
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, October 12th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 12th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:34 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; 
Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport Authority; David 
Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Darren Laesch, MnDOT-District 2; Jane Williams, Grand 
Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks 
Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; 
Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; and Steve Emery, East Grand Forks 
Consulting Engineer. 
 
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. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Bobbi Retzlaff, MnDOT; Patty Olson, Safe Kids; Ali Parkinson, Discovery 
School; and James Kiedrowski, KLJ.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they are representing. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 13, 1st paragraph, and said that, just for clarification, Mr. Viafara’s 
comment:  “…going across in front of the Blind Institute there are no sidewalks…” is a bit 
confusing as they actually do have sidewalks there, so is that supposed to refer to bikepaths or 
shared use paths instead.  Viafara responded that on one of the sides it comes to an end, becomes 
a very narrow sidewalk, and then ends; and then when we go across the street, there is none, or at 
least they did not observe any when they were there.  Williams asked if he was talking about  
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down by 42nd Street.  Viafara responded he was.  Williams commented that that is the confusion, 
because you were talking about the institute for the blind, and then you jumped right into that, so 
it was difficult to figure out exactly what you were referring to.  Viafara said that the site that he 
is communicating is the one on 42nd.  Kuharenko asked if it was in regard to the last block on 
42nd, so from 42nd to probably 40th there is no sidewalk in there.  Williams suggested that it 
should be noted that there isn’t going to be a sidewalk in there unless they can get a crossing at 
the railroad, because you can’t take people right down to the road and then just dump them, so 
until they get a crossing there it doesn’t make any sense to put in a sidewalk.    
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 
14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO 
CLARIFICATION, AS DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that they have a second draft of the lighting plan document.  He said that, as 
discussed at our last meeting, there was a desire to modify it to perhaps make it easier for local 
decisions to be made for changes to the lighting of the bridge.   
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that he thinks this is the language that has 
been drafted so that the Mayor of each city can make decisions as to what changes they would 
like to see made with the lighting concurrently. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the language also includes a statement that an annual report will be 
submitted to the Team, which is comprised of members from the State DOTs, the cities, and the 
local Historic Preservation Commission to determine if any modifications may need to be made 
to the plan. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that the first item is a correction to the project timeline.  He pointed out that the 
November 18th bid letting has now shifted to December 2nd.  He said that he is certain that this 
has met all the requirements of the North Dakota 2017 funding issue.  Laesch commented that 
that has all been squared away, at least from his understanding.  Johnson added that this is his 
understanding as well, as the NDDOT did send their monies up for authorization, assuming a 
November bid. 
 
Haugen commented that there were some drawings included in the packet that show how the 
new multi-use trail on the bridge will connect to the existing systems.  He referred to the drawing 
illustrating how the trail will connect on the North Dakota side, and pointed out that it shows that 
during construction they will have to build a temporary trail while they are in the construction 
area. 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, October 12th, 2016 
 

3 
 

Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side, as we’ve heard before, MnDOT will carry this as a 
project cost down to River Road, and he believes that MnDOT and the City of East Grand Forks 
are working on trying to connect to the Greenway Trail System in some fashion.  Bail 
commented that they are basically going to loop back and tie into the existing trail and try to 
avoid the trees and bring it back to the existing trail. 
 
Haugen said that the last thing was information concerning the proposed detour routes for the 
project. 
 
Laesch commented that they have been talking the last couple of weeks that once they get a 
contractor on board they will try to get the message out about the project, do a little bit more 
publicity, in order to keep the public informed on what is, and what will be happening during the 
course of the project.  He said that they will really put a big emphasis on keeping everyone 
informed, and hope to have weekly update meetings to accomplish this and to try to stay ahead 
of any concerns/problems that may arise. 
 
Williams asked if the contractor will be responsible to get the traffic signal timing to her so she 
can update the signals.  Laesch responded that he doesn’t know the answer to that question, but 
he will certainly check on it.  Williams stated that she knows that in the agreement it says that the 
locals will put it in, but she needs to know what to put in.  Laesch reiterated that he will check on 
this. 
 
Williams reported that there are eight signals in Grand Forks, and three in East Grand Forks that 
will need to be updated during the project construction.  Laesch commented that he isn’t real 
familiar with signal timing, so do they need to give you the sequence.  Williams responded that 
right now they run their entire system on a coordinated plan, and based on the traffic volumes 
that they are expecting, they are going to have a much heavier movement south on Washington, 
to east on DeMers and then west on DeMers to north on Washington; and if they run the timing 
as it currently is, and don’t do anything with it, you will have traffic literally backed up to the 
Interstate, because that is just the way it is meant to run, so she will need to know how much 
green she will need to give both the main road and the side roads along the corridor. 
 
Williams commented that they have existing timing plans that they can share with whomever 
needs to see them.  She said that they did a count yesterday at DeMers and Washington so that 
they have a current traffic count, and it includes the harvest traffic so we at least kind of have an 
idea of how much of an increase in traffic harvest adds to the system.  She stated that their 
concerns are that right now they have 55,000 vehicles a day going through that intersection, and 
she doesn’t know how they are going to handle an additional 12,000.   
 
Laesch stated that he does think the goal is to try to have those closures occur over a weekend, 
with lower traffic times, but it will still be over a two to three day period so chances are they will 
be over one of those big events.  Williams agreed that that will be the problem, when they have 
the big events, even if it is just for a couple of days at a time, it still is a concern.  She added that 
she would recommend adding the school district on their list of those MnDOT plans on 
notifying; and also St Michael’s School as well.  She said that she would definitely get them 
involved because this is going to impact Central High School, Wilder, St. Michaels; and there is 
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just going to be traffic everywhere because people will cut through different areas during the 
construction of the bridge.   
 
Laesch asked what the best way would be to get the message out as they begin this process, how 
do we get the public informed of pending closures, etc., what has been successful in the past.  
Williams responded that they can place the information on the City’s website.  She also 
suggested putting it in the newspaper, on the radio stations, etc.  Lang asked if there was a 
central communication center where all this information can be disseminated through.  Ellis 
suggested that they may want to give the information to the Grand Forks City Info Center.  
Williams agreed, adding that she still would emphasize reaching out to the School District and 
the radio stations just to make sure that they have the information.  She asked about the 
changeable message sign, are you going to put that there is going to be a road closure on such 
and such a date on it.  Laesch responded that he doesn’t know for certain, but they have done that 
on a number of other projects so he would think they would with this one as well.  Williams said 
that she would highly recommend that that be done, and that you give people at least a one week 
notice of the proposed closure because some, such as the truckers, they run on a weekly 
schedule, so if it is only out for a couple of days they may miss it.  Ellis commented that the 
billboard at the corner of Central and Highway 2 in East Grand Forks, the electronic one, may be 
an option as they have been willing to give the City of East Grand Forks some free advertisement 
on it, so it might be worth contacting the owner and asking if they would mind showing this on 
it.  Williams suggested maybe looking at doing this on the electronic message board at 
Washington and DeMers as well.   
 
Williams suggested that MnDOT coordinate with NDDOT on their work on DeMers, which is 
scheduled at the same time, because they are going to have lanes closed off and on as well.   
 
Discussion on the coordination of project schedules ensued.   
 
Information only.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DISCOVERY SCHOOL SAFETY REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that Ali Parkinson, Discovery School Principal, and Patty Olson, Safe Kids are 
here today, and it was with their assistance that the MPO has been able to advance for the last 
eight months the Discovery School Project. 
 
Viafara commented that the majority of staff members were given the report for their final 
considerations, and no comments were received. 
 
Viafara stated that the purpose of the Discovery School Project was to facilitate the movement of 
children to and from school in a safe manner; to improve health; and to increase opportunities for 
people to reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from school by allowing children to walk or 
bike to school. 
 
Viafara said that, generally speaking, the approach to the Discovery School Project, and to the 
Safe Routes to School Program, is based on something called the Six “E’s”, which stand for 
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education, engineering, enforcement, evaluation, encouragement, and equity.  He stated that 
these are the values that drive the Safe Routes to School Program. 
 
Viafara commented that they have been fortunate enough to have, behind those six “E’s” a 
number of stakeholders comprised of members from the GF School District, Safe Kids GF, 
Community Resources Bureau, GF Police, GF/EGF Options Resources for Independent Living, 
GF Engineering, GF Planning and the ND State University’s ATAC.  He added that there are a 
number of findings that are “site focused”, which means that we discuss issues that happen on 
the premises or accesses or regresses from the school, so sometimes things tend to reverberate in 
proximity to the school, but most of the focus on this has been on-site. 
 
Viafara reported that in order for them to get to the final report several existing condition 
analyses were done; one was a travel impact analysis prior to the school being built, after 
construction another travel impact analysis was also conducted, and then they went ahead and 
did a series of engineering based observations on the first day of school.  He explained that the 
first day of school is rather confusing because there is way too much movement and interaction 
between pedestrians, bicyclists, bus drivers, and parents; so a lot of planning was done prior to 
the first day through the school and through Safe Routes to School that minimizes opportunities 
for any kind of interaction between vehicles and pedestrians. 
 
Viafara stated that it is important to note that parents are always somewhat reluctant to let their 
children go by themselves to school; so through a series of parent surveys, it was easy to find out 
what issues sometimes prevent parents from allowing their children to go by themselves.  He 
said that one issue is distance, another is a concern that sidewalks are not always available, and 
another is the situation with speed, and the need to improve safety at particular intersections. 
 
Viafara said that these parent and student surveys were instrumental for them to be able to know 
more about the existing conditions around the proximity of the various school sites.  He added 
that there was another survey given to the school administration staff called “Essential and 
Medium Priority”, that assessed the programs that the Discovery Elementary would like to see 
implemented to improve on the safety of the pedestrian and bicyclist on their way to and from 
school.   
 
Viafara reported that they created a Safe Routes to School Map that is available on the school 
website.  He said that copies of this map were distributed to students and parents on the first day 
of school to help them find their way around the school.   
 
Viafara stated that to summarize, the crux of this report is that safety continues to be a priority, it 
is paramount for the MPO, it is paramount for the Stakeholders, and it is particularly paramount 
for the school system, and everyone is working very hard to try to implement safety measures 
around the school. 
 
Ali Parkinson, Discovery School Principal, stated that she feels that Mr. Viafara did a wonderful 
job summarizing what they have been working on over the last thirteen months.  She explained 
that Discovery School opened last fall, so they have had thirteen months to evaluate the traffic 
patterns, the pedestrian patterns; and they are now at about 480 students, so they have just under 
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500 cars, cyclists, walkers getting to and from the school every day, so of course safety is a huge 
priority.  She added that it has also been the School District’s wish, that, as our community 
grows we look at the Columbia/40th Intersection; so that has been a major focus and major part 
of the District’s conversation, specifically the issue of safety of that intersection.  She added that 
they did have a student hit last month, so it is, and continues to be, their number one worry at 
Discovery, with the safe patterns, that is a very, very busy intersection that is only continuing to 
get busier. 
 
Parkinson commented that the one wonderful thing about Discovery, when we think about 
neighborhood schools, is that they have a very high population of students that bike and walk to 
school, so in the morning and after school they have a huge number of kids that are taking the 
Safe Routes to School path that they have shared with them.   
 
Parkinson stated that one of the unique things about the demographics of Discovery is how far 
reaching; they are trying to figure out how to make things safe even off of school property, so, 
for example 40th Avenue South and the Intersection of 32nd Street is a very highly traveled road, 
specifically 40th off the roundabout, and that is quite a distance off of school property, it is 
actually Park District land, but our priority is that our kids are safe.  She added that they have 
had lots of conversation in terms of crossing guards and such, about how do we make it safe for 
kids, even though it is not technically on School District property.   
 
Parkinson commented that they feel that on school property they have a really tight plan for 
safety, routes, and procedures in place, but the existing surrounding area, because it is so highly 
traveled, is a concern.  She said that, regardless of this study being completed, that will be their 
continuous push of the district and how we can educate the community in that growing 
neighborhood.  She added that one conversation, in light of the student that was hit last month, 
some questions about the intersection at 32nd Street and 40th were raised, specifically whether the 
flashing beacons could be moved because that isn’t attached to any intersections that are used by 
the student population.  Williams responded that she did get a request to look at this, but they 
probably wouldn’t move them, they would most likely put in another because that one was 
placed there specifically because of the park. 
 
Parkinson stated that another request they got from parent feedback is, on 40th, off the 
roundabout when going from east to west or west to south, that is a 30 mile an hour traffic zone, 
and they are wondering if there is a way to make that a school zone speed even though it is 
technically off of the school district property in an effort to slow it down since the roundabout is 
such a widely traveled direction for all of our parents. 
 
Parkinson said that these were just a couple of things she wanted to highlight, but there are many 
other great things in the report as well.  She added that these are two new things that they are 
hoping they can tweak and change, and then continue to have conversations about 40th and 
Columbia, which is worrisome, especially if they look at Columbia being expanded in the next 
couple of years, and looking at the intersection of 47th, if there ever becomes an interchange, 
because their walkers and cyclists will be dramatically affected at that intersection. 
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Parkinson reported that they have worked for thirteen months extensively with Safe Kids 
training, re-training; they actually take every single student on a walking field trip to highlight 
our area, and show them how and where to cross, specifically at the roundabout, and that 
education in a new neighborhood continues to happen.  She added that they also have a holding 
water pond right off the district land, and kids aren’t used to having that in their school area, and 
we want to make sure they understand it isn’t a swimming area, so they have been really 
intentional in educating our families and they have been wonderful.   
 
Patty Olson, Safe Kids, stated that she feels that the education going on in the school is quite 
comprehensive, and it isn’t just Ms. Parkinson asking Safe Kids to come in, it is every teacher, 
every staff member; Discovery is taking ownership of their safety, so it is from the top down, 
and from the ground up, and she applauds them on that. 
 
Olson commented that when you do some of the walking field trips, a concern they talk to the 
kids about is to not use the culverts to get across streets.  She added that they talked to the kids 
about walking their bikes across Columbia, and some of the older kids expressed concern about 
having enough time to do that, they don’t feel they have enough time to get across as fast as they 
can when riding their bike across.  Williams responded that there is plenty of time to cross 
because it is timed for pedestrians.  Olson asked if it is timed for a child pedestrian or an adult 
pedestrian.  Williams responded that it is timed according to federal law, and that is plenty of 
time.  She explained that when the walk sign comes on you start across the street, and in reality 
you can start across the street at any point, at the time when the flashing don’t walk sign comes 
on, if you stepped off the curb at that moment you would still have enough time to get across the 
street.  Parkinson commented it is important to note that there may or may not be enough time, 
but the kids’ perception is that there isn’t, and it is a real worry for them. So while she 
respectfully hears what Ms. Williams is saying, she feels that we do need to listen to the 
perspective of our 4th and 5th grade kids that live it every day.  Olson agreed, adding that their 
perception, and what the mandate is is just a little bit off and, as an educator, she needs to know 
how to teach them how to do things safely when she isn’t there, or Ms. Parkinson isn’t there, or a 
law enforcement officer isn’t there. 
 
Olson stated that she thinks that we need to do more to educate those who don’t have kids in 
school.  She said that one of the interesting things about taking kids through the roundabout is 
that drivers don’t know what to do with pedestrians in a roundabout; not necessarily parents 
coming to the school because they did these field trips from 9:30 in the morning till 3:00 in the 
afternoon, so they were going through the roundabout with kids of various ages every half an 
hour, and they found that the drivers aren’t quite sure what to do, so whether that is Safe Kids 
meeting that, or the City educating people through mailers or different ways, but she does think 
that, while they learn how to drive through them pretty well, they don’t seem to know what to do 
with pedestrians in a roundabout, so that makes things really challenging when teaching kids 
safety measures because they are kids, and most of them are ten and under, which means that 
their cognitive skills and visual skills aren’t fully developed in terms of making decisions, and if 
our drivers aren’t making the right decisions, and the kids aren’t making the right decision, then 
we might have a recipe for unfortunate incidences to occur. 
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Viafara reported that the MPO is now considering a study that will entail the implementation of 
safety recommendations around all the schools in town, so that will be three schools in East 
Grand Forks and sixteen schools in Grand Forks. 
 
Viafara stated that a component that is very important for us is that we will be able to find out, 
from the parent surveys, that Safe Kids is helping us to administer the conditions that are 
preventing parents from letting their children go by themselves to school.  He added that they are 
expecting that the concerns that you are bringing to our attention will be taken care of, we need 
your advice. 
 
Viafara said that he is asking the Technical Advisory Committee to give kind consideration to 
this study, and in view of the Stakeholder’s comments and the report that has been brought to 
your attention.  Williams stated that in light of the fact that they only got the Executive 
Summary, and haven’t been able to view the whole report, she would hesitate to approve the 
report at this time. 
 
Haugen said that we will table this item to the next Technical Advisory Committee for approval, 
and will get a full copy of the report on the MPO’s website. 
 
Johnson asked, because this is going to be a public document, and he knows this can sometimes 
be a sensitive issue, and maybe you’ve addressed it, but was any permission given or gotten to 
have students photos included in the document.  Parkinson responded that they did not notify the 
children or parents to get consent.  Johnson said, then, that the MPO might want to consider 
using pictures with no students, or get permission.  Viafara said that he would make this change. 
 
Item tabled to November Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that, as we approved the scope of work for the addition to our work program we 
identified that MnDOT would be providing the local match, so this first item is the contract with 
MnDOT.  He added that the second item is just notifying you of the consultant selection process.   
 
Haugen commented that two proposals were submitted, and included in the packet were the jest 
of those proposals.   
 
Haugen stated that the recommended action isn’t so much approval of the study itself, it is just 
approval of the MnDOT contract because the Selection Committee is meeting this Friday and 
will be making a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy Board on which consultant to 
consider hiring.   
 
Haugen said, then, that staff is only requesting approval of the contract that allows MnDOT to 
give us the local match.  He added that normally on our contracts we require a monthly 
reimbursement process, but MnDOT has altered this process to follow their regular procedure, 
and that is the completion and acceptance with a 30/30/40 reimbursement schedule. 
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MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE CONTRACT WITH MnDOT, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:   Lang, Ellis, Bail, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Rood, West, and  
  Riesinger. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF BIKE/PED SURVEY RESULTS 
 
Viafara referred to the staff report, and explained that this is an update on the paper based 
questionnaire.  He said that, just to bring you back again, to the questionnaire, he listed the main 
questions/scales.   
 
Viafara commented that this survey was based on the results from a sample of University 
Students; of people attending the Choice Recreational Center, of people attending Ride For a 
Purpose (a charitable bike ride), and of members of the Bicycle Committee.  He said that in total 
they have a sample from 81 people. 
 
Viafara referred to the staff report and went over the results of the questionnaire. 
 
Williams referred to the staff report, Question #9, and stated that it would probably be more 
meaningful if they could sit down and kind of group the responses together.  She explained that 
she knows that the list was put together in the same way the comments were received, but if we 
are going to respond, because there isn’t enough information for some of the intersections, it 
would be helpful to group them so we know where to put the emphasis.  Viafara responded that 
that is his next step.  He added that there are too many comments, and they need to be organized 
in terms of the elements of the system. 
 
Williams commented that another issue is, unfortunately, you asked the question about 
intersections; and a lot of the responses were just street names, not where at on the street, or 
what, so they really can’t address it.  Haugen responded that hopefully when they do the draft 
document that shows where they are suggesting improvements, when they attend the public input 
meeting, they see that we missed their comments and they give us more in-depth comments.  
Williams said that that would be a good idea, to include a note that comments were furnished 
without ample information, so if yours was one of them, please submit it again with more 
information. 
 
Viafara stated that a community involvement meeting will be held this evening, at 7:00 p.m., 
here in this room. 
 
Information  only. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, October 12th, 2016 
 

10 
 

MATTER OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF THE GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that earlier this month the Planning Commission in Grand Forks gave 
preliminary approval of the Draft Grand Forks Land Use Plan document.  He said that the full 
document has been available for review on the Grand Forks website for roughly a month now. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and explained that it is the same presentation that was given to the Committee of 
the Whole this Monday. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a consultant team that is working with us to develop a process.  
He explained that it has been a cumulative type of a process where what we’ve been building on 
throughout is public involvement; but as we’ve gone and focused on each of these steps we have 
always gone back and they’ve helped us with the next step going up.  So we are here at the final 
implementation process.   
 
Haugen went through the project timeline: 
 
1) Public kick-off back in September of 2015 at the Potato Bowl French Fry Feed. 
2) On-line survey to which they received close to 300 responses, with the number one 
 response as to what is most important was more affordable housing, which is something 
 that Grand Forks has been addressing; and the next was more multi-modal improvement 
 in the community.  
3) Pilot Site Workshops. 
 
Haugen commented that, as with any planning document we do have our statement of goals, 
objectives, policies, and strategic actions.  He said that for the most part these haven’t been 
changed significantly from the 2040 Plan, but they have been tweaked, particularly with an eye 
towards implementing ladders of opportunity concepts. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there are eleven individual goals, and explained that the one shown in 
parentheses is something that was a major emphasis in the RFP and the Scope of Work, and that 
is to use a more mixed use development in Grand Forks.  He added that throughout the language 
in the plan there are some other goals, and there is a lot of discussion on mixed use.  He said that 
one of the things that is being discussed right now is whether you should, maybe not pull it out of 
these other ones, but create its own goal as a separate unit to give it more focus and more 
attention as a desire of the City of Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen reported that what to do with the population forecasts has been a majority of the 
discussions we have had with the Planning Commission and the City Council.  He pointed out 
that since the inception of Grand Forks to 2010 there was a 2% per year annual growth; if you 
look at what has been happening more recently you will notice, particularly in 2013, housing was 
a real boon.  He said that when you look at just these last few years since the 2010 official census 
we get some really accelerated growth, annual percentage of growth rate, and it is too short of a 
timeframe to go out another 30 years, so what was the approach we should take; in working with 
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the Land Use Subcommittee and the consultant staff, we initially were recommending to use the 
.9% rate because if we were to use our last couple of years annual growth estimate of 2.49% we 
would be getting to a staggering population number.  He said then, that the .9% rate is our 
historic rate of growth since 1960, during that decade of the 2000s the City grew at a rate of .7%, 
of the 1990s we had the flood event so we really don’t have good numbers for the last 20 years to 
give us a real good rate barometer, but from 1960 to 2010 we felt was a long enough timeframe 
to be able to suggest a .9% rate.  He commented that the feedback they have gotten is, the current 
plan calls for 1.2%, why don’t we stick with the 1.2%.   
 
Haugen stated that how they created the tier mapping and the future land use mapping, they 
don’t really feel there is a need to change them, so if the City Council and Planning Commission 
really want to go 1.2%, it would mean adjusting some of the table language and graphs, but not 
really doing any adjustments to the maps. 
 
Haugen said, then, that since the 1970s the City has been using a growth management system 
where they identify tiers.  He explained that Tier 1 is the area contiguous to the current City 
limits, and that is where all future growth is expected; Tier 2 is an area that they identified, just 
adjacent to Tier 1, where, if for reasons justifiable, people wanted to build they are allowed to 
but it would have to be using the Urban Lot Size standards; and then the bulk of the area, as it 
has always been in land use plans, would be preserved for agricultural purposes.   
 
Haugen stated that the City has also been, the last couple of years, looking at strategic growth 
areas, which is highlighted in a graphic, that we are incorporating when we identify the Tier 1 
properties. 
 
Haugen commented that, to give an example of what a current 2040 map shows versus the 
proposed 2045 map; they have scaled back a lot of the Tier 2 area, and some areas have been 
converted over into Tier 1. 
 
Haugen referred to a Future Land Use map, and pointed out that the area in purple is the mixed 
use area, and it is a large item; and again it is trying to identify that the City wants to move away 
from single use land uses to more mixed uses.   
 
Haugen reported that something that they relied on throughout the process was incorporating and 
maintaining the livability emphasis; and they are now incorporating the ladders of opportunity as 
well so they have been following an interactive iterated process.  He said that we need to keep in 
mind that they have identified environmental justice populations in Grand Forks, shown on a 
couple of maps in the document 
 
Haugen stated that, one thing that the document is, is a lot of words.  He explained that the 
quotes are key phrases from the goals, objectives, and policies section; so “urban design” 
“neighborhood commercial” “reduced land consumption” “mixed use”, etc., are all words but 
they don’t really help us give a visualization, so we are trying to provide that with our pilot sites 
because pictures are worth a thousand words, and that is why they went in and looked at the 
three pilot site area, and worked with the property owners to try to give a visualization of what 
those words are trying to convey in the plan.  He said that throughout the process they have had 
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some confusion as to what these pilot site concepts are portraying, they definitely aren’t 
portraying anything that we are saying “build”, but what they are portraying is that when you are 
thinking about developing or redeveloping a piece of property, here are some ideas of what to 
include and incorporate into your document. 
 
Haugen referred to drawings of the three pilot sites and pointed out that the first one is the Grand 
Cities Mall area.  He said that there are three things he would focus on with this utilization tool 
and that is that we are really trying to get development up to Washington Street so as not have a 
sea of asphalt between the building and the right-of-way.  He stated that, included in it you will 
see that there are a mixture of uses along Washington Street, and also with the asphalt we know 
that redevelopment and stormwater regulations will require that there needs to be some 
containment of stormwater, which is something that the property owner is very excited about, to 
try to make that an amenity by having that water on-site.  He said that the third thing is that they 
are also very interested in incorporating housing into the current structure, redeveloping with 
housing in mind as well.   
 
Haugen stated that the Water Treatment site is a little smaller site, but it still has similar ideas, 
including a water feature being used as an amenity on site, mixed uses appropriated in, housing 
and public space.  He said that they did suggest vacating 3rd so that they can make use of the 
water and green space even though there is a greenway adjacent to it, but they felt that the access 
to it is not prime, so they are suggesting an opening to service the site and the rest of the 
neighborhood as well. 
 
Haugen reported that the last site is the area near or around Discovery School.  He said that, 
again, you see an example of trying to do less single family development, and incorporating in 
some higher density with mixed use, appropriating an integrated trail system throughout the 
development and using the stormwater features a an amenity rather than just a sterile 
infrastructure piece.   
 
Haugen commented that the Pilot Site areas are not a new concept in their land use plan, it has 
been done before, this is just to show that when you look at how these areas are being built 
today, they didn’t just take this out of the planning document and use it as the development, so 
these aren’t pictorial types of concepts that people have to follow, it gives them some 
visualization of what the document text is trying to convey. 
 
Haugen stated that the last piece of the plan is implementation.  He said that they identified by 
goal the particular policy within that goal that needs to be done and the timeframe for getting it 
done. 
 
Haugen said that there are some items, if you look at the document, that are listed out as 
immediate.  He explained that they do have the consultant under contract to draft ordinances to 
assist with those immediate actions, and Mr. Gengler and his staff have them.  He said that they 
are fleshed out quite well, but are not a finished product, so at some point there will be a 
transition from the consultant work to the staff needing to work and process those through for 
consideration of adoption. 
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Haugen stated that we are currently at the stage between Planning Commission preliminary 
approval and City Council preliminary approval.  He added that they are looking at having a 
joint meeting of the Planning Commission and the City Council of Grand Forks to go over the 
planning document; then there will be a public hearing on November 2nd, final approval from the 
Planning Commission, and final approval from the City Council November 21st. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2018-2021 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that it is that time of year again where we begin our new T.I.P. cycle.  He asked 
that everyone keep their eyes open, and pointed out that there is some new information here that 
might be interesting to you. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that this is still the same old same old; our study area is not just inside the 
City limits so if you have projects that are outside City limits, in the gray shaded area, they 
should be showing up, particularly if they have federal funding, in our T.I.P., including not only 
things that are federally funded, but those that need federal action and those that are deemed 
regionally significant should also be included in our T.I.P. document. 
 
Haugen stated that, even though FAST is a couple of years old, there is still a lot of unknowns.  
He said that the big thing to show here is that we have ascertained that this T.I.P. is not subject to 
full compliance with FAST, the date of full compliance is May 27, 2018; so if things go on cycle 
with this T.I.P. document, we will be adopting it well before May of 2018, so this is still not fully 
addressing everything in FAST, but we are making progress towards it.  He said that our next 
T.I.P. cycle definitely will have to be in compliance with FAST. 
 
Williams asked what has changed in terms of compliance.  Haugen responded performance 
measures and targets, and when we do a project we will be asking you all sorts of questions as to 
how that is going to achieve our performance measures.  Kuharenko commented that last he 
heard they were looking at October for the performance measures or something like that.  
Haugen responded that the only final rule that is out there is safety, with a timeline, safety, from 
an MPO perspective, our drop dead date on safety performance measures and targets is February 
27, 2018.  He stated that that is the only date that we know of for performance measures.  He 
added that this May 2018 is when any action we take as an MPO regarding our plan or our T.I.P., 
it has to be in full compliance after that date, or if there are still some of those measures, based 
on their timing; if their measures fall past that date then we’re allowed to go to the measures 
date, but they are trying to get everything in place so there isn’t chaos. 
 
Haugen stated that for the rate of growth for revenue on the North Dakota side there is an 
increase, and that will show up substantially in the next slide. 
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Haugen said the expenditure rate is remaining the same.  He commented that on the North 
Dakota side this is the results of what this increase is showing.  He said that last year at this time 
we were telling people that, for the Urban Road program the Forks MPO area was getting $2.4 
million in funding; but it increased this year to $2.6 million, and then for each successive year it 
goes up.  He pointed out that the grand total shows almost a $1 million increase available, 
particularly for the 2021 year, however in communicating with Stacey Hanson with NDDOT 
Central Office, they are receptive to projects currently programmed, if there is a cost escalation 
identified, that they might be receptive to increasing the federal participation; or if there is a 
project that is of high priority that isn’t programmed that we want to try to squeeze in, they might 
be receptive to that as well.  He commented that on the Minnesota side the guidance typically 
doesn’t come out until December so, hopefully the results are similar. 
 
Haugen then went through the individual programs, and their timelines. 
 
Haugen reiterated that they are soliciting for projects for the 2017-2021 T.I.P., formal letters to 
the individual agencies will be released tomorrow.   
 
Haugen reported that he talked to Mr. West before the meeting; on the North Dakota side the 
County projects are in a different timeline than the rest of the program, but for the most part for 
North Dakota December 7th is an important date, which means applications will have to go 
through the City Council prior to that date.  He stated that on the Minnesota side it varies, and 
right now we are just looking at safety projects and transportation alternatives projects.  He said 
that the subtarget for East Grand Forks is 2018, so 2022 would be the next go around for those 
funds, and that is beyond this current cycle. 
 
Haugen stated that the last thing he would add about the TA program on the North Dakota side, 
in particular, is that even though FAST has opened up the applications to more eligible agencies, 
North Dakota is requiring, just has Minnesota has always required, that everything gets shuffled 
through either a county or a city, so, for instance, in the past, under the TE program the School 
District could apply directly for funds, but during MAP-21 the school wasn’t really an eligible 
recipient, now under FAST they are an eligible recipient but are required to go through the City 
of Grand Forks with their applications.  
 
West commented that the County did one of these for the School in Northwood, they were the 
sponsor.  Williams asked who pays the local share on those.  West responded that the school 
does.  He explained that they had an agreement, and they punted everything to them and just 
basically passed the paperwork along.  He said that the NDDOT sends them a bill and they send 
it right to the School District.  Haugen stated that this is something that Minnesota has been 
doing for quite a long time, but he doesn’t know how well it has worked.  Laesch responded that 
it works pretty good.  He said that some of the counties don’t appreciate getting pulled into some 
of the projects, but it works for getting those federal dollars transferred.  Williams asked if, 
technically isn’t the local entity responsible for the local share unless they have an agreement, so 
they would actually be on the hook for the local share if there isn’t an agreement made. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen stated that Mr. Viafara has provided an updated monthly progress table for your 
information. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 
12TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:00 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


