
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 11th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 11th, 2016, 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:  Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Richard Audette, 
Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities  
Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji; 
Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; and Mike Yavaro, 
Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Stephanie Hickman, FHWA-ND; Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT-St. Paul; 
Darrell Washington, MnDOT-Office of Transit; and Diomo Motuba, ATAC. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director;  Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; 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 APRIL 13TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 13TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it does state that staff was not aware of 
any updates on either bridge, however it also states that there may be some oral updates 
presented, so does anyone present wish to provide an oral update eon either of these two projects.     
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Laesch commented that he doesn’t have any updates on the Kennedy Bridge, but he will try to 
get Paul Konickson or Roger Hille to come to the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
to give us an update. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that maybe the only outstanding thing on the Sorlie Bridge is the lighting, 
acceptance of the equipment.  Yavarow responded that they just started the acceptance process 
for the aesthetic lighting equipment two weeks ago.  Haugen asked if Mr. Yavarow had heard 
anything on the status of the agreement.  Yavarow responded that he hasn’t heard anything, other 
than the fact that it has been revised again. 
 
Christianson reported present. 
 
MATTER OF FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that a public hearing notice was published for this agenda item at this meeting. 
 
Haugen opened the public hearing. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
Haugen stated that the public notice also advertised that written comments would be accepted 
until 11:00 a.m. today.  He said that no comments were received. 
 
Haugen commented that the amendment itself is a fairly straight-forward amendment.  He 
explained that back when we adopted the T.I.P. in October of last year, it was done prior to the 
solicitation of this program fund, and at that time we did anticipate there would be one fixed 
couch vehicle replaced, but in October there were actually four vehicles requested, and in 
February the NDDOT notified the Cities Area Transit that they were awarded three replacement 
vehicles.  He said that we are not just catching up with the T.I.P. amendment that shows these 
three replacement vehicles and the federal dollars awarded. 
 
Haugen stated that this brings in new money so it does not result in a fiscal constraint issue, and 
the projects are consistent with our plan so staff is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to 
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forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this amendment to 
the FY2016 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWRADING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and  
  Audette. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,  
  Magnuson, and Sanders.   
 
MATTER OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FY2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that today we are addressing the North Dakota Side FY2017-2020 T.I.P.  He 
stated that back in December this basic power point was presented to you, only addressing the 
changes to our current T.I.P. document.  He said that it is a rolling four-year annually adopted 
T.I.P., and so he will only discuss those projects that are different from the current T.I.P. 
document. 
 
Haugen reminded everyone what our responsibilities are in our geographic area.  He stated that 
FAST is still fairly new, and there are some nuances that aren’t fully being implemented yet in 
this document, so it is still subject to change. 
 
Haugen commented that we have to do year of expenditure, and there is a new item here that is 
new to the Technical Advisory Committee.  He explained that, previously our revenue forecast 
was 1.2% per year, but as a result of FAST we are now using a 2% growth in federal revenue per 
year.  West asked where they think they will get in increase in monies.  Haugen responded that 
FAST does a bump-up in its first year, and then it continues carrying on, so the authorization 
levels are being reacted to here as a 2% growth.  West asked if they were raising the gas tax, 
adding that he doesn’t think they are.  Haugen responded that they financed it with different 
methods, one being the sale of billions of gallons of reserved oil.  Johnson added that there is a 
funding plan in the FAST bills to fund it fully at the levels they laid out, which showed a 2% 
increase, but there is an $8 billion recession built into 2020 as well, so in case they are wrong, 
they will just go back $8 billion.  He stated that, no, they aren’t doing anything with the gas tax 
right now, but it is the first bill we have had in a while that has a full funding plan, that doesn’t 
just rely on the gas tax and general fund influx. 
 
Haugen reported that this is new information that was given in February, and he doesn’t know if 
it preliminarily reflects yet in any of the spreadsheets. 
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Haugen stated that the projects being discussed today are:  Transit – on the operating side – 
5307; we are maintaining what is currently there and adding the 2020 year as normal growth, but 
we do note that we are updating the TDP so it is subject to change as a result of that.  He stated 
that the action we just took took care of this capital, and we are assuming another request in this 
draft of another fixed route vehicle replacement.  He said that back in March we took action on 
the 5310 program, so this draft T.I.P. is reflecting those projects, in priority order. 
 
Haugen reported that on the old TAP Program; which we noted last December is no longer called 
TAP, is a set-aside of the STP.  He said that it is still combined of the old separate TE, SR2S, 
Scenic; and Recreational Trail is still separate for North Dakota’s decision. 
 
Haugen commented that the one thing that FAST allows, that still has not been implemented yet, 
is that other entities can apply, where MAP-21 restricted it to only the City being able to apply.  
He stated that there was one project submitted; it is a shared use trail on 55th Street, on the west 
end of Grand Forks.  He referred to a map illustrating the location of the trail, as well as where 
another trail was supposed to have been constructed this year, but now it appears in the Draft 
T.I.P. as being funded this year but constructed next year.  He said that the blue line shown on 
the map is a path that will tie into the existing network of trails. 
 
Kuharenko said that, just to touch on this, he did see in the documentation that it shows that the 
path is on the north side, but they are actually looking more and more like it is probably going to 
be on the south side, so we should probably make that provision.  Haugen responded that he 
would ask that you look at the cost shown there as well and let him know if any changes are 
required for that as well. 
 
Haugen stated that the project that is being applied for is the one shown with a solid red line on 
the map, and at some future date, where the 2017 project ends there will be a request or a project 
too, of awarded funds, that will tie the two projects together.  He added that they do not know the 
award amounts at this time, so the draft is not reflecting an award on the TAP project. 
 
Haugen said that for HSIP there were three projects submitted and are listed in priority order, but 
are not included in the Draft T.I.P. as we have not been officially notified of an award. 
 
Haugen reported that projects that are currently programmed, or have had changes made to them 
are as follows: 
 
 Urban Road Side: 
 
Haugen explained that previously we had a traffic signal going in on 42nd Street and Garden 
View, but that location has been changed to South Washington and 44th Street.  He stated that the 
cost estimate did not change. 
 
 Regional Side: 
 
Haugen stated that back in December we were seeking to add in 2017, two additional traffic 
signals.  He said that in this Draft the Gateway Drive and 55th Street is being funded in 2020, not  
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in the requested 2017 year; and the DeMers Avenue and either the West Columbia Road Ramp 
or 30th Street are showing up in 2019.  Williams asked if there is any mention of a study needing 
to be done on this project.  Haugen responded that there isn’t, adding that the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. are 
not identifying funds for a study of that location. 
 
Haugen commented that there was also a request to add these ramp detections, but they are not 
showing up in this draft document. 
 
Haugen reported that another project in the draft is a potentially huge project down on the west 
edge of U.S. Highway 2.  He explained that it is currently listed as a reconstruction project, 
trying to use 2018 funds, with the actual construction in 2019, however only 3 mils of it are 
actually located in the MPO study area.  He said, though, that they were looking at the actual 
scope to see if it shouldn’t be a complete reconstruction, but more of a mill and overlay, but for 
now the Draft T.I.P. is moving forward with what is currently there, with the same information 
yet to be scoped to determine what the final project will be, but it is setting aside the 
$22,000,000. 
 
Haugen reiterated that those are the projects in the current document, and how they changed.  He 
added that any other project that is in the current document does not have a change to its current 
cost, federal participation, or year of work. 
 
Haugen stated that the new-year is 2020.  He pointed out that on the Urban Side/Local Side there 
is a mill and overlay project on University Avenue between State and 3rd Streets.  He explained 
that this was requested for 2019 last year, but was not funded, so it was resubmitted for 2020.  
He added that you should note that the year of expenditure was adjusted because of the 
additional year delay. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Regional side they requested the complete reconstruction of the 
underpass on Washington Street.  He said that it is not included in this draft, however the 
pavement work on North Washington is included in 2020, so of the two regional projects, the 
second one was included in the draft, but this one was not.  He added that North Dakota also 
likes to know what the next year beyond the T.I.P. is for the Regional side, and this table shows 
what was identified back in December, but he would suspect that with this project not being in 
2020, that we could just as well add it to the 2021 project list and move the one shown out. 
 
Haugen reported that the full draft document was included in the packet, and in Appendix A, 
there is a progress report on the current year program.  He said that you will notice that 
highlighted are the progress reports on all projects programmed to occur, and he would like to 
thank everyone for providing updates. 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2017-2020 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE 
DEMERS AVENUE MULTI-USE PATH CHANGES, AS DISCUSSED. 
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Voting Yes: Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and  
  Audette. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,  
  Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL IMPROVEMENT SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Haugen reported that a representative from ATAC was scheduled to be here for a brief 
presentation, however in their absence he will give a brief overview. 
 
Williams stated that she has a question on the completion date.  She pointed out that it shows the 
effective date as June 15th, 2016 to June 16th , 2017, but in the Staff Report is says completion in 
2016, so, because we have the bicycle and pedestrian update that will consume October, 
November, and December, what should the actual date be.  Haugen responded that the Staff 
Report should be amended to show the June 16th, 2017 date. 
 
Haugen commented that, in essence we are preparing for our work in 2017 and 2018 to update 
our Street and Highway Plan, with ATAC working on the base model completion, our 
expectation is that most of it will be done this year, so it is available and ready for us when we 
start looking at future conditions the next two years. 
 
Haugen stated that there are some additional activities that ATAC is suggesting, or 
recommending we do in this model update.  He said that one of them is to introduce a freight 
component; with the emphasis in the FAST Freight program, and continued encouragement by 
our State and Federal friends to improve our freight planning efforts.  He added that ATAC has 
figured out a way to incorporate freight forecasting into our travel demand model. 
 
Haugen reported that a second component they are utilizing; and we are working with the other 
two MPOs and the NDDOT, to incorporate having uniform social economic data that populates 
our TAZ structures, so there is currently an RFP out, with North Dakota being the lead agency, 
to have a statewide purchase of this data, and then each of the three MPOs would contribute their 
programmed share towards that purchase.  He added that we will all have, then, a similar source 
for data, and this is a coordinated effort between the three MPOs. 
 
Haugen commented that when we get into calibration of our model, validation of our model; if 
you recall, last time we did a model update e in 2012, we physically intercepted a percentage of 
vehicles out on the three bridges to get an idea of what the vehicles were doing as they crossed 
the bridges.  This go around we are likely to release an RFP to try to have one of the typical GPS 
Vendors who are collecting this data already to supply us with a month’s work of “origins and 
destination” trips within our MPO area.  He said that this effort would be similar to the 
household employment data concept that will be, again, a venture between the NDDOT and the 
three MPOs, so it is one RFP going out, and we will all be given the same vendor. 
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Haugen said that you might see the name of a certain vendor in some of these documentations, 
such as Airsage, but the RFP will be written so that it is open for others that can fulfill our code 
requirements.  He added that this, again, will help us with having, we think, better data and we 
could get an origin destination intercept. 
 
Diomo Matuba, ATAC, arrived to give a brief presentation. 
 
Williams asked if there was going to be a working group on this, or will they just present the data 
as they go along for everyone to review.  Haugen responded that the working group will be with 
ATAC and staff.  Williams asked, then, when they would get to review the information.  Haugen 
responded that right now you have the scope of work, and as you can see in the schedule, as 
things are done staff will bring it back to this body for review and discussion.  Williams said that 
that means that at the end of every task we will review what has been done.  Haugen responded 
that that is correct. 
 
Matuba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request). 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Matuba explained that travel demand models are used to predict travel behavior, demand for 
transportation, and tools used by decision makers for optimal transportation decisions.  He added 
that models are updated every five years, which is shy they are doing this update now as the 
previous model update was done in 2010. 
 
Matuba reported that there are four steps to modeling:  1) Trip Generation (estimates number of 
trips made); 2) Trip Distributions (where do trips generated go); 3) Mode Choice (what modes of 
transportation do trips use to get to destination); and 4) Trip Assignment (what routes will trips 
take). 
 
Matuba went over the model update approach they are using for this update and explained that 
they want to determine what worked and what didn’t so they can improve the model for future 
use. 
 
Williams asked if they were using the new Highway Capacity Manual for this update.  Matuba 
responded that they are using some of it.  Williams asked if they had a summary of what they are 
using as she doesn’t have the new manual and she is interested to see it as she knows there were 
some changes in the level of service in terms of the cut-offs.  She asked if they had a table that 
has that information.  Matuba responded that he has the manual so he does have the table.  
Williams explained that she knows that because of the changes, it will affect the model form last 
time to this time.  She added that she went to a webinar on the changes, but she didn’t have the 
manual, and hasn’t been able to get it. 
 
Matuba explained how this all ties in with capacity and the way it is covered in the manual.  He 
cited the example of identical roadways; one in Los Angeles with a Level of Service F, and a 
capacity of 4,000; and one in Grand Forks with a Level of Service D, and a capacity of 3,000 or 
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3,500.  Williams asked, then, if they were going to use saturation rates.  Matuba responded that 
they will be. 
 
Matuba reported that they are working with the Highway Capacity Manual, and in 2000 they 
really have a good descripting of what different arterial capacities would be, and in 2010 they 
sort of looked at the highways and the interstates, and that is where they ended, they really didn’t 
go into what the 2000 HCM did, different roadways so it was a little bit different, and he doesn’t 
know why they shied away from that, but it was a little bit different than what they looked at in 
2010. 
 
Laesch asked, the Federal Highway has FAS data, how do they collect that, and how do we get 
more of that data collected in the rural areas.  Matuba responded that that is a very good 
question.  Williams asked if Mr. Laesch was talking about the NPMRDS.  Laesch responded he 
was talking about the freight analysis.  Matuba stated that he isn’t really sure how they collect 
that data, but he does think they have several different data sources that they are using to collect 
it.  He added that they could be buying some of the data, but he doesn’t know which company 
they would be getting it from, but they are using several different sources.  He said that he has 
tried to get in contact with them, but he was told that it is an estimate and looks at several 
different sources to develop this data set, it isn’t just one source. 
 
Hickman said, just as a piece of information, since you are looking at introducing a freight 
component she want you to be aware that FAST has introduced two freight funding programs; 
one of them is an apportionment program so that each state gets a certain amount according to a 
formula, and the second is called Fast Lane and is a discretionary program that will be put out 
each year and will be directed at those routes that have been designated as part of the primary 
freight highway system , and will involve an application process.  She stated that the Fast Lane 
Program is closed this year, it was opened and then closed, but it is something that you may want 
to look at for next year for communities to apply for it.   
 
Williams asked if, for the Primary Freight Highway System Program, automatically are all the 
interstates in it, or are all the U.S. Highways in it.  Hickman responded that most of the 
interstates are in it, but not all of them are, believe it or not; but they can be added by the 
individual States as part of their critical rural or their critical urban freight systems.  She added 
that it has a lot of different definitions in there, but there is a requirement that their primary 
freight highway system be designated. 
 
Haugen said that you will notice in the staff report that there was a request to make a 
recommendation, and just to highlight that Dr. Diomo doesn’t come free, there is a cost 
component to it, in the amount of $36,678.00.  He added that this is included in our budget for 
this year and will carry over into next year, so staff would respectfully request that this body 
forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this. 
 
Washington asked if there are any ties, or data, or swatches more or less for the upcoming 
Transit Development Plan in this plan as well, in terms of generation.  He said that he knows 
there will be discussion about modes a little bit, but the Transit Development Plan is ongoing as 
well.  Matuba responded that so far they haven’t really tied transit into the model, but it is 
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something that they have talked about.  He said that the feedback was that it is an important 
component, but it doesn’t make up a significant proportion of travel in the metro area, so the 
amount of work you would have to put into getting the transit, and the benefits that you would 
get do not really make sense so far.  Washington stated that he was looking more at the data that 
is going to be generated from each one to make certain they are consistent, and to make certain 
that one doesn’t say something different than the other.  Matuba responded that that is something 
that they would definitely want to look at, and although they aren’t going to actually model it, 
they are going to have to consider where people live and work.  Washington stated that he was 
mostly looking at the demographic data base and everything else, hoping that the same 
information can be used on both, and there won’t be any issues.  Haugen commented that they 
will be the same, in-fact the socio-economic data they are purchasing is going to greater detail 
and will assist us in understanding the propensity for transit use.  He said that, again, but the 
whole OD data will also give us an idea of all those destination desire lines in Grand Forks/East 
Grand Forks and we will prepare those with the routes currently as they exist to see how 
compatible they are or aren’t, so yes there will be cross-pollenization of the data for the different 
plans that are going on. 
 
Williams asked if a map of the current network, with baseline ADTs, could be sent out.  Haugen 
responded that he would do that. 
 
Haugen commented that he didn’t update the recommended action for this agenda item. He said 
that it should be for the Travel Demand Model Update, not Phase III of the Count. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR THE 2015 TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING 
SUPPORT UPDATE, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and  
  Audette. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,  
  Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF MnSHIP AND MnSWTP 
 
Haugen reported that Mr. Laesch will give a brief presentation on the most recent information for 
MnSHIP and the State Multi-Modal Plan.  He stated that included in the packet were executive 
summaries for both, and you were also given the general Minnesota GO website to look at as 
well. 
 
Laesch distributed handouts, and referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is 
included in the file and available upon request), explaining that he would like to just highlight a 
little bit of what they have done far.  He explained that they are in the process of updating their 
Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, and their State Highway Investment Plan for 
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Minnesota.  He stated that these plans can accept policy direction for transportation in 
Minnesota, and they are directing billions of dollars onto the State Highway System, so they 
have $21 billion dollars in revenue over the next twenty years, and these plans are defining 
which one of those investments we prioritize, and how much of those dollars goes into each 
investment. 
 
Laesch stated that he will focus on the Multi-Modal Plan first, but the handout he just distributed 
is more focused on the Highway Investment Plan. 
 
Laesch explained that the Multi-Modal Plan is looking at trends, changes that they expect to see 
in transportation over the next twenty years.  He pointed out that they analyzed twenty one 
changes, and this is kind of Phase 2 of their public engagement, but over Phase 1 they reached 
out to over 10,000 Minnesotans, and the trends that rose to the top were: 
 
 1) Ageing Infrastructure 
 2) Urban and Rural Population Trends – the rural populations are kind of staying  
  constant, but they are seeing the urban populations increase.  By “urban” they  
  mean towns of 2,500 or more, so people are congregating to cities more 
 3) Climate Change – this looks at things like rain patterns as we are getting much  
  stronger storms than we got in the past, so the fifty year storm we designed our  
  culverts for is now a ten year storm and is washing out those culverts and bridges  
  and we need to start planning for those kinds of things 
 4) Environmental Quality – we want less pollution and improved health 
 5) Transportation Behavior – what modes are being prioritized more, what corridors  
  are being prioritized more, and analyzing that further. 
 
Laesch stated that he doesn’t have a handout for the Multi-Modal Plan, but as Mr. Haugen 
mentioned, they are looking for additional input and you can go to www.MinnesotaGo.org and 
fill out a survey on this. 
 
Laesch said that he will focus a little bit more on the Highway Investment Plan, which he has 
been a little more involved with.  He stated that what he handed out earlier is information on how 
they are proposing to invest their highway dollars, their transportation dollars.  He pointed out 
that there are fourteen different investment categories listed, and what they are proposing is that 
about half of the funding would go towards highway sand pavements; 11% will go towards 
bridges; and 8% will go towards supporting infrastructure such as signals, culverts, guardrails, 
etc. 
 
Laesch said that just to kind of highlight what some of the other categories are, as some of them 
aren’t quite as self-explanatory as bridges, highways and pavements, and infrastructure; highway 
ownership would be looking at some jurisdictional transfers – what systems should some of these 
roads be on; Twin Cities area mobility –o where should they be expanding, where should they be 
looking at four-lane facilities, passing land facilities; regional/local priorities – these are the ones 
that don’t really fall into a specific category – where they hear issues from the county or a city 
that need to be taken care of, or they have their Transportation Economic Development Program  
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where there might be a business going in that needs some highway improvements, that is a 
program that a local agency can apply for funding from. 
 
Laesch commented that the first exercise he would ask everyone to do would be to look at how 
they are prioritizing their funding expenditures.  He said that in their public outreach they had 
three different pie charts that people could choose from and the middle one is the tone that 
seemed to rise to the top.  He stated that this is where they are at right now, that is what they are 
proposing so they are asking you if you love it, like it, is it not what you were looking for, and 
could you please explain why you love it, like it, or it isn’t what you were looking for. 
 
Laesch stated that the second activity, which he feels is a little more interesting, is that they are 
looking for a Long Range Transportation Bill, and they often get funding in kind of one-time 
shots, and so if they get some new revenue, which one of these categories should they focus 
more attention on, what should they prioritize, so he would ask that you go through the 
categories listed, and then choose from 0, which would mean that you don’t think any additional 
review should go towards that category, to 3 which would mean that you definitely feel that 
additional revenue should to go towards that category. 
 
Laesch referred to the page with the pie-chart, and pointed out that you can see what some of the 
outcomes are based on these investment levels, so you can see that for highway surfaces and 
pavements, how much of the system is going to be in poor condition based on this level of 
investment, so he feels they are doing a pretty good job of hitting their targets, although he 
would highlight that on the minor arterial routes you will be looking at about a fifth of them 
being in poor condition, so they will be taking a pretty good hit. 
 
Laesch stated that they will continue to keep their attention on high volume bridges, but again, 
anything on those minor arterial systems will be allowed to degrade a little bit more. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF COMMUTE DATA FOR PERFORMANCE MATRIX 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation ( a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Viafara reported that this is one of the final installments to the full review of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  He pointed out that to date we have reviewed:  1) Functional Classification; 
2) Pavement Condition; 3) Traffic Volumes; 4) Traffic Counts; and 5) Fatalities and Serious 
Injuries. 
 
Viafara stated that today we will be discussing Goal 3:  Accessibility and Mobility.  He 
explained that this entailed reviewing the commuting share by mode, or Journey To Work. 
 
Viafara said that to do this it was important for us to keep in mind three aspects: 
 
 1) The number of vehicles has grown, or increased in the area. 
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 2) The number of people have increased in the area. 
 3) The registration of vehicles has increased. 
 
Viafara commented that, keeping those three things in mind, we needed to make sense of what is 
happening now throughout our area. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE TO THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is a status of where we are at with the update.  He 
said that, just to highlight, the three main consultants we are working with are:  WSB (the main 
consultant); Community Design Group (a sub-consultant); and Nelson Nygard (a sub-
consultant). 
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen explained that a survey was done over the last several months, primarily on-line, but also 
at different engagement locations.  He stated that there are three key themes they are hearing 
from the survey:  1) Need more affordable housing; 2) Need improved and expanded multi-
modal infrastructure and facilities; and 3) Need more engagement and involvement of the public 
in long-range planning. 
 
Haugen stated that some of the more specific individual questions were generally questions on 
priorities, and how this will shake out. 
 
Haugen commented that the top industries or businesses the public would like to see in Grand 
Forks are any that offer higher paying jobs, entertainment companies, technology, and childcare. 
 
Haugen said that in terms of transportation people would like our community to become more 
pedestrian friendly, improve safety at intersections, add more bike lanes, encourage more active 
and healthy forms of transportation, and improve public transit. 
 
Haugen reported that this information is just highlighting the results of the survey, so for more 
detail you can to onto the MPO’s website at:  www.grandforks2045.org. 
 
Haugen stated that he would also like to report that we asked the consultant to help us sort of 
pout these works into concept pictures that help us understand what the words, the goals and 
objectives, and other things in the document are trying to portray, so they selected three different 
sites around Grand Forks for them to help us, and help the community understand better. 
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Haugen explained that the next few slides will give you an idea of the participation they got at 
the different sites, what kind of engagement activities took place at each of them, as well as the 
results from each of the locations. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide of the Grand Cities Mall location, and stated that he would like to 
point out that currently we have a business located here, and one up here, and a gas station over 
here, so a lot of effort was made in identifying a way to push the presence of the mall and the 
commercial services out to Washington Street right-of-way instead of having a sea of asphalt 
before you get to a service, and repurposing a lot of the existing retail into other uses – such as 
the current K-Mart facility being repurposed into housing, and also trying to lessen a lot of that 
asphalt area by adding a storm-water feature that is used as a water amenity on the site, and to 
build in some community facilities outside as well as inside the site.  He added that there is also a 
concept where a library should be located in Grand Forks, and a transit hub here to better serve 
the needs of the transit community as well. 
 
Haugen then referred to a slide of the Water Treatment Plan location, and reported that similar 
concepts were discussed here, such as storm-water being used as an amenity to this side, with 
multi-modal facilities surrounding it.  He said there is a strong desire to open up the concrete 
flood wall to be able to make use of the Greenway System, and to engage the community 
programming activities as part of the site development as well. 
 
Haugen said that the last one is a slide of the Discovery School area, which is the largest site of 
the three.  He pointed out where the new Discovery School is located, and explained that some 
housing has been placed around it, so the discussion was on how to incorporate active living into 
the neighborhood with additional trails being constructed around the storm-water retention pond 
as an amenity to the site.  He stated that there was discussion about possibly repurposing the 
existing old farm yard in the area into al park type setting to try to preserve and maintain an 
active use setting of a farmyard area. 
 
Haugen reported that the next big thing you will see from staff is, they have received the zoning 
ordinance changes and staff is reviewing the information and will schedule a Land Use 
Subcommittee meeting.  He said that they have purposely taken some public time off to allow for 
the local election cycles to take place, then they will be back with documents early this fall. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen could get the information from the consultants so they can work 
on it; and then when you say become more pedestrian friendly and walkable, she can think of 
this one item that would answer that or whatever, but what are the people specifically referring 
to, because we already have sidewalks everywhere, we have trails everywhere, what are they 
looking at.  Haugen responded that he would direct her to the more detailed report, as in that 
report they have many pages of actual comments from the public, that will give you some 
inslight as to what their needs are.  Williams asked if they can summarize that for staff.  Haugen 
responded that they attempted to with the initial documents, but there is more information in the 
report.  She said that her question is is a more land use question or more of an infrastructure 
question is what she is wondering. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the mPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.  He pointed out that your request last month that the percent of 
work completed per project, and the year the project was programmed, be added, has been 
included in the update.  
 
 b. Bike Map 
 
Haugen reported that the 2016 Bike Map/Brochure has been completed and is available on the 
website, or you can pick one up in the MPO office. 
 
 c. TDP Meetings 
 
Haugen commented that there will be a Transit Development Plan meeting following the 
conclusion of this meeting right here in the Training Conference Room. 
 
 d. Bike/Ped Meetings 
 
Haugen reported that Mr. Viafara held a Bike/Ped meeting yesterday morning, and another one is 
scheduled to be held tomorrow. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 11TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:20 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
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Wednesday, May 11th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 11th, 2016, 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:  Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Richard Audette, 
Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities  
Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji; 
Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; and Mike Yavaro, 
Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Stephanie Hickman, FHWA-ND; Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT-St. Paul; 
Darrell Washington, MnDOT-Office of Transit; and Diomo Motuba, ATAC. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director;  Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; 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 APRIL 13TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 13TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
1 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that it does state that staff was not aware of 
any updates on either bridge, however it also states that there may be some oral updates 
presented, so does anyone present wish to provide an oral update eon either of these two projects.     
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Laesch commented that he doesn’t have any updates on the Kennedy Bridge, but he will try to 
get Paul Konickson or Roger Hille to come to the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
to give us an update. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that maybe the only outstanding thing on the Sorlie Bridge is the lighting, 
acceptance of the equipment.  Yavarow responded that they just started the acceptance process 
for the aesthetic lighting equipment two weeks ago.  Haugen asked if Mr. Yavarow had heard 
anything on the status of the agreement.  Yavarow responded that he hasn’t heard anything, other 
than the fact that it has been revised again. 
 
Christianson reported present. 
 
MATTER OF FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that a public hearing notice was published for this agenda item at this meeting. 
 
Haugen opened the public hearing. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
Haugen stated that the public notice also advertised that written comments would be accepted 
until 11:00 a.m. today.  He said that no comments were received. 
 
Haugen commented that the amendment itself is a fairly straight-forward amendment.  He 
explained that back when we adopted the T.I.P. in October of last year, it was done prior to the 
solicitation of this program fund, and at that time we did anticipate there would be one fixed 
couch vehicle replaced, but in October there were actually four vehicles requested, and in 
February the NDDOT notified the Cities Area Transit that they were awarded three replacement 
vehicles.  He said that we are not just catching up with the T.I.P. amendment that shows these 
three replacement vehicles and the federal dollars awarded. 
 
Haugen stated that this brings in new money so it does not result in a fiscal constraint issue, and 
the projects are consistent with our plan so staff is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to 
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forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this amendment to 
the FY2016 T.I.P. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWRADING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FY2016 ANNUAL ELEMENT T.I.P. AMENDMENT, AS PRESENTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and  
  Audette. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,  
  Magnuson, and Sanders.   
 
MATTER OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FY2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that today we are addressing the North Dakota Side FY2017-2020 T.I.P.  He 
stated that back in December this basic power point was presented to you, only addressing the 
changes to our current T.I.P. document.  He said that it is a rolling four-year annually adopted 
T.I.P., and so he will only discuss those projects that are different from the current T.I.P. 
document. 
 
Haugen reminded everyone what our responsibilities are in our geographic area.  He stated that 
FAST is still fairly new, and there are some nuances that aren’t fully being implemented yet in 
this document, so it is still subject to change. 
 
Haugen commented that we have to do year of expenditure, and there is a new item here that is 
new to the Technical Advisory Committee.  He explained that, previously our revenue forecast 
was 1.2% per year, but as a result of FAST we are now using a 2% growth in federal revenue per 
year.  West asked where they think they will get in increase in monies.  Haugen responded that 
FAST does a bump-up in its first year, and then it continues carrying on, so the authorization 
levels are being reacted to here as a 2% growth.  West asked if they were raising the gas tax, 
adding that he doesn’t think they are.  Haugen responded that they financed it with different 
methods, one being the sale of billions of gallons of reserved oil.  Johnson added that there is a 
funding plan in the FAST bills to fund it fully at the levels they laid out, which showed a 2% 
increase, but there is an $8 billion recession built into 2020 as well, so in case they are wrong, 
they will just go back $8 billion.  He stated that, no, they aren’t doing anything with the gas tax 
right now, but it is the first bill we have had in a while that has a full funding plan, that doesn’t 
just rely on the gas tax and general fund influx. 
 
Haugen reported that this is new information that was given in February, and he doesn’t know if 
it preliminarily reflects yet in any of the spreadsheets. 
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Haugen stated that the projects being discussed today are:  Transit – on the operating side – 
5307; we are maintaining what is currently there and adding the 2020 year as normal growth, but 
we do note that we are updating the TDP so it is subject to change as a result of that.  He stated 
that the action we just took took care of this capital, and we are assuming another request in this 
draft of another fixed route vehicle replacement.  He said that back in March we took action on 
the 5310 program, so this draft T.I.P. is reflecting those projects, in priority order. 
 
Haugen reported that on the old TAP Program; which we noted last December is no longer called 
TAP, is a set-aside of the STP.  He said that it is still combined of the old separate TE, SR2S, 
Scenic; and Recreational Trail is still separate for North Dakota’s decision. 
 
Haugen commented that the one thing that FAST allows, that still has not been implemented yet, 
is that other entities can apply, where MAP-21 restricted it to only the City being able to apply.  
He stated that there was one project submitted; it is a shared use trail on 55th Street, on the west 
end of Grand Forks.  He referred to a map illustrating the location of the trail, as well as where 
another trail was supposed to have been constructed this year, but now it appears in the Draft 
T.I.P. as being funded this year but constructed next year.  He said that the blue line shown on 
the map is a path that will tie into the existing network of trails. 
 
Kuharenko said that, just to touch on this, he did see in the documentation that it shows that the 
path is on the north side, but they are actually looking more and more like it is probably going to 
be on the south side, so we should probably make that provision.  Haugen responded that he 
would ask that you look at the cost shown there as well and let him know if any changes are 
required for that as well. 
 
Haugen stated that the project that is being applied for is the one shown with a solid red line on 
the map, and at some future date, where the 2017 project ends there will be a request or a project 
too, of awarded funds, that will tie the two projects together.  He added that they do not know the 
award amounts at this time, so the draft is not reflecting an award on the TAP project. 
 
Haugen said that for HSIP there were three projects submitted and are listed in priority order, but 
are not included in the Draft T.I.P. as we have not been officially notified of an award. 
 
Haugen reported that projects that are currently programmed, or have had changes made to them 
are as follows: 
 
 Urban Road Side: 
 
Haugen explained that previously we had a traffic signal going in on 42nd Street and Garden 
View, but that location has been changed to South Washington and 44th Street.  He stated that the 
cost estimate did not change. 
 
 Regional Side: 
 
Haugen stated that back in December we were seeking to add in 2017, two additional traffic 
signals.  He said that in this Draft the Gateway Drive and 55th Street is being funded in 2020, not  
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in the requested 2017 year; and the DeMers Avenue and either the West Columbia Road Ramp 
or 30th Street are showing up in 2019.  Williams asked if there is any mention of a study needing 
to be done on this project.  Haugen responded that there isn’t, adding that the T.I.P./S.T.I.P. are 
not identifying funds for a study of that location. 
 
Haugen commented that there was also a request to add these ramp detections, but they are not 
showing up in this draft document. 
 
Haugen reported that another project in the draft is a potentially huge project down on the west 
edge of U.S. Highway 2.  He explained that it is currently listed as a reconstruction project, 
trying to use 2018 funds, with the actual construction in 2019, however only 3 mils of it are 
actually located in the MPO study area.  He said, though, that they were looking at the actual 
scope to see if it shouldn’t be a complete reconstruction, but more of a mill and overlay, but for 
now the Draft T.I.P. is moving forward with what is currently there, with the same information 
yet to be scoped to determine what the final project will be, but it is setting aside the 
$22,000,000. 
 
Haugen reiterated that those are the projects in the current document, and how they changed.  He 
added that any other project that is in the current document does not have a change to its current 
cost, federal participation, or year of work. 
 
Haugen stated that the new-year is 2020.  He pointed out that on the Urban Side/Local Side there 
is a mill and overlay project on University Avenue between State and 3rd Streets.  He explained 
that this was requested for 2019 last year, but was not funded, so it was resubmitted for 2020.  
He added that you should note that the year of expenditure was adjusted because of the 
additional year delay. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Regional side they requested the complete reconstruction of the 
underpass on Washington Street.  He said that it is not included in this draft, however the 
pavement work on North Washington is included in 2020, so of the two regional projects, the 
second one was included in the draft, but this one was not.  He added that North Dakota also 
likes to know what the next year beyond the T.I.P. is for the Regional side, and this table shows 
what was identified back in December, but he would suspect that with this project not being in 
2020, that we could just as well add it to the 2021 project list and move the one shown out. 
 
Haugen reported that the full draft document was included in the packet, and in Appendix A, 
there is a progress report on the current year program.  He said that you will notice that 
highlighted are the progress reports on all projects programmed to occur, and he would like to 
thank everyone for providing updates. 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY WEST, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT FY2017-2020 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE 
DEMERS AVENUE MULTI-USE PATH CHANGES, AS DISCUSSED. 
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Voting Yes: Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and  
  Audette. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,  
  Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL IMPROVEMENT SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Haugen reported that a representative from ATAC was scheduled to be here for a brief 
presentation, however in their absence he will give a brief overview. 
 
Williams stated that she has a question on the completion date.  She pointed out that it shows the 
effective date as June 15th, 2016 to June 16th , 2017, but in the Staff Report is says completion in 
2016, so, because we have the bicycle and pedestrian update that will consume October, 
November, and December, what should the actual date be.  Haugen responded that the Staff 
Report should be amended to show the June 16th, 2017 date. 
 
Haugen commented that, in essence we are preparing for our work in 2017 and 2018 to update 
our Street and Highway Plan, with ATAC working on the base model completion, our 
expectation is that most of it will be done this year, so it is available and ready for us when we 
start looking at future conditions the next two years. 
 
Haugen stated that there are some additional activities that ATAC is suggesting, or 
recommending we do in this model update.  He said that one of them is to introduce a freight 
component; with the emphasis in the FAST Freight program, and continued encouragement by 
our State and Federal friends to improve our freight planning efforts.  He added that ATAC has 
figured out a way to incorporate freight forecasting into our travel demand model. 
 
Haugen reported that a second component they are utilizing; and we are working with the other 
two MPOs and the NDDOT, to incorporate having uniform social economic data that populates 
our TAZ structures, so there is currently an RFP out, with North Dakota being the lead agency, 
to have a statewide purchase of this data, and then each of the three MPOs would contribute their 
programmed share towards that purchase.  He added that we will all have, then, a similar source 
for data, and this is a coordinated effort between the three MPOs. 
 
Haugen commented that when we get into calibration of our model, validation of our model; if 
you recall, last time we did a model update e in 2012, we physically intercepted a percentage of 
vehicles out on the three bridges to get an idea of what the vehicles were doing as they crossed 
the bridges.  This go around we are likely to release an RFP to try to have one of the typical GPS 
Vendors who are collecting this data already to supply us with a month’s work of “origins and 
destination” trips within our MPO area.  He said that this effort would be similar to the 
household employment data concept that will be, again, a venture between the NDDOT and the 
three MPOs, so it is one RFP going out, and we will all be given the same vendor. 
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Haugen said that you might see the name of a certain vendor in some of these documentations, 
such as Airsage, but the RFP will be written so that it is open for others that can fulfill our code 
requirements.  He added that this, again, will help us with having, we think, better data and we 
could get an origin destination intercept. 
 
Diomo Matuba, ATAC, arrived to give a brief presentation. 
 
Williams asked if there was going to be a working group on this, or will they just present the data 
as they go along for everyone to review.  Haugen responded that the working group will be with 
ATAC and staff.  Williams asked, then, when they would get to review the information.  Haugen 
responded that right now you have the scope of work, and as you can see in the schedule, as 
things are done staff will bring it back to this body for review and discussion.  Williams said that 
that means that at the end of every task we will review what has been done.  Haugen responded 
that that is correct. 
 
Matuba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request). 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Matuba explained that travel demand models are used to predict travel behavior, demand for 
transportation, and tools used by decision makers for optimal transportation decisions.  He added 
that models are updated every five years, which is shy they are doing this update now as the 
previous model update was done in 2010. 
 
Matuba reported that there are four steps to modeling:  1) Trip Generation (estimates number of 
trips made); 2) Trip Distributions (where do trips generated go); 3) Mode Choice (what modes of 
transportation do trips use to get to destination); and 4) Trip Assignment (what routes will trips 
take). 
 
Matuba went over the model update approach they are using for this update and explained that 
they want to determine what worked and what didn’t so they can improve the model for future 
use. 
 
Williams asked if they were using the new Highway Capacity Manual for this update.  Matuba 
responded that they are using some of it.  Williams asked if they had a summary of what they are 
using as she doesn’t have the new manual and she is interested to see it as she knows there were 
some changes in the level of service in terms of the cut-offs.  She asked if they had a table that 
has that information.  Matuba responded that he has the manual so he does have the table.  
Williams explained that she knows that because of the changes, it will affect the model form last 
time to this time.  She added that she went to a webinar on the changes, but she didn’t have the 
manual, and hasn’t been able to get it. 
 
Matuba explained how this all ties in with capacity and the way it is covered in the manual.  He 
cited the example of identical roadways; one in Los Angeles with a Level of Service F, and a 
capacity of 4,000; and one in Grand Forks with a Level of Service D, and a capacity of 3,000 or 
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3,500.  Williams asked, then, if they were going to use saturation rates.  Matuba responded that 
they will be. 
 
Matuba reported that they are working with the Highway Capacity Manual, and in 2000 they 
really have a good descripting of what different arterial capacities would be, and in 2010 they 
sort of looked at the highways and the interstates, and that is where they ended, they really didn’t 
go into what the 2000 HCM did, different roadways so it was a little bit different, and he doesn’t 
know why they shied away from that, but it was a little bit different than what they looked at in 
2010. 
 
Laesch asked, the Federal Highway has FAS data, how do they collect that, and how do we get 
more of that data collected in the rural areas.  Matuba responded that that is a very good 
question.  Williams asked if Mr. Laesch was talking about the NPMRDS.  Laesch responded he 
was talking about the freight analysis.  Matuba stated that he isn’t really sure how they collect 
that data, but he does think they have several different data sources that they are using to collect 
it.  He added that they could be buying some of the data, but he doesn’t know which company 
they would be getting it from, but they are using several different sources.  He said that he has 
tried to get in contact with them, but he was told that it is an estimate and looks at several 
different sources to develop this data set, it isn’t just one source. 
 
Hickman said, just as a piece of information, since you are looking at introducing a freight 
component she want you to be aware that FAST has introduced two freight funding programs; 
one of them is an apportionment program so that each state gets a certain amount according to a 
formula, and the second is called Fast Lane and is a discretionary program that will be put out 
each year and will be directed at those routes that have been designated as part of the primary 
freight highway system , and will involve an application process.  She stated that the Fast Lane 
Program is closed this year, it was opened and then closed, but it is something that you may want 
to look at for next year for communities to apply for it.   
 
Williams asked if, for the Primary Freight Highway System Program, automatically are all the 
interstates in it, or are all the U.S. Highways in it.  Hickman responded that most of the 
interstates are in it, but not all of them are, believe it or not; but they can be added by the 
individual States as part of their critical rural or their critical urban freight systems.  She added 
that it has a lot of different definitions in there, but there is a requirement that their primary 
freight highway system be designated. 
 
Haugen said that you will notice in the staff report that there was a request to make a 
recommendation, and just to highlight that Dr. Diomo doesn’t come free, there is a cost 
component to it, in the amount of $36,678.00.  He added that this is included in our budget for 
this year and will carry over into next year, so staff would respectfully request that this body 
forward a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board to approve this. 
 
Washington asked if there are any ties, or data, or swatches more or less for the upcoming 
Transit Development Plan in this plan as well, in terms of generation.  He said that he knows 
there will be discussion about modes a little bit, but the Transit Development Plan is ongoing as 
well.  Matuba responded that so far they haven’t really tied transit into the model, but it is 
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something that they have talked about.  He said that the feedback was that it is an important 
component, but it doesn’t make up a significant proportion of travel in the metro area, so the 
amount of work you would have to put into getting the transit, and the benefits that you would 
get do not really make sense so far.  Washington stated that he was looking more at the data that 
is going to be generated from each one to make certain they are consistent, and to make certain 
that one doesn’t say something different than the other.  Matuba responded that that is something 
that they would definitely want to look at, and although they aren’t going to actually model it, 
they are going to have to consider where people live and work.  Washington stated that he was 
mostly looking at the demographic data base and everything else, hoping that the same 
information can be used on both, and there won’t be any issues.  Haugen commented that they 
will be the same, in-fact the socio-economic data they are purchasing is going to greater detail 
and will assist us in understanding the propensity for transit use.  He said that, again, but the 
whole OD data will also give us an idea of all those destination desire lines in Grand Forks/East 
Grand Forks and we will prepare those with the routes currently as they exist to see how 
compatible they are or aren’t, so yes there will be cross-pollenization of the data for the different 
plans that are going on. 
 
Williams asked if a map of the current network, with baseline ADTs, could be sent out.  Haugen 
responded that he would do that. 
 
Haugen commented that he didn’t update the recommended action for this agenda item. He said 
that it should be for the Travel Demand Model Update, not Phase III of the Count. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE SCOPE-OF-WORK FOR THE 2015 TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING 
SUPPORT UPDATE, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Laesch, Ellis, Rood Christianson, Johnson, Kuharenko, West, and  
  Audette. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Riesinger, Hanson, Bergman, Konickson,  
  Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF MnSHIP AND MnSWTP 
 
Haugen reported that Mr. Laesch will give a brief presentation on the most recent information for 
MnSHIP and the State Multi-Modal Plan.  He stated that included in the packet were executive 
summaries for both, and you were also given the general Minnesota GO website to look at as 
well. 
 
Laesch distributed handouts, and referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is 
included in the file and available upon request), explaining that he would like to just highlight a 
little bit of what they have done far.  He explained that they are in the process of updating their 
Statewide Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, and their State Highway Investment Plan for 
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Minnesota.  He stated that these plans can accept policy direction for transportation in 
Minnesota, and they are directing billions of dollars onto the State Highway System, so they 
have $21 billion dollars in revenue over the next twenty years, and these plans are defining 
which one of those investments we prioritize, and how much of those dollars goes into each 
investment. 
 
Laesch stated that he will focus on the Multi-Modal Plan first, but the handout he just distributed 
is more focused on the Highway Investment Plan. 
 
Laesch explained that the Multi-Modal Plan is looking at trends, changes that they expect to see 
in transportation over the next twenty years.  He pointed out that they analyzed twenty one 
changes, and this is kind of Phase 2 of their public engagement, but over Phase 1 they reached 
out to over 10,000 Minnesotans, and the trends that rose to the top were: 
 
 1) Ageing Infrastructure 
 2) Urban and Rural Population Trends – the rural populations are kind of staying  
  constant, but they are seeing the urban populations increase.  By “urban” they  
  mean towns of 2,500 or more, so people are congregating to cities more 
 3) Climate Change – this looks at things like rain patterns as we are getting much  
  stronger storms than we got in the past, so the fifty year storm we designed our  
  culverts for is now a ten year storm and is washing out those culverts and bridges  
  and we need to start planning for those kinds of things 
 4) Environmental Quality – we want less pollution and improved health 
 5) Transportation Behavior – what modes are being prioritized more, what corridors  
  are being prioritized more, and analyzing that further. 
 
Laesch stated that he doesn’t have a handout for the Multi-Modal Plan, but as Mr. Haugen 
mentioned, they are looking for additional input and you can go to www.MinnesotaGo.org and 
fill out a survey on this. 
 
Laesch said that he will focus a little bit more on the Highway Investment Plan, which he has 
been a little more involved with.  He stated that what he handed out earlier is information on how 
they are proposing to invest their highway dollars, their transportation dollars.  He pointed out 
that there are fourteen different investment categories listed, and what they are proposing is that 
about half of the funding would go towards highway sand pavements; 11% will go towards 
bridges; and 8% will go towards supporting infrastructure such as signals, culverts, guardrails, 
etc. 
 
Laesch said that just to kind of highlight what some of the other categories are, as some of them 
aren’t quite as self-explanatory as bridges, highways and pavements, and infrastructure; highway 
ownership would be looking at some jurisdictional transfers – what systems should some of these 
roads be on; Twin Cities area mobility –o where should they be expanding, where should they be 
looking at four-lane facilities, passing land facilities; regional/local priorities – these are the ones 
that don’t really fall into a specific category – where they hear issues from the county or a city 
that need to be taken care of, or they have their Transportation Economic Development Program  
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where there might be a business going in that needs some highway improvements, that is a 
program that a local agency can apply for funding from. 
 
Laesch commented that the first exercise he would ask everyone to do would be to look at how 
they are prioritizing their funding expenditures.  He said that in their public outreach they had 
three different pie charts that people could choose from and the middle one is the tone that 
seemed to rise to the top.  He stated that this is where they are at right now, that is what they are 
proposing so they are asking you if you love it, like it, is it not what you were looking for, and 
could you please explain why you love it, like it, or it isn’t what you were looking for. 
 
Laesch stated that the second activity, which he feels is a little more interesting, is that they are 
looking for a Long Range Transportation Bill, and they often get funding in kind of one-time 
shots, and so if they get some new revenue, which one of these categories should they focus 
more attention on, what should they prioritize, so he would ask that you go through the 
categories listed, and then choose from 0, which would mean that you don’t think any additional 
review should go towards that category, to 3 which would mean that you definitely feel that 
additional revenue should to go towards that category. 
 
Laesch referred to the page with the pie-chart, and pointed out that you can see what some of the 
outcomes are based on these investment levels, so you can see that for highway surfaces and 
pavements, how much of the system is going to be in poor condition based on this level of 
investment, so he feels they are doing a pretty good job of hitting their targets, although he 
would highlight that on the minor arterial routes you will be looking at about a fifth of them 
being in poor condition, so they will be taking a pretty good hit. 
 
Laesch stated that they will continue to keep their attention on high volume bridges, but again, 
anything on those minor arterial systems will be allowed to degrade a little bit more. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF COMMUTE DATA FOR PERFORMANCE MATRIX 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation ( a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Viafara reported that this is one of the final installments to the full review of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  He pointed out that to date we have reviewed:  1) Functional Classification; 
2) Pavement Condition; 3) Traffic Volumes; 4) Traffic Counts; and 5) Fatalities and Serious 
Injuries. 
 
Viafara stated that today we will be discussing Goal 3:  Accessibility and Mobility.  He 
explained that this entailed reviewing the commuting share by mode, or Journey To Work. 
 
Viafara said that to do this it was important for us to keep in mind three aspects: 
 
 1) The number of vehicles has grown, or increased in the area. 
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 2) The number of people have increased in the area. 
 3) The registration of vehicles has increased. 
 
Viafara commented that, keeping those three things in mind, we needed to make sense of what is 
happening now throughout our area. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE TO THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet is a status of where we are at with the update.  He 
said that, just to highlight, the three main consultants we are working with are:  WSB (the main 
consultant); Community Design Group (a sub-consultant); and Nelson Nygard (a sub-
consultant). 
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen explained that a survey was done over the last several months, primarily on-line, but also 
at different engagement locations.  He stated that there are three key themes they are hearing 
from the survey:  1) Need more affordable housing; 2) Need improved and expanded multi-
modal infrastructure and facilities; and 3) Need more engagement and involvement of the public 
in long-range planning. 
 
Haugen stated that some of the more specific individual questions were generally questions on 
priorities, and how this will shake out. 
 
Haugen commented that the top industries or businesses the public would like to see in Grand 
Forks are any that offer higher paying jobs, entertainment companies, technology, and childcare. 
 
Haugen said that in terms of transportation people would like our community to become more 
pedestrian friendly, improve safety at intersections, add more bike lanes, encourage more active 
and healthy forms of transportation, and improve public transit. 
 
Haugen reported that this information is just highlighting the results of the survey, so for more 
detail you can to onto the MPO’s website at:  www.grandforks2045.org. 
 
Haugen stated that he would also like to report that we asked the consultant to help us sort of 
pout these works into concept pictures that help us understand what the words, the goals and 
objectives, and other things in the document are trying to portray, so they selected three different 
sites around Grand Forks for them to help us, and help the community understand better. 
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Haugen explained that the next few slides will give you an idea of the participation they got at 
the different sites, what kind of engagement activities took place at each of them, as well as the 
results from each of the locations. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide of the Grand Cities Mall location, and stated that he would like to 
point out that currently we have a business located here, and one up here, and a gas station over 
here, so a lot of effort was made in identifying a way to push the presence of the mall and the 
commercial services out to Washington Street right-of-way instead of having a sea of asphalt 
before you get to a service, and repurposing a lot of the existing retail into other uses – such as 
the current K-Mart facility being repurposed into housing, and also trying to lessen a lot of that 
asphalt area by adding a storm-water feature that is used as a water amenity on the site, and to 
build in some community facilities outside as well as inside the site.  He added that there is also a 
concept where a library should be located in Grand Forks, and a transit hub here to better serve 
the needs of the transit community as well. 
 
Haugen then referred to a slide of the Water Treatment Plan location, and reported that similar 
concepts were discussed here, such as storm-water being used as an amenity to this side, with 
multi-modal facilities surrounding it.  He said there is a strong desire to open up the concrete 
flood wall to be able to make use of the Greenway System, and to engage the community 
programming activities as part of the site development as well. 
 
Haugen said that the last one is a slide of the Discovery School area, which is the largest site of 
the three.  He pointed out where the new Discovery School is located, and explained that some 
housing has been placed around it, so the discussion was on how to incorporate active living into 
the neighborhood with additional trails being constructed around the storm-water retention pond 
as an amenity to the site.  He stated that there was discussion about possibly repurposing the 
existing old farm yard in the area into al park type setting to try to preserve and maintain an 
active use setting of a farmyard area. 
 
Haugen reported that the next big thing you will see from staff is, they have received the zoning 
ordinance changes and staff is reviewing the information and will schedule a Land Use 
Subcommittee meeting.  He said that they have purposely taken some public time off to allow for 
the local election cycles to take place, then they will be back with documents early this fall. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen could get the information from the consultants so they can work 
on it; and then when you say become more pedestrian friendly and walkable, she can think of 
this one item that would answer that or whatever, but what are the people specifically referring 
to, because we already have sidewalks everywhere, we have trails everywhere, what are they 
looking at.  Haugen responded that he would direct her to the more detailed report, as in that 
report they have many pages of actual comments from the public, that will give you some 
inslight as to what their needs are.  Williams asked if they can summarize that for staff.  Haugen 
responded that they attempted to with the initial documents, but there is more information in the 
report.  She said that her question is is a more land use question or more of an infrastructure 
question is what she is wondering. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the mPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.  He pointed out that your request last month that the percent of 
work completed per project, and the year the project was programmed, be added, has been 
included in the update.  
 
 b. Bike Map 
 
Haugen reported that the 2016 Bike Map/Brochure has been completed and is available on the 
website, or you can pick one up in the MPO office. 
 
 c. TDP Meetings 
 
Haugen commented that there will be a Transit Development Plan meeting following the 
conclusion of this meeting right here in the Training Conference Room. 
 
 d. Bike/Ped Meetings 
 
Haugen reported that Mr. Viafara held a Bike/Ped meeting yesterday morning, and another one is 
scheduled to be held tomorrow. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 11TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:20 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


