actually accumulating the federal 
dollars, so maybe you could work around that.  He said that he would try to contact MnDOT 
later today to see what they can determine. 
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Haugen reported that on the positive side we have somewhere like five firms that seem very 
interested in submitting proposals.  Williams asked which local firms are interested.  Kouba 
responded that KLJ, Nelson/Nygard, SRF, and LSC. 
 
Rood asked if Fargo/Moorhead is in the process of doing their plan update, and who did they 
select.  Haugen responded that he believes they selected SRF. 
 
Haugen stated that he thinks we have clearly discussed that we don’t know what we are doing 
with this plan yet, so there is a possibility that it may get pulled next Wednesday, or it may not 
get pulled, so if they just sit on the proposals and don’t take any action on them the deadline will 
have come and gone, but that doesn’t prevent us from re-releasing the RFP.  Johnson commented 
that if that is what you’re going to do, he would, probably within a week, send out a letter to all 
the consultants that submitted proposals stating that we are currently review our options and 
interviews will be scheduled at a later date, which will buy time, but if you get to a point where 
you actually have to stop the project, then you can send a letter letting them know you aren’t 
going to move forward. 
 
WILLIAMS WITHDREW HER MOTION; ELLIS CONCURRED AND WITHDREW HER 
SECOND. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet is a copy of a presentation that Mr. Viafara 
developed combining a presentation he developed for the MPO Executive Policy Board, along 
with additional information he wanted to share with the Technical Advisory Committee that 
covers all eight goals.  He commented that the presentation is an attempt to consolidate 120-plus 
pages into maybe 20 pages of power point slides of the different performance measures he and 
the interns discovered. 
 
Haugen referred to the presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Williams asked if the information used included UND Students.  Haugen responded that when 
we talk about the census statistics it does include UND Students.  Williams asked if it includes 
student loans as income.  Haugen responded that he cannot answer that question.  Lang 
commented that this issue has been brought up before, so you have to take some of this 
information with a grain of salt. 
 
Williams asked if the goals and performance targets were just taken right out of LRTP.  Haugen 
referred to a copy of the Environmental Justice map and commented that he isn’t sure you would 
attribute a lot of the population as UND Oriented housing, and a lot of it is perhaps New 
American and other types of populations that aren’t associated with UND directly, so, yes we are 
skewed a bit by our student population, but there are other pockets where we do have 
concentrations of both minority and low income residents.  Williams stated, though, that the  
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millennials that you are talking about are predominately in the UND area.  Haugen responded 
that that would be an assumption, whether it is a valid assumption or not is unclear. 
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Williams asked about the information in the report, specifically whether or not it is based on the 
48-hour or 24-hour counts.  Haugen responded it is based on the 48-hour counts.  Williams said, 
then, that we have two days out of the whole year that we are comparing.  Haugen stated that 
would be correct, and added that that is how North Dakota does their program.  Williams 
commented that she understands that, but she is just wondering if we should expand and use 
some of the counts we are getting from the signals for some of this, and start incorporating that 
information to get more accurate information.  Johnson added that the counts are seasonalized as 
well, based on our yearly factors, and they put them on the website so it is normalized to an 
actual ADT. 
 
Williams referred to the information on railroad crossings, and asked if it was based on Centracs.  
Haugen responded it was.  Williams stated then that it isn’t necessarily when a train is at the 
crossing, it is just when the signal received a pre-emption, so there might not be a train at the 
crossing when the pre-emption goes off.  She said that you may want to note that it is signal pre-
emptions, that it isn’t necessarily trains at the location.  Bergman asked if she was talking about 
emergency pre-emptions.  Williams responded that that isn’t what she is talking about.  She 
explained that emergency pre-emptions is different than when they are out working on the tracks, 
they can activate the gate and then they can still allow people to go through when they are 
working on the signals, which is what they had going on at the Glasston site, they were working 
on that for a couple of weeks, and that gate was up and down, up and down, but it wasn’t 
blocking the way because they deactivated the mechanism to have the gate come down, so those 
numbers may be skewed from that.  Haugen commented that previously the information was 
based on four months of data, but now we have a monthly dump of that information so we have a 
rolling monthly dump of the train pre-emptions at these signals and will start building up some 
sort of trends analysis.  He added that the thinks the City of Grand Forks and the Emergency 
Managers are working on a notification system.  Williams commented that they have it all 
worked out, they are just waiting for them to put up a monitor and computer then they are ready 
to go with it.  Haugen stated that this will allow for emergency vehicles to know whether there is 
a particular signal crossing blocked by a train when they dispatch a vehicle to a scene.   
 
Presentation concluded.  Haugen said that he is sure that Mr. Viafara would welcome input as he 
will be working on finalizing the draft report, which will be distributed for a final review and 
comment soon. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen referred to the project list and pointed out that you can see that we have completed the 
Bygland Road Study, the 32nd Avenue Signal Timing Update, and Aerial Photography; so we 
have quite a bit of projects completed.   
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Haugen commented that we knew the I-29 Study would cross over into this year, as is the Land 
Use Plan.   
 
 b. Distribution Of 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan Report 
 
Haugen reported that he does have copies of the Final 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan 
Report if anyone is interested in getting one. 
 
 c. 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Engagement Activities 
 
Haugen reported that he hopes that many of the committee are aware of the Grand Forks Land 
Use Engagement Activities that they have been doing the last two nights, and if you are still 
wishing to engage there is an opportunity to do so tonight at the Grand Forks City Hall from 6:00 
p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  He stated that it is a full two hour engagement, although the doors aren’t 
locked, but to be fully engaged you are there for two hours. 
 
Johnson asked how the attendance has been at the other two engagement activities.  Haugen 
responded that Monday night they had a hearty core group of about twelve people that braved the 
weather.  He stated that the property owner and major civil firms were present, so from that 
perspective they were well informed as to how the actual developers feel about the concepts that 
might be incorporated in the Land Use Plan.  He added that last night there were over forty 
people present. 
 
Haugen showed examples of some of the activities they have been doing during these 
engagement activities, and explained what was done and what they hoped to get from each of 
these activities. 
 
Haugen said that the preliminary plan approval is still pegged for September, and the final 
approval for October of 2016.  He added that East Grand Forks is holding a public hearing at the 
Planning and Zoning meeting for final approval of their Land Use Plan. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 10TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:34 P.M. 
 
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 February 10th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:36 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, 
Airport Authority; Dustin Lang, NDDOT – Grand Forks District; Jane Williams, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities 
Area Transit. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Bob Drees, Grand Forks County Planning and Zoning. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are 
representing. 

 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES AND THE 
JANUARY 13TH, 2016, MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 9TH, 
2015 MINUTES; AND THE JANUARY 13TH, 2016 MEETING SUMMARIZATION, OF 
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that last month we talked about the lighting and the lighting plan draft that is 
available on the Sorlie Bridge for the next year.  He said that he doesn’t think that the plan has 
been redrafted or finalized yet. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there was discussion at the MPO Executive Policy Board with MnDOT 
representatives.  He stated that perhaps the most important thing we learned from that discussion 
was that Federal Highway is making MnDOT commit to tying the bridge to the Greenway Trail 
connection as part of the project.  He explained that previously MnDOT was planning on just 
running an extension of the bikepath from the bridge down to the on ramp intersection with 
River Road, but Federal Highway in their review said that that is not a good connection to the 
rest of the system. 
 
Williams asked if it would run to the south to that connection.  Haugen responded that the 
Greenway Trail runs underneath the bridge, so it will connect to that portion of the trail.  He 
added that they still have time to figure out exactly how and where to make the connection, as 
the project will not be worked on until 2017. 
 
MATTER OF 2016 SPRING FLOOD OUTLOOK 
 
Haugen reported that for the last ten-plus years each spring, based on the Bridge Closure Plan we 
did ten years ago, we agreed that we would provide an update on the spring flood outlook.  He 
stated that at this time it appears that this year’s flood will be just a nuisance flood event, with 
little probability of getting up past the critical flood stage. 
 
Haugen referred to an illustration of the various flood stages, and pointed out the area at which 
River Road/4th Street closes, stating, however that he thinks with the current forecast the Point 
Bridge will stay open.   
 
Haugen commented that the other thing we do each year is to ensure that our list of contacts for 
flood events is up-to-date, so he would ask that everyone take a look at it and let him know of 
any changes that might be necessary, adding that we will bring this forward again in March, so 
please get those changes to him before that time. 
 
Williams stated that she would just like to mention that the traffic signal timings that are 
included in the plan are not being used any longer.  She explained that there have been numerous 
timing updates since then, and she doesn’t want to mislead anyone that might go to the 2007 or 
2009 documents and say that that is what is supposed to be done, it isn’t as, again, there have 
been many amendments made since then. 
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MATTER OF 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that we do have a couple of amendments to our 2016-2019 T.I.P. document that 
need to be approved.  He referred to the project listings included in the packet, and pointed out 
that they do show these amendments.    
 
Haugen stated that we were awarded federal funding for two projects.  He said that the first one 
was HSIP monies for railroad crossing improvements.  He explained that the City of Grand 
Forks requested, and the NDDOT awarded, funds to do improvements at pedestrian crossings at 
railroad tracks at various locations throughout the community.   
 
Haugen said that the next project is on the County Highway System, just outside the Urban Aid 
Area.  He explained that Grand Forks County received funds to convert a graveled area to 
asphalt an extension of County Road 6, between County Road 81 and County Road 8, or South 
Washington Street and Belmont Road.  He stated that this project has an estimated cost of 
$400,000.  
 
Haugen commented that these are the two projects that are being proposed to be amended into 
the T.I.P. document, and, again, they were awarded federal funds therefor the issue of fiscal 
constraint is not hampered by new expenditures, there is revenue coming in to cover the cost of 
the new projects.  He said that a public hearing was advertised to occur at this meeting, therefore 
he will now open the floor for public comment.  
 
Haugen opened the public hearing. 
 
Bob Drees commented that he is pleased with the funds awarded to convert the extension of 
County Road 6, it is much needed. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2016 T.I.P. AMENDMENTS, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Ellis, Brooks, Williams, Lang, Johnson, Bergman, and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Gengler, Kuharenko, Boppre, Christianson, Magnuson, Sanders,  
  Laesch, and West. 
 
MATTER OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR BIKE/PED PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the full scope-of-work for the Bike/Ped Plan 
Update.  He pointed out that Mr. Viafara broke this down into two primary tasks; the first task  
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involves a training component.  He explained that in the past we invited instructors to do a day or 
a day and a half training workshop on the latest thoughts, ideas, designs, etc., that are out there 
for bike/ped accommodations.  He stated that Mr. Viafara has received five proposals that he is 
looking at and narrowing down to get one to come to the community.  He added that they hope to 
have this scheduled before May. 
 
Haugen commented that the second task includes the rest of the work involved in leading up to a 
new, updated Bike/Pedestrian element to our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He said that he 
thinks this follows the typical scope-of-work for plan updates. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there will be a steering committee to help guide the process, and they 
are scheduled to meet four times throughout the process.  He referred to the packet, the timeline 
for the project, and explained that it identifies the project will begin in February, will require 
preliminary approval in November and final approval in December.   
 
Williams asked when written comments need to be submitted.  Haugen responded that they are 
seeking approval for this so that they can start moving forward.  He added that it gives our State 
and Federal partners some sense of how we are going to accomplish this work activity in more 
detail.   
 
Williams asked, then, if staff was seeking approval, not just giving information on this item.  
Haugen responded that since we only advertised this as an informational item, unless the 
committee would like to make a recommendation to approve it as submitted, it is only for 
information.  Williams commented that she does have a couple of questions, but she doesn’t 
want to tie up everybody, so she thinks it would be better if she sends them to staff. 
 
Williams commented that she would like to mention, though, that this is now another item for 
them to review and approve in November and December, a time when they are trying to do the 
T.I.P., the T.A.P., etc., so she is wondering if it has to be done at that time, or if it could be 
moved to January for approval.  Haugen responded that it could, although we would need to do a 
work program amendment carrying it over into the next work program year.  He added that right 
now it is not a sunset.  Williams stated that she asks this because some of these things they need 
more time to go through them more thoroughly, and she doesn’t know if they will have time to 
do that so if we can slip it to January when we get to that point that would be good. 
 
Haugen reported that we currently have a two year work program that covered 2015 and 2016, 
and we have not calendar approval to do any work in January of 2017, so we have to show our 
studies are concluded.  Williams asked if in October we see that we are going to run into a time 
crunch would we then request an extension.  Haugen responded that in October we will be doing 
a new two year work program so we can address where we are at on this project, and whatever 
other activities we have coming up, although he will say the next two year work program will be 
almost solely dedicated to the Street and Highway Element of the Long Range Transportation 
Plan. 
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Ellis asked if there is a list of the Steering Committee membership.  Haugen responded that he 
doesn’t know if there is.  He added that doesn’t believe he has a list of who he thinks is on the 
steering committee.  Ellis stated that she didn’t know if it was a volunteer committee, or if it was 
to be the Technical Advisory Committee, or something else.  Haugen said that he would ask Mr. 
Viafara to give a better idea of who he is seeking participation from.   
 
Johnson asked if this was going to be a staff study.  Haugen responded it is an in-house study.  
He added that the only outside help may be ATAC with their map interface.   
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF ND FTA 5310 PROJECTS 
 
Kouba reported that the NDDOT is soliciting for projects for the FTA 5310 Grant Funds, and at 
the time this staff report was written they didn’t have an exact amount of available funding, but 
since then they released that the amount is $5.2 million, which is total for the entire state.  She 
added that they haven’t given details on how much would be going to urban areas, if any, so we 
are looking for those applications to be sent to the MPO for final approval once they have been 
approved by the City Council or any other agency.   
 
Kouba stated that the deadline for submittal of applications is March 8th, but we would like to 
have an idea of what those projects will be for our staff report before then.  She said that as long 
as they are approved by then we should be good, and added that there is an application form on-
line. 
 
Haugen commented that the March 8th deadline has been changed to a March 3rd deadline for the 
MPO.  He stated that he isn’t sure what the confusion was, and they tried to insist that it remain a 
March 8th deadline, but it was publicized as March 3rd. 
 
Williams asked if this would require a public hearing.  Haugen responded that the solicitation of 
projects does not require a public hearing.  He added that the solicitation does have a public 
announcement that was published in our newspaper, and statewide.  He explained that the 
announcement came so late, and the first Monday was February 1st, so council meets twice so 
next Tuesday would be the next council meeting and that just didn’t allow enough turnaround for 
staff to come up with project applications, so we tried to suggest a March 8th deadline which 
would allow for a March 7th City Council meeting for final adoption. 
 
Rood commented that their application will come to the MPO contingent on council approval, so 
by the time the Technical Advisory Committee would act on the application, we will know if the 
council has approved it.  Haugen added that the MPO will get something on March 3rd, will sit 
on it and enjoy it until Tuesday, March 8th, when we will hear what the council did, and that will 
give us twenty-four hours to turn around to the Technical Advisory Committee to let them know 
what was or wasn’t approved, and then a week later the MPO Executive Policy Board will take 
action. 
 
Haugen summarized that solicitation is out, and it isn’t just available to public transportation, it 
is available to other providers of transportation services as well. 
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MATTER OF POSSIBLE ACTION ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN RFP 
 
Haugen reported that he doesn’t believe we can take any action on this item at this time.  He 
explained that, if you recall, when we approved the RFP we talked about the work program 
having a budgeted amount for this project of $100,000; but the RFP scope of services grew in its 
scope so we were going to budget $150,000; however at that time it seemed rather like a 
reasonable opportunity that MnDOT would provide the additional funding; but it has since 
dragged on to a point where we still don’t know for sure if there will be funding available from 
MNDOT or not, but we may or may not know more tomorrow. 
 
Haugen stated that the RFP is due on February 19th, and we have one action that would entail 
that, if we are assured MnDOT will assist us with finances, we pull the RFP before the 19th.  He 
said that the next critical question for the MPO is how long of a delay will there be before we 
receive the money so that we can re-release the RFP; if it is a short period that seems doable, if it 
is months that puts us in a time crunch to get the TDP done in a timely fashion.  Bergman asked 
if there has been any word from MnDOT at all.  Ellis responded there has.   
 
Ellis commented that it isn’t really an issue of the money, it is mostly about the process.  She 
explained that they have to go through their FTA Regional Office, so there is a little bit more 
formality than what the Denver Office goes through, so they are trying. 
 
Williams asked if a motion was needed from the Technical Advisory Committee to defer to the 
MPO to do what needs to be done if the funding is awarded.  Haugen responded that the 
Executive Board will be meeting next Wednesday, and they will be the ones to approve this.  He 
explained that normally we probably would ask for a recommendation.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE THE PROPER STEPS 
REQUIRED TO INCLUDE POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FROM MNDOT FOR 
WORK ON THE TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN. 
 
Johnson asked for clarification on the motion.  Williams responded that she doesn’t know if we 
need to get a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board that we would defer to Mr. 
Haugen to keep track, or if it is even necessary.  Haugen commented that he doesn’t know if it is 
necessary.  He said that the question would be for the Transit Operators, specifically that one 
month is an easy delay, is two months doable, is three months too long, is four months too long, 
what is okay.  Rood responded that is this similar to the Bike/Ped plan where we could amend 
and move it further into 2017.  Haugen responded that it appears that the major hang-up is that 
we release the RFP prior to MnDOT being able to close things on their end, so it would seem to 
him that we can’t re-release the RFP until MnDOT has finalized the funding on their end. 
 
Johnson reported that he did visit with MnDOT a little on this, but he didn’t understand from the 
last meeting that the money that MnDOT might provide is federal, he assumed it was State 
funds, so he didn’t find that out until he talked to MnDOT.  He explained that if he had known 
that at the time he probably would have stated that you couldn’t release the RFP until you know 
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for sure that you were or weren’t getting the funds.   He added that if it had been State funds the 
line can get a little blurry. 
 
Williams said then that she guesses releasing the RFP is “starting the project”.  Johnson agreed, 
adding that with it being federal funds; those federal funds are not in the work program.  
Williams asked if this would mean we would need to do a T.I.P. amendment.  Johnson responded 
that it wouldn’t require a T.I.P. amendment, but it would require a Work Program amendment, if 
MnDOT gives you the funds.  Haugen commented that in any event, we did say last month that 
either way we are doing a work program amendment, so the question is when can all the “I’s be 
dotted and the T’s crossed” so we can re-release the RFP, there has to be a tipping point where it 
is too long a period and we have lost too much time to get the project done, so what we can do is 
to delay a project that is in the current work program; there is a project to study the skew 
intersection of Gateway Drive and Washington Street, that would be the project we would delay 
and use those funds to fund the additional $50,000 for the TDP.  He stated that we have another 
month before we have to make that decision, so if we don’t pull the RFP next month we would 
be amending the work program to make it a $150,000 consultant fee in the work program, and 
then award, based on the RFPs that we vetted through our process. 
 
Johnson stated that he still thinks that if it is federal funds you may still have to re-advertise, if 
that is what they are going to provide you; MnDOT might be stuck because they (NDDOT) 
would be stuck too if it was federal funds, and they would have to re-advertise.  Haugen agreed, 
but added that he is pretty sure they won’t be re-advertising next month.  He said that if MnDOT 
is going to provide this money, he doesn’t think we will be in a position where would be re-
advertising, and probably won’t be in a position to even amend because he doesn’t know if all 
the “I’s will be dotted and the T’s crossed” in order for us to take action on the work program, so 
that’s the crux, there are two months that are doable, three months seems to be the tipping point 
because it delays our process into 2017, and delays implementation further. 
 
Williams commented that some of the questions would be can you do what needs to be done 
with the $100,000 programmed.  Haugen responded that they can’t.  Williams said, then, if you 
need more money where would that come from.  Haugen responded that we would delay the 
Washington/Gateway Drive study and move those funds to the TDP project.  
 
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson if he has any thought per chance that he sees of if we didn’t amend 
the work program to take the skewed intersection out, and went forward and then MnDOT came 
at a later date to infuse some funds.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know, adding that they 
would have to talk about that at that time as it would depend on what funds MnDOT wants to 
provide the MPO with.  Haugen commented that they wouldn’t actually be providing the MPO 
the funding.  He said that they are indicating that it is only East Grand Forks that they will 
provide the monies to, but it is still apparently federal funds that they are considering giving.  He 
added that we will still have to amend our work program to show the funds.   
 
Johnson stated that this, then, would mean that the MPO isn’t actually accumulating the federal 
dollars, so maybe you could work around that.  He said that he would try to contact MnDOT 
later today to see what they can determine. 
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Haugen reported that on the positive side we have somewhere like five firms that seem very 
interested in submitting proposals.  Williams asked which local firms are interested.  Kouba 
responded that KLJ, Nelson/Nygard, SRF, and LSC. 
 
Rood asked if Fargo/Moorhead is in the process of doing their plan update, and who did they 
select.  Haugen responded that he believes they selected SRF. 
 
Haugen stated that he thinks we have clearly discussed that we don’t know what we are doing 
with this plan yet, so there is a possibility that it may get pulled next Wednesday, or it may not 
get pulled, so if they just sit on the proposals and don’t take any action on them the deadline will 
have come and gone, but that doesn’t prevent us from re-releasing the RFP.  Johnson commented 
that if that is what you’re going to do, he would, probably within a week, send out a letter to all 
the consultants that submitted proposals stating that we are currently review our options and 
interviews will be scheduled at a later date, which will buy time, but if you get to a point where 
you actually have to stop the project, then you can send a letter letting them know you aren’t 
going to move forward. 
 
WILLIAMS WITHDREW HER MOTION; ELLIS CONCURRED AND WITHDREW HER 
SECOND. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet is a copy of a presentation that Mr. Viafara 
developed combining a presentation he developed for the MPO Executive Policy Board, along 
with additional information he wanted to share with the Technical Advisory Committee that 
covers all eight goals.  He commented that the presentation is an attempt to consolidate 120-plus 
pages into maybe 20 pages of power point slides of the different performance measures he and 
the interns discovered. 
 
Haugen referred to the presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon 
request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Williams asked if the information used included UND Students.  Haugen responded that when 
we talk about the census statistics it does include UND Students.  Williams asked if it includes 
student loans as income.  Haugen responded that he cannot answer that question.  Lang 
commented that this issue has been brought up before, so you have to take some of this 
information with a grain of salt. 
 
Williams asked if the goals and performance targets were just taken right out of LRTP.  Haugen 
referred to a copy of the Environmental Justice map and commented that he isn’t sure you would 
attribute a lot of the population as UND Oriented housing, and a lot of it is perhaps New 
American and other types of populations that aren’t associated with UND directly, so, yes we are 
skewed a bit by our student population, but there are other pockets where we do have 
concentrations of both minority and low income residents.  Williams stated, though, that the  
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millennials that you are talking about are predominately in the UND area.  Haugen responded 
that that would be an assumption, whether it is a valid assumption or not is unclear. 
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Williams asked about the information in the report, specifically whether or not it is based on the 
48-hour or 24-hour counts.  Haugen responded it is based on the 48-hour counts.  Williams said, 
then, that we have two days out of the whole year that we are comparing.  Haugen stated that 
would be correct, and added that that is how North Dakota does their program.  Williams 
commented that she understands that, but she is just wondering if we should expand and use 
some of the counts we are getting from the signals for some of this, and start incorporating that 
information to get more accurate information.  Johnson added that the counts are seasonalized as 
well, based on our yearly factors, and they put them on the website so it is normalized to an 
actual ADT. 
 
Williams referred to the information on railroad crossings, and asked if it was based on Centracs.  
Haugen responded it was.  Williams stated then that it isn’t necessarily when a train is at the 
crossing, it is just when the signal received a pre-emption, so there might not be a train at the 
crossing when the pre-emption goes off.  She said that you may want to note that it is signal pre-
emptions, that it isn’t necessarily trains at the location.  Bergman asked if she was talking about 
emergency pre-emptions.  Williams responded that that isn’t what she is talking about.  She 
explained that emergency pre-emptions is different than when they are out working on the tracks, 
they can activate the gate and then they can still allow people to go through when they are 
working on the signals, which is what they had going on at the Glasston site, they were working 
on that for a couple of weeks, and that gate was up and down, up and down, but it wasn’t 
blocking the way because they deactivated the mechanism to have the gate come down, so those 
numbers may be skewed from that.  Haugen commented that previously the information was 
based on four months of data, but now we have a monthly dump of that information so we have a 
rolling monthly dump of the train pre-emptions at these signals and will start building up some 
sort of trends analysis.  He added that the thinks the City of Grand Forks and the Emergency 
Managers are working on a notification system.  Williams commented that they have it all 
worked out, they are just waiting for them to put up a monitor and computer then they are ready 
to go with it.  Haugen stated that this will allow for emergency vehicles to know whether there is 
a particular signal crossing blocked by a train when they dispatch a vehicle to a scene.   
 
Presentation concluded.  Haugen said that he is sure that Mr. Viafara would welcome input as he 
will be working on finalizing the draft report, which will be distributed for a final review and 
comment soon. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen referred to the project list and pointed out that you can see that we have completed the 
Bygland Road Study, the 32nd Avenue Signal Timing Update, and Aerial Photography; so we 
have quite a bit of projects completed.   
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Haugen commented that we knew the I-29 Study would cross over into this year, as is the Land 
Use Plan.   
 
 b. Distribution Of 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan Report 
 
Haugen reported that he does have copies of the Final 32nd Avenue Signal Coordination Plan 
Report if anyone is interested in getting one. 
 
 c. 2045 Grand Forks Land Use Plan Engagement Activities 
 
Haugen reported that he hopes that many of the committee are aware of the Grand Forks Land 
Use Engagement Activities that they have been doing the last two nights, and if you are still 
wishing to engage there is an opportunity to do so tonight at the Grand Forks City Hall from 6:00 
p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  He stated that it is a full two hour engagement, although the doors aren’t 
locked, but to be fully engaged you are there for two hours. 
 
Johnson asked how the attendance has been at the other two engagement activities.  Haugen 
responded that Monday night they had a hearty core group of about twelve people that braved the 
weather.  He stated that the property owner and major civil firms were present, so from that 
perspective they were well informed as to how the actual developers feel about the concepts that 
might be incorporated in the Land Use Plan.  He added that last night there were over forty 
people present. 
 
Haugen showed examples of some of the activities they have been doing during these 
engagement activities, and explained what was done and what they hoped to get from each of 
these activities. 
 
Haugen said that the preliminary plan approval is still pegged for September, and the final 
approval for October of 2016.  He added that East Grand Forks is holding a public hearing at the 
Planning and Zoning meeting for final approval of their Land Use Plan. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 10TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:34 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


