
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, April 13th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the April 13th, 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; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference 
call); Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dale 
Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren 
Laesch, MnDOT-Bemidji; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Crookston; and Jane Williams, Grand 
Forks Engineering . 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Mike Bittner, KLJ and Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
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. 
 
Mr. Konickson then gave a brief introduction of himself to the committee. 

 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 9TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 9TH, 
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 reported that he doesn’t have anything new to update on either of the two bridges.     
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that hopefully you have noticed that the lights on the bridge are green in honor of 
the UND Hockey Team’s victory. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Konickson reported that as of now the Kennedy Bridge project is still on-schedule for bid letting 
this fall.  He added that they note that there could be some short-term closures, likely a half 
dozen or so as they will be using a kind of a checker-board pattern when doing the deck 
replacement and allowing for around a 48-hour curing period. 
 
Konickson stated that they were out on the bridge this past month with the Snooper to see how it 
would work for inspection.  He added that they were hoping, initially, that they could get on the 
trail, but they don’t know if the Snooper will fit so they can run some trial test runs they kind of 
mocked up a the space next to the truss in their Bemidji yard and it looks like won’t probably fit 
on the trail as it currently is so they are investigating other options, most likely using another 
Snooper that will reach over the trail, but he has a feeling that getting a Snooper on the trail itself 
to inspect it will be difficult, but they are still working on that and looking at other options as 
well. 
 
Williams asked if the closures would be full closures or partial closures.  Konickson responded 
that they would be full closures for just a couple of days at a time, however he doesn’t know for 
sure how long the closures will last, but they will be short-term full closures and there will be 
detours for likely two days at a time.  Williams asked if they have the detour plans for this.  
Konickson responded that he has seen them, but he hasn’t reviewed them closely yet.  Williams 
asked if he could send them out.  Konickson responded that he would.  Williams explained that 
they need this information as they most likely will have to do something with their traffic 
signals, adjust and retime them to accommodate the closures. 
 
Grasser asked what the plan on lighting and such is, will there be a committee like they had on 
the Sorlie lighting project.  Konickson responded that his understanding is that it will probably 
kind of piggy-back on the same type of plan, but they are still working through that, but his 
understanding is that it will be a similar lighting plan as the Sorlie.  Grasser suggested that at 
some point they may want to have a discussion with the NDDOT and whatnot on the technical 
aspects of the lighting.  He explained that what they are discovering on the Sorlie, with the LED 
lights, is that they are nice because you have a full spectrum of color, you can pick 500 shades of 
blue that you want, but they are running in to trouble as the controller is not very friendly, it isn’t 
very reliable, and the DOT hasn’t accepted it and it hasn’t been able to send dates and such so 
they have had to input the dates manually.  He stated that he doesn’t know what the trade-offs  
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are, but he would rather have a simpler system and live with maybe one or two shades of blue 
instead, so they should maybe have those types of discussions on the operational end of the 
lighting on the Kennedy, and if there is any way at all of interconnecting the two controllers 
together so that when you want to do one they both go through the same thing, that would be 
beneficial, so basically he is looking for a little bit of simplicity of the lighting.  Konickson 
responded that he would forward that request on. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE BIKE/PED PLAN SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Viafara referred to the Scope-Of-Work, and explained that they strived to fulfill the suggestions 
and comments brought to us by the Grand Forks Engineering Department, and he hopes that they 
were able to capture the spirit of those suggestions and comments, which we greatly appreciated 
getting.    
 
Viafara pointed out that, attached to the Scope-Of-Work, the first activity was the Training 
Seminar, that was approved by the MPO Executive Policy Board.  He stated that the training was 
delivered, and participants from a number of agencies and departments did attend.  He explained 
that the purpose of the training was to, number one, train people that would be available to 
become active participants in the Advisory Committee that will guide the overall plan update. 
 
Viafara commented that issues like visioning and outreach performance measurements, needs 
evaluations, identification of strategies, development of the measures and targets, and 
consideration for a Complete Streets Policy were discussed at the seminar, so he trusts that those 
in attendance are now very familiar with the importance and the needs and requirements of those 
elements. 
 
Viafara stated that today he is bringing, for your consideration for approval, the new revamped 
version of the Scope-Of-Work, and if you have any questions he would be happy to answer them 
on behalf of the MPO.  He added that the MPO appreciates any consideration that you give to 
this, because by approving it we will be able to expedite our activities and will get ourselves 
back on track for the proposed schedule for this update. 
 
Kuharenko asked, for the benefit of this group, that Mr. Viafara please go over what the three 
days of training covered, and what the attendance levels were for each of those days.  Viafara 
responded that the training occurred over two and a half days.  He explained that the first day 
was dedicated to pedestrian issues.  He said that they went through all the elements pertinent to 
pedestrian activities and discussed data collection, elements dealing with safety, and how 
pedestrian activities are actually linked to the development of bicycle activities as well, so from 
that point of view they did an audit around the neighborhood to try to understand issues that are 
pertaining to sidewalks that sometimes curtail mobility for both pedestrians and small bicyclists 
that are still allowed to ride on the sidewalks. 
 
Viafara stated that the second day pertained to bicycle activities and entailed the same elements 
of data collection, and barriers that sometimes curtail mobility.  He said, however, that they were  
able to do a little more extensive audit as they actually crossed South Washington and looked at 
issues with the underpasses that have been brought to our attention.   
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Viafara commented that the third day, which was actually a half-day, was devoted primarily to 
two activities; how to prioritize the elements and then which elements are needed for us to start 
considering how to put together a Complete Streets Policy. 
 
Viafara reported that in terms of attendance they enjoyed the attendance of about nine to ten 
people, in general.  He added that for those that were unable to attend, it is unfortunate that they 
missed the opportunity to visit with, in his opinion, one of the foremost authorities in the area of 
bicycle and pedestrian issues in the United States.  He stated that the materials are available and 
will be circulated to those that could not attend but that are interested in receiving the 
information. 
 
Viafara stated that it is our opinion that in other occasions, when training is provided, every 
effort should be made to take advantage of the opportunities available, but in the meantime the 
program will continue and we appreciate and are grateful for the attendance of those that did 
participate in this training seminar.   
 
Williams referred to “Task 10” and stated that they would like to have their Service Safety 
Committee included in the committees this is presented to.  Viafara asked which of the two 
opportunities they feel would be the most appropriate to include them with.  Williams responded 
that they should be included with both.  Viafara responded that he would include the Service 
Safety Committee on both lists.  
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY LAESCH, TO APPROVE THE BIKE/PED 
PLAN SCOPE-OF-WORK, SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE GRAND FORKS 
SERVICE SAFETY COMMITTEE ON THE DRAFT AND FINAL APPROVAL 
PRESENTATIONS. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Ellis, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bergman, West, and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood   
  Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders Lang. 
 
Kuharenko, on behalf of the Grand Forks Engineering Department, thanked Mr. Viafara for 
incorporating those comments that they provided, and thanks for your cooperation and hard work 
on the Bike/Ped Plan Scope-of-Work.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MINNESOTA SIDE 2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this item is for approval of the Draft Minnesota Side 2017-2020 T.I.P..  He 
stated that they did advertise that a public hearing would be held today on the Draft Minnesota 
Side 2017-2020 T.I.P.; and that written comments could be delivered by noon today, however 
none were received.  
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Haugen opened the public hearing.    
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
Haugen commented that, if you will recall, back in January we discussed the Candidate Projects, 
and there really was only the availability of 2020 on the Minnesota side for any new projects to 
be programmed into the T.I.P.  He said that you will see in 2020 that the only three projects are 
continuous transit funding projects, there are no street or other projects included in the document, 
otherwise there are no changes from the current T.I.P. 
 
Haugen stated that there was some discussion on the 2018 project for East Grand Forks; Project 
#10, which is a $990,000 on 10th Street N.E.  He said that just this morning MnDOT announced 
that they have decided to fund rural transit providers differently than they have in the past, so the 
ATP Subtarget for the City of East Grand Forks will increase in amount of funding.  Laesch 
interjected that this decision still has to be approved by the ATP, so it isn’t a done deal.  He 
added that they are recommending to the ATP that it go up from $787,000 to $850,000.  He said 
that they hope for approval from the ATP next month.   
 
Haugen reported that, just to backtrack a bit, how MnDOT used to fund the rural Greater 
Minnesota transit properties, they, and he will use the word “forced”, the transfer of highway 
dollars over to transit dollars, and just recently MnDOT has decided to fund those some other 
way than transferring highway dollars to transit dollars, so when a transfer was necessary the 
ATP had to decide how much of their highway dollars they were willing to give to transit, and 
our ATP gave 8% from the County Subtarget and the City Subtarget because those were the only 
two programs MnDOT would allow the transfer out of so now those two subtargets can recapture 
the true highway program in them, which is why there will be an increase in the funding amount. 
 
Haugen stated that he knows that East Grand Forks is considering swapping the project to the 
Roundabout on Bygland Road, however we haven’t formally received that request, so this draft 
is still showing the currently programmed project in 2018.  Ellis commented that they have 
received an Intersection Control Evaluation, but she doesn’t know when they are going to 
discuss it.  She added that, when it comes right down to it though, it isn’t necessarily improve the 
level of service during their peak time in the morning, but it will make it safer and help with the 
side-street traffic, and it will slow down the traffic traveling on Bygland.  She explained that a 
traffic light in 2045 would improve the level of service during the peak time, but not other times, 
which is basically what they thought.   
 
Haugen reported that the only other major project besides each of the annual transit projects is 
the Kennedy Bridge.  He stated that Minnesota is funding it out of FY2017, and are paying back 
federal funds in FY2018, so you will see this listed in the tables.   
 
Haugen referred to the Project Status Tables and pointed out that on the transit side, obviously 
the operations are ongoing, however because of some issues with the completion of MnDOTs  
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Statewide Purchasing Contract the purchase of transit vehicles has been delayed.  He added that 
the Safe Routes To School funding project is also experiencing some issues.  Ellis reported that 
they have to write a Technical Memorandum for bike racks and signs, so it is just a matter of 
sitting down and doing it.   
 
Haugen said that the last project is connected with the new sewer lift station on 10th, and 
bringing that down to grade with the railroad. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE MINNESOTA SIDE 2017-2020 T.I.P., AS PRESENTED. 
 
Kuharenko pointed out that the Staff Recommendation states 2016-2019 instead of 2017-2020 
T.I.P. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Ellis, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bergman, West, and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Lang, Boppre, Bail, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood   
  Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders Lang. 
 
Haugen reported that on the North Dakota side, earlier this week they received a draft of some of 
the Urban Program funds, but there are still a couple of questions.  He asked Mr. Johnson if he 
knew where they were at with the process.  Johnson responded that he visited with their 
Programming staff, who met with their Management staff a couple of weeks ago, and they went 
into a long discussion on where the current project listings status is, but they have to go back and 
look at some things and make some revisions so their timeline has been pushed back by quite a 
bit; and in-fact, the last conversation he had with them they said that they were hoping to maybe 
have something ready by the end of May.  He stated that as soon as he can get ahold of the 
project list he will forward it to the MPO. 
 
Haugen asked if this was the same timeline for the TAP and HSIP projects as well.  Johnson 
responded that HSIP is a little tricky because you aren’t getting an approved program until the 
end of August, but yes, once they have the project list and it is ready for the Draft S.T.I.P., they 
will have a fairly good idea of what HSIP is looking like as well, but it will be subject to Federal 
Highway approval. 
 
Haugen commented that, in essence then we are hoping for a Draft T.I.P. in May, or possibly the 
first part of June.  Johnson responded that that would be correct, that it could possibly push into 
June.  He added, however, that the MPO could move forward with what is known at this time; 
you have the Urban Program, you have the 2017-2019 projects as we know it now based on the 
current S.T.I.P., and we have the outlying 2020 projects, and then any potential changes within 
the budget.  He stated that other issues, in terms of advertising time, and if any changes are made 
between the draft and the final, is a decision that will need to be figured out when we get there.   
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet were bits of information, and one thing to highlight 
is that KLJ has created a new website:  www.drivei29.com.  He stated that he hopes everyone 
can visit it, if you haven’t already, and you can still get to it via a link on the MPO website as 
well.  He added that tomorrow is a big public engagement day, and you should have received a 
flyer with this information, and should be familiar with the activities that will be going on.  He 
said that the summary of the presentation that Mr. Bittner is going to give us on the future traffic, 
the Alerus Center traffic analysis, and environmental issues is included in the packet, as are the 
minutes from the Steering Committee meeting. 
 
Mike Bittner, KLJ, was present for a brief presentation (a copy of which is included in the file 
and available upon request). 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Laesch asked if there were any benefits to I-29 with the addition of a southend bridge 
connection.  Bittner responded that that issue will be one of the major things covered in the next 
phase of this study, Macro-Alternatives, which are the big ticket item such as new interchanges, 
overpasses, and river crossings.  He stated that they will evaluate that river crossing in order to 
see what it looks like, in terms of does it benefit I-29, and he thinks past studies have shown that 
in terms of reducing traffic specifically on I-29 it hasn’t shown a lot, but they will re-evaluate 
that again and look at the benefit cost, and also the Merrifield crossing as well.  Haugen stated 
that the MPO Executive Policy Board required those be included in the scope-of-work, so it will 
be part of the analysis.   
 
Grasser said that he may give Mr. Bittner a call as he feels this may be a good presentation to 
give to the Service Safety Committee, as it builds into a discussion on how to generate funding 
and such for street improvements.   
 
West asked Mr. Grasser about the ramps that we currently have on the interchanges we do have, 
and where the funding came from for them.  Grasser responded that he would assume it was all 
part of the original Interstate System, and was built with Interstate Funds.  Haugen added that all 
our Interchange Ramps were done during the original construction of the I-29 System, we 
haven’t added anything new.  Grasser said that they have done some improvements since, on 
radius’ and such, but even those were done with Interstate Maintenance Funds.  West stated that 
he asked this as he has had some questions from the public on this study, specifically why 
doesn’t the County pay for this, and he didn’t really know how they were funded before.  Bittner 
commented that in working in different communities, it’s typically Interstate Maintenance Funds 
that are used for any modifications to the ramps.  West stated, though, that he would guess that if  
the County or City went to the DOT and said that they would be willing to pay for ramps, they 
would probably say yes.  Bittner responded, though, that they would still have to go through the 
Interchange Justification requirement, and they are very very strict in requiring that all 
requirements are met, just because access is so important on the Interstate System, which is why 
this study is so important because they will start getting us through those steps to get you 
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towards that, even if you said you would pay 100% of the cost, they are still going to have you 
meet those requirements.   
 
Grasser reported that their understanding, as they have been working through the 47th 
Interchange discussion is, if he can kind of paraphrase it, from Federal Highway is that they 
aren’t worried about our internal traffic problems, we need to show that there is a benefit to the 
Interstate System by adding an interchange or something; i.e., if our traffic spills back onto the 
Interstate then there may be a benefit to Federal Highway to stop that from occurring. 
 
Bittner commented that one question you will always, always be asked by the DOT is – “What 
are you doing on your local system to alleviate problems - are your north/south arterials 
operating efficiently to keep traffic off of I-29”, and they did run a detailed scenario to help 
answer this.  He referred to a slide showing capacity improvements on the three major 
north/south arterials to try to get traffic to funnel out, and explained that what they found was 
that the growth is so concentrated around I-29 that they were still choosing to use I-29, so that is 
really going to be a valuable resource as they have this conversation, that even with 
$100,000,000 worth of improvements, we are still seeing only a 5% reduction on I-29, so those 
types of analysis go a really long way towards these discussions to help answer some of these 
questions. 
 
MATTER OF SAFETY PLANS AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
Haugen reported that last March we were hearing about the finalization of some rules regarding 
the Safety Program, and also now the schedule for performance measures and targets in other 
areas. 
 
Haugen stated that included in the packet are some of the presentations.  He explained that North 
Dakota was selected as one of the few state sites where Federal Highway – he asked if Mr. 
Johnson could help explain what Federal Highway did when they came in to North Dakota as 
one of those six sites.  
 
Johnson reported that it was a kind of joint effort between Federal Highway and NHTSA and 
they are working with a consultant to go around and do this type program with the collective 
State.  He stated that at the time the workshop was started knowing that the rule wasn’t out yet, 
but they wanted to try to figure out a way to figure out how to implement the rule when it does 
come out; what questions they have about the rule, or what the rule might be about, then it just so 
happened that the rule came out right before their session, so they revamped the discussion a bit 
and are now talking about if the rule is out, which rule are you talking about, how you see 
implementing it into your planning process, and primarily it had to do with how does the DOT 
and the MPO’s see their coordination effort going moving forward, so if we were to have 
discussion on what actions are available to try to make that work.   
Haugen commented that, just to highlight, there are two actual different rules that were finalized; 
one deals with the Highway Safety Improvement Program, which is kind of a funding program 
of safety dollars in what is now called FAST; and the second one deals with performance, and  
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again under MAP-21 creation continued in FAST there are several performance measures and 
targets that are required now throughout the statewide and MPO planning process, and safety is 
one of them, and was the first one in which they finalized what the rules are going to be, so the 
presentation first covers the HSIP program, and there are some slight changes to that but most of 
it is on the performance side. 
 
Haugen stated that these are separate, but are intricately related as well.  He added that beside the 
meeting in Bismarck a webinar was offered April 1st in which they went over these rules in more 
detail.   
 
Haugen reported that they are starting to get into the meat and potatoes of how we do 
performance based planning and first was to come up with the measures that we are going to do, 
then to identify what the targets are.  He said that a lot of this will take some collaboration 
among all the players that have to reach agreement in how the performance is going to be 
measured and how the targets will be set. 
 
Haugen commented that the big thing about the HSIP Program is that it is continued on, and has 
a huge apportionment to it so prior to MAP-21 safety in North Dakota was generally rolled into 
the other programs that created the Urban Program.  He explained that with MAP-21 it was 
separated out, and North Dakota revamped how it did its whole Safety Program, and it is now a 
rather sizable chunk of money, and they also revamped how they are going to try to program 
those dollars by going to their 50% hotspot and 50% systemic. 
 
Haugen stated that the only other real change that came in is that there is now a cycle of updates 
to the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and the first update is due August 1st of next year.  He said 
that the only other major change is that they have created this model inventory of roadway 
elements so this is now sort of the data gathering portion, and these are the things they want the 
agencies to start developing so that everyone is on an apples to apples comparison, as we are 
trying to get data driven performance out of all of this. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the schedule, and explained that they are submitting this 
annually; and you heard Mr. Johnson already talk about HSIP earlier in the T.I.P. discussion, and 
it is an August report timeline.  He added that there are a lot of details that are in this MIRE data 
elements, all public roads now need to now have data collected on them and submitted.   
 
Haugen stated that the next slide gets into the segmentation.  He explained that the stuff that is 
currently on the Federal Aid, which is functionally classified, is where they want the most data.   
He said that the next level down they are easing the data requirements of reporting, and then 
when you get to the unpaved roadways they require even less data. 
 
Kuharenko asked if Mr. Haugen had information as to what those elements are instead of just 
saying 37 elements.  Haugen responded that the 9 elements are part of the 37 elements; the 5 
elements are part of the 9 elements which are part of the 37 elements.  Kuharenko asked if we 
know what those 37 elements are.  Haugen responded that we do, however he did not include 
them in a slide.  Kuharenko asked if that information could be distributed.  Haugen responded he 
would get them that information. Haugen reported that the rest of HSIP Program didn’t have 
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many major changes made to it, and it is a continuation of a program that was a major change in 
MAP-21. 
 
Haugen stated that we now get into performance; the draft performance rule that was out for 
comment, they only talked about four performance measures, but the final rule introduced a fifth 
one.  He added that it also identifies a process between collaboration for state and MPOs, and 
introduces this assessment of whether you’re making progress and what happens if your deemed 
not to make progress so it is getting back, again, to performance based, as we have to identify 
what our performance level targets are and we have to show that we are trying to achieve those 
and we have to show progression one way or the other and they are making an assessment on 
whether we are progressing or not.  He added that there are some ramifications if they determine 
that we aren’t progressing. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide that listed the five performances.  He pointed out that the first four 
were the four that are synonymous to the draft, and the fifth one was added due to a lot of 
feedback they received from congressmen, all the way down to the public about needing to 
account for non-motorized accidents/crashes as well, so it was added.  He commented that they 
are all five year rolling averages, so each year there is another five year rolling average created. 
 
Haugen commented that the targets are applicable to all public roads, and this goes back to the 
HSIP safety rule where all public roads are part of the MIRE program, and the performance 
measures apply to all public roads. 
 
Haugen said that there are some targets; number of fatalities, rate of fatalities, and number of 
serious injuries, that must be identical to the behavioral side of safety, which is the Highway 
Safety Plan that each State has to produce.  He added that if you weren’t aware there is a 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan that really gets into the infrastructure side of things, and then 
there is the Highway Safety Plan that gets into the behavior performance type of things.  
 
Haugen reported that the Highway Safety Plans had these performance targets as a mandate for a 
number of years already, but they also have additional targets and performance measures that are 
required under the Highway Safety Plan. 
 
Williams referred to the statement that this is applicable to all public roads and asked if it was 
applicable to local roads as well, because they will be doing data collection in August and 
statistical reporting on local roads but they aren’t receiving and funding for local roads, correct.  
Haugen responded that, again, if your local roads are showing data that they are crash prone to a 
level of priority, then you would receive funding. 
 
Grasser asked who was going to gather data and report it, is it going to be the responsibility of 
the local government to put together the data and submit the data as a package to the MPO, or 
what.  Haugen responded that the local government is submitting that to the NDDOT, who 
reports it to the FHWA.  He added that police, fire, sheriff, etc., departments report to a central 
data base already, so all crash data is going to that same data base, and as we saw there is a new 
common definition of what serious injury is and such so they are normalizing some of the 
intricacies of different state practices and stuff. 
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Grasser commented that he is just looking at this kind of from a staffing level, so what you’re 
suggesting there is that you’re kind of getting fed this information automatically so we shouldn’t 
have to anticipate a lot of labor and manpower on the local level to put this together.  Haugen 
responded that, from what he can recall on these 37 elements, you are already collecting a lot of 
that data for your local GIS system already. 
 
Grasser said that another question, when we get into performance and things on safety, is there 
anything that is somehow correlating funding to goals.  He explained that we create goals and get 
things but if we don’t have enough money, even though they may be programming more than  
they had in the past, is there any way it correlates so we don’t set goals that we don’t have the 
financial ability of meeting.  Haugen responded that that is part of setting up the performance 
measure and the target, that is what is driving it.  He explained that later on you will see how 
they assess that.  Williams asked, then, if they would be setting up their own performance goals 
and targets.  Haugen responded that they will have that ability, yes, as an option.  Grasser said, 
then, that eventually they will be trying to figure out a balance between goals and financial 
capability.  Haugen responded that that is correct, we still can’t get past the fiscal constraint 
obstacle.  Grasser stated that that is what he was thinking, and the last transportation plan was 
maybe focused on maintenance and how many dollars are there to address safety issues.  Haugen 
agreed, adding that LRTP does not address how NDDOT changed Safety since they hadn’t 
created this huge safety program. 
 
Haugen reported that the State does have the option of creating an urbanized target for each of 
those five measures, or a non-urbanized target.  He stated that this urbanized and non-urbanized 
is completely different than an MPO target setting, so don’t confuse these two as being the same 
geography.   
 
Haugen stated that he included a slide of the NHTSA Performance Measure Requirements.  He 
said that they have to be identical, so both plans now have to have identical targets and measures.  
He commented that the NHTSA ones have been around for quite a while, and these are the other 
ones that North Dakota and Minnesota have already been establishing for statewide safety 
efforts.  He said, then, that you can see that there is a whole list of other things that are different 
than those that are identical.  He added that this is kind of important in that, because they have to 
be identical, both of those agencies have to get together and agree that the data is going to allow 
them to come up with identical measures.  He cited the example of, North Dakota, because of the 
increasing population out west, the vehicle registrations, etc., the measures and target would 
indicate that if they can maintain crashes, that would be a good target to set; but NHTSA, as an 
agency doesn’t like to see maintenance, they want to see a reduction, yet when we get into the 
performance side, if ultimately the HSIP dollars are being held because you aren’t showing a 
reduction, then it creates a funding mess, so it is important that still the NHTSA side, the safety 
plan side, and the strategic highway side have to reach an agreement as to what those measures  
are, and there are two different federal agencies that have to reach an agreement, in our case 
North Dakota is one of the anomalies where they had increasing deaths and fatalities as a result 
of the increased population, increased driving, increased vehicle registration, while for the rest of 
the nation the opposite is true. 
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Williams said, so then with our performance targets in that area we should be looking at basing it 
on either per capita or per million vehicle miles, or per exposure of an intersection.  Haugen 
responded that, again, the way that they are accounting for is these three measures; total number 
of fatalities, rage of fatalities, and the number of serious injuries, those are the measures.  He said 
that we can create other measures, but these are the three that are the ones we have to perform to. 
 
Haugen stated that, ultimately the point is that HSIP doesn’t act independent of the Safety Plan 
side of these measures, and for now they have to be identical where in the past they could sort of 
be in their separate orbits.  Williams asked if the Long Range Transportation Plan has to tie in to 
that as well.  Haugen responded that it does, adding that we are delegated to the nuances of 
statewide performance measures, urbanized and MPO areas.   
 
Haugen commented that the next slide talks about urbanized and non-urbanized area targets.  He 
said that it really is not talking about the MPO study area, nor the Federal Aid Urban Boundary, 
so it is a tighter geography.  He said that the MPO can’t use the urbanized geography, if it wants 
to set its own target. It has to use the MPO Study Area, so they are two different geographies. 
 
Haugen said that another thing to note is that even if the State does split it urbanized/non-
urbanized, it is not included in their assessment of achievement towards that target progress.  He 
added that the MPO has the option of either agreeing to support the State target or it can establish 
its own numerical target.  He explained that because we are a bi-state MPO we also have the 
benefit of agreeing to a statewide target on one side of the river, and creating our own on the 
other side of the river.  He said that because there are five performance measures we have the 
ability to adopt the statewide on one of the five, and create our own for the other four, or any 
combination of those above, but the targets are applicable to all public roads in the MPO area 
just like the statewide ones are applicable to all public roads statewide, but for MPOs, because of 
our study boundaries, there really isn’t a set go-to place for you vehicle miles traveled data, so 
there is guidance out as to how we have to come up with an estimate for vehicles miles traveled 
in our study area. 
 
Haugen explained that our targets must be reported to the DOT, they must be available to FHWA 
but they are not used as part of the statewide performance effort. 
 
Kuharenko asked, in terms of the option for the MPO to establish targets, those targets, he is 
assuming, have to be as strict as the state.  Haugen responded that they do not because they don’t 
go against the overall statewide assessment of how they are achieving targets, they aren’t 
included in that, the MPOs have the option of being above, below, or the same as.  He added that 
the only thing we must do is to have one for each side of the river, and we must have it done no 
more than 180 days after the state has theirs done.  Williams asked when the state thinks they  
 
will have theirs completed.  Haugen responded that Minnesota might have one before North 
Dakota, as Minnesota has been doing this performance management for ten years now, so they 
might be in a better position to do something.  He added that there are some dates later on with 
exact completion dates, and again he thinks Minnesota might be ahead on that schedule. 
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Haugen commented that one of the things that is being stressed is that this is creating a need for 
more collaboration and coordination between the MPOs and the States.  He said that it also all 
does tie back to the Long Range Transportation Plan and the Statewide Transportation Plan, so 
one of the things that we already discussed is that it all ties back to the fiscal constraint issue as 
well. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the next couple of slides discusses how they are going to assess whether 
you’re progressing towards target.  He stated that, again, you have five measures; and this again 
is only at the statewide level, so you have your five measures and if you are making progress 
with four out of the five you’re good.  He added that it isn’t only that you have to meet the target, 
but you can also be better than the prior year, so it isn’t the fact that you have just yes or no did 
you meet target, because even if you didn’t meet target it is still a yes that you are doing better 
than previously. 
 
Williams asked, for instance, if they decide that we are going to have zero fatalities, and we met 
that last year, so we aren’t going to be any better at it this year, so is there clarification, because 
there has to be a bottom line at some point that things are not going to get any better than what 
they already are.  Haugen responded that he thinks we are related to our external death 
manipulators, and that is a long term end goal, by the year 2040 we will have zero deaths, and 
these assessments are the rolling annual one so you’re not saying the target will go from 
whatever number of fatalities to zero in one year, so you’re showing a ramping down of deaths, 
so you aren’t going to go from, he thinks North Dakota has 140 deaths/fatalities, so you aren’t 
going to go from 140 in a five year rolling period to zero, you aren’t trying to target yourself to 
zero in the next annual performance.  Williams said that that is what her question was, is it trying 
to target anything to zero doesn’t seem realistic.  Haugen stated, again, these are the five that you 
have to set, but you can do additional ones just like on the Safety Plan side where you have other 
measures. 
 
Haugen commented that if you aren’t meeting the targets, you do have some obligational 
authority limitations that limit you to making sure that your HSIP program is fully funded, but 
you don’t have the flexibility if you want to play the obligation limit game of having one 
program 100% obligated, another 50% obligated to make that statewide 90% obligation level. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide that shows an example of the Target Assessment table and went over 
it briefly. 
 
Kuharenko asked if the baseline performance is from the prior period.  Haugen responded it is 
the prior five year period.  Kuharenko stated he can see that being a potential concern especially 
if we start growing, and continue to grow, with the number of fatalities and the number of 
serious injuries because there might be situations where the number of fatalities may increase for 
whatever reason, and the same for the number of serious injuries, and then all of a sudden if 
those two go up we would have no in both categories, and you have to hit four out of the five, so 
that is a potential concern.  Haugen responded that their philosophy is if you are having more 
injuries and more fatalities, they want you to spend more money to prevent or correct them, so 
you aren’t losing money you just have less flexibility of where you can use it. 
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Haugen stated that one of the differences between the NHTSA and the Strategic is NHTSA goes 
with a three year rolling average, now they are required to go with a five year average, so all this 
data is from the current North Dakota three year rates.  He went over the information briefly. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Haugen knows if there has been any discussion anywhere at all about 
HSIP funding, and some of these other funding programs, as far as changing how they are 
funded from the standpoint of, we identify an issue, it is an urgent issue, and we apply for 
funding but it’s four year away before we can receive it so in the meantime we have four more 
years of incidents occurring at this area that we know drastically needs something done to it, has 
anybody talked about allowing locals or states to upfront some funding and then be reimbursed 
when that funding year actually occurs so that we can fill in that gap of four years when we 
know of all sorts of problems.  Haugen responded that, if he is hearing her question correctly, are 
you discussing advanced construction options, because that is already an existing option.    
 
Williams asked if it was available for the HSIP program.  Haugen responded that it is available 
for all federal highway and transit programs, it is allowable from the federal side, but you have to 
have approval from the state side as well.  He said that Minnesota might allow locals to advance 
construct.  Laesch responded that he thinks they do, adding that he knows they do on the STP 
program and he doesn’t see why you couldn’t with the other programs.  Haugen said, then, that it 
is the other way around, North Dakota might not allow locals to advance construction, however 
on a case by case situation they may.  West stated that case by case you can borrow ahead on 
federal aid if they have it.  Johnson added that they have allowed it in the past if they have a 
reasonable expectation that federal funds will be available, and there is a documented and known 
need, but it is a management approved case by case basis.   
 
Haugen stated that the remaining slides are just showing the North Dakota five year rolling 
averages right now, where we sit on these five performance measures.  He added that, again, we 
had a meeting in late March, and since then the NDDOT and the MPOs have started a 
conversation of how we can work together to come up with these measures.  He said that we 
obviously have to work together to figure out if we want to do separate MPO ones, or just 
support the State levels. 
 
Haugen said that one of the things that he didn’t state is if we decide to do this at an MPO level, 
we can do one that is just MPO wide even though we are a bi-state MPO. 
 
Haugen summarized that these are the rules as we know the, but there is still a lot of process that 
has to be identified, there is still a lot of forms that need to be identified, a lot of decisions yet to 
determine what the targets are. 
 
Williams asked, when they talk about “rate” what is it, is it the number of fatalities based on per 
million vehicle.  Haugen responded it is.  Kuharenko commented that that is why he asked this 
earlier, because of the fact that we are trending up on a couple of them, and we are required to hit 
four of the five measures, it could be a potential concern.  Williams said that some of these are 
thoroughly competing.  She stated that by encouraging more walking, biking and such, our 
vehicle miles will go down; however it increase the exposure of pedestrians and bicycle riders so 
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then that has the potential for going back up again because now we have more people out there 
so she isn’t sure about it. 
 
Laesch asked for clarification that if you don’t meet the target, you just have less flexibility with 
the HSIP funds.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He added that your obligation authority, 
so getting into the difference between appropriation and obligation authority, but you 
appropriated $100,000,000, just to make these round numbers; but your obligation authority only 
allows you to only spend 90% of that, that 90% is out of the total $100,000,000, and the 
$100,000,000 is divided up by the five core programs, so you can choose out of one of the five to 
fund it at a less than 90% level, and fund the other four at 100%, so your total program is at 90%, 
this is saying that under the HSIP program you can’t do that, it has to be the full obligation 
authority.  Haugen stated that they aren’t taking away HSIP dollars from you, and they aren’t 
physically taking dollars from other programs to force it into HSIP, but if you are used to playing 
the game where you take other dollars as part of your obligation authority cap, then you do have 
to move some obligation authority from another program to make sure you are spending all of it 
on HSIP projects. 
 
Haugen stated that the latest we can hold out is February 27, 2018 for completion of this 
document.  Williams said, however, that that can move up if Minnesota does theirs sooner.  
Haugen responded that that would be correct.  He added that we don’t have to wait the full 180 
days either.  Williams agreed, but said that it would be difficult, however, if North Dakota hasn’t 
come out with their guidance yet, and then we have to proceed with Minnesota, we could end up 
with only three days to have to do something.  Haugen commented that we would always have 
180 days after the State gets done.   
 
Johnson referred to the staff statement, and asked about the statement that the targets will go to 
the TAC and MPO no later than the fall of 2017, is that just a local decision, or should that be the 
February 2018.  Haugen responded that it should say February 2018.   
 
Haugen stated that, if he remembers correctly, December of 2019 is when the data becomes 
available to assess whether we are achieving any of our targets, which means that in March of 
2020 is when we will get our first determination from Federal Highway, and all of us that are 
familiar with FAST Act know that 2020 is the end of FAST so it could be subject to change. 
 
Haugen said that we have until 2026 to get the elements in place for the MIRE FDE Program.  
He added that the rules become officially effective tomorrow, and if you want to see more about 
them you can check out the sites listed. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.   
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Williams pointed out that it shows that the Glasston Study is complete.  Haugen responded that it 
is still being edited by the consultant.  Williams said, then, that it isn’t really complete.  She 
asked if there would be any way that an additional column could be added between the fiscal 
year and the completion date that says what percentage of completion the project is at.  Viafara 
responded that he would add this information to the document. 
 
Williams stated that since the Glasston Study completion date is no longer December 31st, 2016; 
we need to establish a new completion date and make that change to the document.  Kuharenko 
suggested that if a completion date changes we could probably through a note to that effect in the 
activities column. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 13TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


