
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

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

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Jairo Viafara, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the July 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:  Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad 
Gengler), Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Airport 
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities  Area 
Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Bemidji; Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, 
Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Les Noehre, NDDOT-
Grand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks 
Cities Area Transit. 
 
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 
 
Viafara declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Viafara commented that Mr. Haugen will be a little late today and has requested that we go 
ahead and discuss Agenda Items 6 and 7 until he arrives. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Viafara asked if Mr. Konickson had anything to update on the Kennedy Bridge. 
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Konickson reported that they are still looking at letting it this fall sometime, but he doesn’t 
believe it will happen in September as originally planned, but most likely in October or 
November.  He added that they have completed 60% of the design plan, and they are proceeding 
with its completion.   
 
Konickson commented that there are some ongoing issues and questions concerning the detour 
plans, as there will be some short-term detours, probably about half a dozen or so, for two to four 
days during concrete work.  He added that there also was an issue mentioned before concerning 
the trail on the East Grand Forks side, and they still need to determine how the plans are going to 
show how it will connect to the City’s trails.   
 
Viafara stated that the trail issue is a very important issue because the MPO is advancing the 
update for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and access to the bridge is one of the considerations that 
we would like to review.  Konickson responded that he hasn’t had an update on this so it could 
be further along than he realizes.  
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation and reported that, overall, this is the complete 
presentation that will be given tonight at the open house at 7:00 p.m. here in this conference 
room.  He stated that part of this presentation has already been seen by some of you, and the 
remaining portions will be discussed tonight. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Viafara said that tonight we are discussing Meeting #3 - Assessing Existing Conditions and 
Trends.  He added that we will also discuss the goals and objectives of the plan, the activities that 
will be undertaken in order to advance the update, and what the role of the Advisory Committee 
is and who the members are. 
 
Viafara commented that, just to update you, two things have been done; one was the design of 
the questionnaire that has been uploaded to the City of Grand Forks’ website.  He said that he did 
distribute to some of you the preliminary results from the questionnaire.  He added that in reality 
this is just the beginning, and it is proof of what has been done, and for you, as Technical 
Committee members to see exactly, to have an idea of what the community is thinking about.   
 
Viafara stated that on the other hand we have made some arrangements with various 
organizations, including Choice Health Fitness for them to advance at least fifty surveys, with 
the YMCA to advance at least twenty-five, with the University of North Dakota Student Union 
to do at least twenty-five.  He added that Lutheran Social Services is in charge of dealing with 
New Americans, and they indicated that they are willing to do at least twenty-five, and Global 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
 

3 
 

Friends, who also deals with New Americans, also indicted that they were willing to do twenty-
five. 
 
Viafara commented that part of Task #2 is building community support for the plan 
development; and a press release was sent to the Exponent, and he has also been in touch with I-
Heart Radio to do public announcements on their networks as well, so once in a while you will 
hear invitations to the activities.  He stated that this is what has been done so far to help build 
support for the plan. 
 
Viafara said that now we are embarking on advancing Task #3, which is the assessment of the 
existing conditions and trends.  He stated that what they are trying to do is an inventory and 
analysis of the things that we can see, then we will establish an evaluation of the conditions of 
those systems, and elements of the systems.  He said that they will then identify the gaps of 
deficiencies that may be preventing opportunities for people walk or bike safely to their different 
destinations.  He added that they will do an evaluation of those conditions, and then continue 
with our plan update.   
 
Viafara went over the existing facilities that will be looked at, which include sidewalks, curb 
lanes, shared use paths signals, bridges, etc.  He pointed out that, as you can see, interchanges 
and access to them has become kind of an issue of interest for some of the respondents of the 
questionnaire, and he was recently at the Bike For A Purpose event, and he as he talked to those 
in attendance this matter was also brought to his attention.  He said that another issue is transit 
access to the different stops our system has, which we will discuss further. 
 
Viafara referred to maps of the existing and planned facilities, and explained that they have been 
displayed for the public, and this is what people are focusing their attention on when making the 
comments you can see in the analysis.   
 
Viafara stated that when we proceed to do the analysis they will be using ranking criteria, which 
has been established by the Federal Highway Administration, to analyze traffic volume, roadway 
width, the number of driveways, functional classification, truck traffic, terrain, and pavement 
surface.   
 
Viafara commented that the main focus of the plan is to improve non-vehicular safety and to see 
to what extent we can enhance mobility of those using the system; how can we provide creation 
of benefits as well. 
 
Viafara said that we will then begin working on Task #4 which entails the preparation of the 
vision statement.  He added that it will be done with cooperation with the members of the 
advisory committee, but overall, the attention will focus on safety, and on creating friendlier 
bike/ped environments by making sure that we go further than just providing education and 
activities to develop a transportation system, and also to enhance the safety and health of users. 
 
Viafara stated that to do everything we hope to do we have established three elements; goals, 
performance measures, and targets.  He explained that the goals that you saw before can be 
reduced to something that we call “Community Goals”; then we have planning factors that will 
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help guide us in our plan updates; and then we have performance measures that are the ones in 
response to fixing American surface transportation and the transportation measures that we will 
use in our analysis.   
 
Viafara commented that all the goals that we have can be reduced to the seven Community Goals 
listed in this table, and this is what they will basically be working towards because they are 
connected to the first eight planning factors; but now with the new FAST Act we are adding two 
more, one is to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and the other to 
enhance travel and tourism. 
 
Viafara stated that the transportation measures that we will be using are:  Accessibility, 
Compliance, Demand, Reliability, Mobility, and Infrastructure.   
 
Viafara referred to a table, and said that the community goals listed are what we want to relay to 
the transportation measures listed; and we will see when we relate one to the other how high that 
particular relationship is, so this is what is guiding, so far, the plan update, and this is the 
presentation that will be given to the public at tonight’s public meeting, as well as to the 
members of the Advisory Committee. 
 
Grasser stated that his comment on community goals are that they are all related to things that 
somebody might like to see or might want to have; but part of our community goals are also 
affordability, low taxes, efficiency, expenditures, and those things are not exhibited in here, 
although he isn’t sure how to capture all of that.  He added that he would be curious to know if 
they would rank all these things the same if, say they only had five dollars to put in to a program, 
and they were made aware of how really expensive it is, and they don’t want to put all of their 
five dollars into that one thing, would they still rank it as high.  He said that he isn’t sure how 
you give a push on how much something might cost, but he thinks somehow that there needs to 
be a financial wing, because that is one of the things that trips us up between the planning and 
the conceptual area and the implementation. 
 
Viafara said that next time we will discuss that, certainly there are different components, 
everybody or every kind of public sector has particular needs and wants; and there is, particularly 
for the Engineering Departments and Cities, sometimes very difficult for them to accommodate 
those wants and needs, so it is really up to you guys and your budgets to, as much as we can, to 
remain fiscally constrained.   He stated that this means we are also obliged to make the best use 
of those resources in order to accommodate those kinds of needs, so under that particular critera 
of fiscally constrained opportunities, that is where, at the end we can more or less suggest plans, 
suggest projects or initiatives, and that is why it could be taken into consideration, but those are 
just suggestions until we can see where the funds are because it is an obligation, also, not to put 
anything in the plan when there is no certainty of funding. 
 
Williams asked if it would be possible, if we do another survey, that we could start out by 
saying:  here are the areas where the City spends money, rank it in priority as far as safety issues, 
like police and fire, and then we have social stuff and we have arts and we have this, and roads 
and everything else; and then it would give us a basis of the context of this if it didn’t receive a 
real high rating, or it received a very high rating, and then this is where we went from here, 
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because if you ask somebody if they would like us to build this, of course they will say yes; but 
then when it gets down to where there is a project development, and it goes out for assessment, 
then they don’t want to spend their money on it, so it kind of conflicts with what reality is, 
because everybody would like to have everything they want as long as it is free, but it’s not.  
Viafara agreed that that is a valid point, and the situation here is as follows; from an MPO point 
of view we are restricted in the kind of activities that we can engage in, and one of them, that’s 
why we have a Master Long Range Transportation Plan; so that means that utilities and other 
kinds of transportation facilities and other elements from the City, we don’t touch them, so our 
mandate is, in that sense, transportation related.   
 
Viafara commented that, as you know, bringing people to a meeting has become very difficult, 
so then we have to go out and attend little fairs, open markets, and such to gather information.  
He added that we wanted to do this survey, and we hoped to be able to get around 300 responses, 
but we have only received back about 50, and are expecting around 200 more; and it will tell us 
where to go when it comes to spending transportation related funding.  He said that we can’t 
forget that the City also has policies that naturally connect with the objectives that we are trying 
to pursue here so we can actually establish parity with them and join together as much as 
possible. 
 
Noehre said though, that prioritizing transportation doesn’t take in fire, sewer, or whatever, but it 
does take in signals, crosswalks, striping, etc., this though says you want these things done but it 
doesn’t say what don’t want done to do this, and he thinks that is the issue because, as Mr. 
Viafara described, it’s finite, the dollars available are finite so if you do one thing it means that 
you don’t do something else, always, not just sometimes, but always, so it would be helpful to 
have something in this that asks, if you want this what are you willing to give up for it; not 
within all of the big broad functions of government, but, as you said, even within transportation. 
 
Viafara responded that the only issue is that we are reminded that this is a five year plan, 
technically speaking; so while the horizon is out 35 to 40 years, the plan activities are for five 
years, so it behooves us to be selective and extremely careful when choosing which one of the 
elements will be given priority for execution.   
 
Grasser said that this tells him that we are going to continue to have that, part of that disconnect, 
and some of this is going to roll back into the communication plan and wonder why, in 
frustration, that the stuff done at the higher level of planning isn’t built to what somebody says it 
should be built because there is that disconnect a lot of the times between the financial piece and 
the wish list.  He said that a good example of that, should we want to come to a meeting in the 
next couple of weeks, they are going to take another swing at getting sidewalks on Chestnut 
Street, which was a very controversial issue a few years ago, so he bets there will be more people 
attending that meeting than we will at any of the other planning level meetings, and so, again it is 
an example of how your audience changes.  He explained that this project will affect these 
property owners’ pocketbooks directly, so they are going to have a very strong opinion. 
 
Grasser stated that he thinks we have to recognize those divergents to make sure that we portray 
them properly when we are putting together documents and things, noting that these are not 
unhealthy issues, they are healthy issues, and he thinks that is part of the answer is to try to make 
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sure that we portray that so when you talk to people about other transportation plans and they 
say:  gee, we talked about having a pedestrian underpass here, how come nobody built it – well, 
through the vetting process that went away - but they didn’t follow it all the way through the 
vetting process so in their mind – I suggested it, everybody thought it was a great idea, how 
come nobody built it, what went wrong; so again, on a participant level there needs to be some 
clarity as to where their input goes.  Viafara commented that that is exactly what has been our 
policy, not to create false expectations, or expectations that cannot be met, because everybody 
wants something beautiful.  He cited an example where the City recently somebody to speak 
about downtowns and some neat things that other Cities have done, and everyone said they 
would like to have those things here, but unfortunately there isn’t any money, and even if the 
money were available, there is not a big enough population base, so our meetings will provide 
education on this to the audiences.  He added that, as a matter of fact, whenever we produce a 
report from the MPO, if for any reason the Department of Engineering believes they can have an 
input on the way things are phrased, organized, or such; we are willing to accept your 
participation, and will gladly appreciate it.  Grasser said that he thinks there might be some input 
they can provide, he knows there has been some discussion about how the questions are asked 
about bikepaths, and he is trying not to be critical, but a lot of times when he reads it it is 
portrayed such that, it’s given in the context that you need to decide to make an improvement, so 
which of these improvements would be the ones, and it is hard, then, to take that into context 
without asking; you think that’s really a problem or is it just on the list of solutions I’m picking 
from, because he thinks there are two different questions there – this really needs to happen 
versus here is a list, and he thinks on these he would really like to see this one and this one; and 
he thinks it creates some keeping of questions in the future to try to capture that.   
 
Viafara commented that the MPO is more than willing to work with the City.  Grasser said that 
Mr. Viafara has been great to work with, but they hate to nit-pick everything here.  Kuharenko 
stated that, going off of Mr. Grasser’s comment; one of the things he would like to see in this is 
just a question about the general level of satisfaction for the system that we have.  He 
commented that the training that we had a couple of months back, one of the big things about 
that training was in doing a process like this we need to identify what we are doing well and use 
that as positive momentum moving forward, and not necessarily focusing on negative aspects 
and focusing on all the things you can’t provide, but also pay attention to what we have done 
well and what we are doing for the community. 
 
Kuharenko referred back to a previous slide, and said that one of the things he noticed is that if 
this is a bike and pedestrian plan, one of the things he doesn’t really see is sidewalks, what do we 
have for sidewalks on either side, what do we have to bikepaths, what do we have for shared use 
paths.  He said that this, to him, kinds of screams everything on the roadway itself, and this 
focuses it only to on-road bicycle facilities, which per that training, we have a very small amount 
of population, nationwide, a very small percentage of the population that is very comfortable 
riding with the road and riding with the traffic, the vast majority of them are the novice riders 
and younger riders, so one of the things we should be paying attention to more is what off road 
facilities do we have, and we do have a fair amount of them in town and in East Grand Forks as 
well.   
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Viafara said that what Mr. Kuharenko brought to his attention just now is very important, and he 
thanks him for doing it.  He added, however, that once we are in good shape because now we 
have access to the City’s Monkey Survey system that allows, basically, the thing is deceiving 
because it is for free if you have less than ten questions, but once we cross that threshold, the 
thing becomes impossible, but now the City has an account and we were fortunate enough to be 
allowed to use it 
 
Viafara stated that, on one hand you have satisfaction survey, that is survey he needs to verify, 
do you want it to be on the system.  Kuharenko responded that they would like it to be on the 
existing system.  He said that that will allow you to determine what is the general populaces 
feeling for what we have for a system; is it meeting their expectations, is it exceeding their 
expectations, that might be beneficial.  Viafara asked if Mr. Kuharenko could provide a brief 
synopsis as part of this, and he will certainly commit himself to do this.  He added that the idea, 
then, is to incorporate that within the context of the update, correct.  Kuharenko responded that 
that is correct.  Viafara said that they will do that. 
 
Viafara asked what it is Mr. Kuharenko would like concerning the sidewalks.  Kuharenko 
responded that he sees that we are looking at our existing facilities, and he is referring more to 
what is on the slide shown not necessarily the survey; so when he looks at the slide he sees that it 
is more specifically, with the exception of probably the driveways, is that you are looking 
entirely at the roadway service and not necessarily at the off-road facilities that we have.  
Erickson commented that pavement surfaces talks about sidewalks, and not the street.  
Kuharenko said that that is kind of ambiguous though.  Williams added that it could be either 
one, pavement surface usually refers to street.  Viafara stated that he will commit himself to 
provide, basically, to update the presentation with the corresponding element for the pedestrian 
facilities.  Kuharenko said that that is what they are asking be done. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that this is a summary that corresponds to the overall complete report.  He 
added that the report, so far, including tables, maps and everything is over 100 pages, very 
difficult for many of you to read; so instead he has produced a summary for your information. 
 
Viafara said that this report indicates what the problems with the report might be, what are the 
bases, what at the planning factors advancing this particular report.   
 
Viafara referred to the document, and explained that there are eight goals, and for each one they 
have tried to at least provide two supporting elements.  He added that something important for 
you to remember is that these are basically meant for vehicles, the ones we just discussed are 
meant to be for pedestrians and walking; so even though they are the same planning factors, the 
measures are slightly different. 
 
Viafara referred to the summary and went over the goals and elements briefly. 
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Kuharenko asked is this just straight number of accidents or does it also take the severity of the 
accident into account as well.  Viafara responded that it does include the severity of the accident 
as well.  He stated that he has the complete table in the event anyone would like to see it.  
Williams asked if any of this is relative to the ADTs in terms of; you may see an increase in 
crashes, but there is also an increase in the number of ADTs as well so in reality the percentage 
could have gone down in relation to it, so it is kind of misleading the way it is stated in the 
document.  Viafara responded that this is one of his concerns as well, but the emphasis here is 
zero deaths, Towards Zero, so because of that volume capacity is left, some movements are left, 
and then the only one to count what really happens, the number of deaths, the number of injured 
people, the number of vehicles lost, and so forth, so you are right on that, those measures that are 
very important to actually make sense are left to some extent, behind.  He added that it may be 
incorporated somewhere, but apparently they are not evident when we do this.  Williams said 
that they are incorporated in the high crash rate, that is part of it.  Viafara responded that they 
are, but they aren’t evident.   
 
Haugen arrived. 
 
Grasser asked so do we, in the future, see this as part of our employed matrix, for performance 
measure goals, and is this, his concern is if we are going to do this each year, is each year is 
distinct onto itself, or are we going to have some kind of rolling average kind of thing that will, 
because it’s pretty easy to see these thinks spike up and down from one year to the next, so it is 
kind of dangerous to draw conclusions out of one particular year at one particular intersection, so 
how do we deal with that going forward.  Viafara responded that this is hard to explain, but he 
can tell it from a point of view, from a point of view here, that what we are doing is reporting to 
the community, but when you report to the government that will be done using rolling averages. 
 
Johnson reported that he still isn’t sure exactly how this is going to work.  He explained that they 
just had a target setting workshop, that the MPOs participated in, and it looked at trend lines as a 
baseline, but it also looked at every year, and then how it affected it, and then reported based on 
that year and what happened that year, so there are some trends built into it but it is also looking 
at what is happening. 
 
Grasser stated that you see so much bounce when you take even just a measurable element on the 
transportation system, and you just kind of know there are anomalies that happen, just even 
traffic volume will change so much from one year to the next, and yet we see them bouncing 
around, and they have talked about it.   
 
Johnson commented that even beyond vehicles, he knows their Planning staff was concerned if 
you have a random pedestrian death, that you don’t normally have, and it spikes and skews your 
numbers, it can hurt some of the funding formulas that are now tied to those targets, so there is a 
lot of concern just with that. 
 
Williams stated that another one was like Washington, the whole summer was spent working on 
that one so all the crash statistics that occurred during that construction are inconsequential, so 
we don’t have that information based on what it would have normally been because of the 
construction or whatever, so that is another problem with doing a year at a time is that there are 
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places where there are going to be gaps that you can’t point at and say:  look you reduced it by 
95%, let’s do this all the time – because we can’t close the road all the time, so that is the 
problem with some of those with just having it year to year.   
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Grasser said that, using 32nd as an example; we made improvements because of traffic signal 
optimization, but the Long Range Transportation Plan shows that whole corridor just going to 
crap here in the next ten to fifteen years, going to a service level E or even F, so those 
performance levels, and you know you can only keep so much on the signal side, so on one hand 
we are going to be having performance measures that are probably going to show a deteriorating 
trend, and you have a core mandate but we have no funding, how is that being addressed through 
the State or Federal process, because our study says, by definition, that these trends are going on 
now.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know how much of that discussion has taken place on 
the North Dakota side.  He said that their Planning Division is in charge of some of that stuff, 
and there has been a lot of discussion at a higher level, and he doesn’t know if Mr. Noehre gets 
involved with any of it at a District level or not, but he thinks they are reading the rules and 
keeping things pretty close to the vest until they figure out what they are going to do, but it will 
definitely be a problem.  Grasser said that he is glad that they are thinking about this though.  
Johnson added that another problem is that 32nd is also on the NHS system so that adds another 
degree of layering that needs to be taken into account. 
 
Kuharenko referred to a slide on the pavement management portion, and stated that he knows 
that as a group we have looked at this, and can remember that we have to add the local roads and 
state roads together in order to get 100%, but that is still not really clearly defined for a first time 
reader of this document.  He explained that if you were to look at the table shown for the first 
time, you could be very easily confused as to, okay, why does this column not have 200%, or 
why does that column not have 200%, and in going through this process a couple of times we 
end up knowing that for us here in this room that it is the State column plus the local column and 
that will add up to 100%, however for somebody reading this for the first time it can be very 
confusing so you might want to through some language in there to better define and give a new 
reader a better understanding of what this table is trying to portray, otherwise it is going to look 
like you either have a huge increase from one year to the next on all of the local roads, and if you 
look at the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, and you look at local roads, if you add up that 
entire column and then go to the column for 2015 you see a huge change and there is no real 
understanding as to why or where it is coming from, so probably just better explain this table a 
little bit more would be beneficial.   
 
Viafara said, though, that you don’t want any modifications to the summations on the contents of 
the columns of the table, just an explanation.  Kuharenko reiterated that a better explanation so 
that the reader can understand what they are looking at is needed.   
 
Grasser commented that he thinks he brought this up before, but we have a Metropolitan 
Planning Organization that encompasses the Cities and the Counties, and yet it seems like almost 
all of this data is very Cities centric as opposed to Counties.  He stated that, if we chose not to 
report on that it is okay, but he isn’t sure that we made it clear to the reader that when some of 
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these bridges that are out, maybe some of them get outside of the ET area, but we’re certainly not 
capturing them, but the County Bridge System and the County Highway System is rating those 
measures, and obviously the measure would have been totally different this year, as well as the 
service level, like East Grand Forks; well that is a hop and a skip in relationship to the County if 
you’re living in Manvel, and he doesn’t know if that needs to be addressed or not but it should at 
least maybe be clearer to the reader that you might have a larger jurisdictional area as the MPO 
than you’re really counting this stuff within City Limits or City ET area, or something like that.   
 
Viafara said that this comment is important, and thank you for bringing it, but what happens is 
that on the main report explanations are given on the locations of the bridges; and so then we 
have the ones that are in the County area, and the same happens for the number of crashes as 
well.  Grasser said, then, that this information is in the main report, it just isn’t in this summary.  
Viafara responded that that is correct. 
 
Information only. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that we did hold a special meeting on the Communication Plan the end of June.  
He stated that we did not have a quorum present, but still held discussion on the plan. 
 
Haugen said that the draft that was presented to you last week attempted to address the 
discussion that took place at the special meeting.  He added that it was also forwarded to our 
Federal Highway representative in Bismarck, and he addressed the comments he received from 
her Monday morning, and distributed them late that afternoon and early Tuesday morning, so the 
draft that he is showing on the screen is the one that was distributed Monday evening/Tuesday 
morning. 
 
Haugen commented that the changes that were done with the Federal Highway review are shown 
highlighted in green, otherwise the draft did not change from the original Technical Advisory 
packet. 
 
Haugen stated that he also notified a few people that have been commenting on this draft that we 
have been stating that we are the only ones that are doing this conflict resolution document, 
however there are proposed rules now that are being promulgated out for comment, that says that 
this will be a requirement of all MPOs and State DOTS to develop so it is just a proposal, and it 
may not become a final rule, but just be aware that we are no longer the one and only that we are 
aware of, and others may be addressing this as well. 
 
Haugen reported that a lot of the discussion was centered on the NEPA environmental stuff, so 
you will see a lot of that removed.  He said that the additional thing was to sort of reorganize and 
highlight some things, and there seemed to have been some discussion that we are outside of the 
MPO process, so, does this address some things outside the MPO process or the MPO area, 
trying to highlight that better on the dispute resolution end that we are only talking about things, 
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this is an MPO document, this is only discussing MPO processes, we aren’t trying to go outside 
of that, or outside of your area.   
 
Haugen stated that the graphics were discussed, as to their appropriateness, and new graphics 
were identified and inserted to address what those comments were.   
 
Haugen said that the last thing was to highlight what Federal Highway wanted to be seen in the 
document.  He referred to a section in green, and explained that even though Federal Highway 
represents Transit, as a leading Federal Agency, they also wanted to see Federal Transit 
identified as Ex-Officio Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, for both Minnesota and 
North Dakota, so you will see it twice. 
 
Haugen stated that the other two comments are:   
 
The premise of the dispute being a pyramid with most decisions being done at the local level was 
premised off of the fact that the MPO plan is locally adopted, not adopted by the State or the 
Feds, but they wanted to make sure that everybody understood that everything in the T.I.P. and 
S.T.I.P. are based off of the local Long Range Transportation Plan, and that the S.T.I.P. is 
adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so even though our plan isn’t, the projects that 
are programmed into our T.I.P. are ultimately adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so 
that is what this language was inserted for. 
 
Getting back away from kind of, there are changes from the plan to the project development, and 
there is a need to have those changes made, yet we always need to be following the flow chart 
that changes are occurring through that process of planning programming project development, 
we still have consistency with the priorities of the plan in mind as we make those changes in the 
project. 
 
Haugen said that those are the things that were addressed based off of the June 30th discussion, 
and also the three changes Federal Highway asked be made. 
 
Grasser stated that he would like to thank and congratulate Mr. Haugen on doing modifications 
that were heard requested here at the special meeting.  He added that there were a lot of requests 
with very little direction.  He said that that document now has gotten close enough to where they 
have some editorial text comments, and his is wondering how he wants to proceed with that.  He 
commented that a lot of them are essentially, actually he is going to characterize most of them as 
kind of reinforcing some of the issues that caused some of the disconnect between the 
recognizance level and the project development, a lot of them kept that in there, but he is 
wondering how we want to proceed with that, do we want to try to work through it today, or 
wait.  He said that he wants to apologize that they weren’t able to get them to him earlier.  
Haugen responded that he will leave this up to the Technical Advisory Committee, adding that 
we do have a few more agenda items and he doesn’t know how much time this will require.  
Grasser suggested that we might want to address this at the next meeting so that they can get the 
information to the MPO staff so that everyone can see what the text changes are, and have time 
to process it rather than try to push it through today.  Haugen asked if the information has been 
coordinated or shared with any other agencies, and are they just from the City, or others as well.  
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Grasser responded that the information had not been shared, and it is just from City employees.  
Haugen said, then, that there might be changes from others as well, he would ask that any 
comments/changes be submitted to the MPO by Friday so that staff can assemble it all and 
redistribute to the committee. 
 
Williams asked when this needs to be approved.  Haugen responded that we are already past the 
due date, so our Federal Highway representative is anxious to get it out of her hair, and out of 
our hair as well, but he is sure she will appreciate that we are doing a good job, and are close to a 
resolution, so, while she may not be pleased to hear we are delaying a month, she will also, 
hopefully understand the rational.  Johnson commented that the word she used with him is that as 
long as progress is made she is okay with any required delay(s). 
 
Haugen stated that he would set Friday as the deadline for getting comments in to staff, but 
realize that as you see other people’s comments there will be opportunity after Friday to submit 
comments, but hopefully we aren’t going backwards but are still moving forward so, again, 
please get them in by noon on Friday. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is something that was done mainly last year, and the consultant had 
some staff struggles to finish cleaning up the document for final approval.  He said that they 
finally got it done late May and distributed it to the Steering Committee for review and 
comment.  He stated that nothing was received on it during the month of June, so he put it on the 
agenda for final approval. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and stated that it appears that the Executive Summary was not 
downloaded so we will have to table this item until the next MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting next month as well. 
 
Grasser said that he has a question that will probably be still relevant next month; when you look 
at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of who; anyway he just doesn’t want to bring 
those two together as it seems they are two different things; but on the Glasston Study itself, in 
his mind to characterize that is it is just identifying conflict points and options and different 
things that might be considered, but if we adopt that study, is that the right word, is that the right 
term, because if we adopt it’s not like we are identifying, he disagrees because in his mind he 
doesn’t think we said that priority one is to do an underpass on Highway 2 and priority two is to 
do something else, it was more generic.  He stated that he isn’t criticizing the study, he is just not 
sure how you adopt the one that is more generic, in his mind, and he is wondering if that is the 
right word to use for this study.   
 
Haugen responded that approval is probably appropriate as the study itself is premised on some 
things that, when it started were more likely to occur than they are appearing to occur now, so it 
is doubtful that a lot of the work in that study will see the results because the premise it was 
based on was the construction of the fertilizer plant, which is still a long ways from being started; 
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and the State Mill relocating how they receive grain, which also appears to be shifting back as 
well.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that we’ve had our first rounds of public meetings on the Transit Development 
Plan, just getting information, getting existing conditions of the service itself.  She said that they 
had an actual public engagement at Hugos in East Grand Forks, and the Metro Transit Center 
and Grand Cities Mall in Grand Forks.  She added that they also met with focus groups and 
invited various groups that have interest in transit itself to come and give their input on what they 
see exists and what they see as being needed or wanted. 
 
Kouba commented that just bringing all this information in will allow us to get a better 
understanding of what is out there and what people are looking at, as well as what their 
expectations are of the service too. 
 
Kouba stated that they had a survey out, a rider survey as well as a community survey, and it 
asked people why they aren’t taking transit if they can, or want to take transit, just those kinds of 
simple questions. 
 
Kouba reported that some of the main things they got out of the survey, and out of meeting with 
people, is kind of the indirectness of everything; everything is funneled in and out of the 
downtown, and even if you aren’t going downtown you have to go downtown just to get across 
town, so that general idea.  She stated that they have been hearing a lot of complaints about this, 
so they were kind of expecting those types of comments. 
 
Kouba stated that this will start leading into some of the questions on how can we improve the 
system with the funding that we have, because in the next round of meetings we will be 
including things like; we have this much funding, we have these projects that can be funded, this 
is what we can do to improve efficiency, in providing the service.  She said that this is our next 
step along with our goals and performance measures so that they are matching up with all 
improvements that we might have an opportunity to make. 
 
Kouba said that a summary of this information is available and is included in the packet.  She 
added that KLJ is also working on an official memorandum of all the existing conditions as she 
speaks. 
 
Johnson commented that, in reviewing this and looking it over, all of these focus groups and 
public meeting, were there any positive comments; everything in here, every bullet is something 
that isn’t working or they want more of, is there a reason the summary is that way or is that 
really all you got.  Kouba responded that it is a lot of what they got.  She explained that we 
currently don’t have all the details of what exactly was written in the surveys, but she thinks 
people are getting a little frustrated with the way the system is structured right now, so that is 
coming out a lot.   
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Rood stated that she also thinks that this is a lot of comments coming from a small number of 
people.  Williams added that this gets back to what we were talking about earlier with the other 
project; the comments that you are going to get the majority of the time on any project are the 
negative ones because if everybody thinks it is going fine they aren’t going to come to the 
meeting anyway, and there is no way you can combat that.   
 
Johnson said that he understands that happening at the public meetings, but these focus groups of 
agencies surprised him, that there weren’t any positives from them. 
 
Bergman added that you also have to remember that they almost had to twist arms to get people 
to do the survey.  He said that they had to hand carry them, and they had to buy them donuts, so 
it was pathetic.  He explained that they stood on the bus and handed them to riders and told them 
they had to take the survey, but by the time they walked off the bus they found a lot of them 
lying on the floor, nobody seemed to care. 
 
Kouba said that the main disappointment with the agencies was that they had a lot, but there 
weren’t a lot of agencies in attendance either. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.   
 
Viafara reported that we are working on the Discovery School report.  He said that the school is 
now on holiday, therefore we will convene the Steering Committee meeting the first week of 
August, and by that time we really appreciate having received the final final comments in order 
to make sure that the document is brought to Executive Board.  
 
 b. NDDOT Participation On The MPO Executive Policy Board 
 
Johnson reported that this concerns the NDDOTs participation on the MPO Executive Policy 
Board.  He explained that the DOT has been an Ex-Officio member of the Bismarck/Mandan 
MPO for quite some time, and he believes it is labeled as “Director” or his designee.   
 
Johnson commented that recently, through some discussion at the Fargo/Moorhead MPO, they 
agreed to extend this same type of participation to them as well, so we are also now a part of that 
policy committee as an Ex Officio, as well as someone from MnDOT; and because of this he was 
asked to extend the offering to this MPO as well to see if it was something they wanted to 
entertain, to have a non-voting DOT’s presence as part of the committee.  He said that it, by no 
means, at this point a guarantee of participation at every meeting, but we have that ability as a 
non-voting member to provide that participation. 
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Johnson stated that at this point, for the Technical Advisory Committee, he doesn’t know how 
you want to move forward with this to your policy board, but it is something thrown out for 
consideration.  He added that if there is acceptance, and it seems to be in agreement, at least from 
the North Dakota side they would also ask that you would make this same invitation to the 
Minnesota DOT as well so that both sides of the river are represented. 
 
Kuharenko commented that he would think that if the NDDOT can provide a little more insight 
for the MPO Board it would be beneficial.  He added that he would also think that if it is 
approved that we also make the appropriate changes to the communication plan to reflect those 
changes as well.   
 
Grasser stated that it sounds like a good idea to him.  Erickson agreed. 
 
Noehre reported that he hasn’t read a CFR for a number of years, and he hates to admit that, but 
does it still say that for a TMA it is actually required, it used to.  Johnson responded that it does, 
adding that he thinks they are voting members as well, if he remembers right, on a TMA.   
 
Noehre stated that if it is required for a TMA, and it is good for a TMA, a TMA is an MPO that 
has over 200,000 population, why wouldn’t it be good for this MPO as well.   
 
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would be attending the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next 
week.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know who the representative will be, but he can call in 
to the meeting to present this to the board.   
 
 c. Earlier Long Range Transportation Plan Component Discussion 
 
Grasser commented that with the understanding that we kind of got into a bind with the last Long 
Range Transportation Plan update, he is just wondering if there should be some components of 
the transportation side of the rule that will start showing up in 2016, such as the traffic modeling 
and such.  He added that we also have a couple of items that are always in the traffic model that 
we probably should be talking about rather than have it fall back towards the back end of things 
again like we did before.  
 
Grasser stated that they started initiating some of those early discussion, again just to keep us 
from getting in trouble, as a group we included it, and we are thoughtful, and so when we begin 
that process we don’t necessarily respond to the pressure because we want to make sure we have 
a great quality product. 
 
Haugen agreed, adding that you have identified some comments or concerns about the current 
model that you can share with us at any time; and we are under contract with ATAC to update 
the model, and they presented a couple of months ago, and right now we are re-geographing the 
TAZ boundaries because of growth, and it is cutting up some TAZs.  He said that we are also 
updating the street network, which is based off of 2010 and what was completed in 2015, so we 
are in that process right now. 
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Haugen stated that we also purchased the 2015 socio-economic data, so if you have comments, 
the sooner the better; and we should have Dr. Diomo back up here soon to show us the new TAZ 
structure and socio-economic data distribution. 
 
Haugen asked Ms. Kouba how we are progressing on the 2015 Street Network Update.   Kouba 
responded that we are progressing slowly.   
 
Grasser commented that, being more specific, Ms. Williams, the City of Grand Forks’ Traffic 
Engineer; brought something up this morning regarding when looking at the traffic volumes on 
some streets, some of them seem look kind of odd and there are some places where they are 
already at the 2040 threshold, and he thinks we need to work through some of those types of 
issues, and make sure the traffic volume component of it at least makes sense because that is 
going to be important when they have to identify their priorities.  Haugen responded that some 
pressure points are relieve between now and 2040 by additional streets that don’t currently exist, 
and then they build back up so the curve for some of those anyway. 
 
Williams asked when they were going to be up here to look at the zones, to discuss that.  Haugen 
responded that they have done that already, and they are coming back with the changes that we 
identified, and that they have identified.  Williams asked if they can see those before you 
progress any further with it.  Haugen responded that they will push them to get us the results in 
July and they will distribute it.  Williams commented that it just makes it easier if they have an 
opportunity to look at stuff as you do it instead of waiting until the end and then going through it 
all.   
 d. Planning and Asset Management Team 
 
Johnson said that he has one more item that kind of came up towards the end of the week, so he 
apologizes for the late notice, but he was having some discussions recently with their Planning 
and Asset Management Division, and one of the things that they wanted to do was to extend an 
invitation out to all the MPOs, this is just the first meeting he has attended to share that. 
 
Johnson explained that they would like to come in every once in a while, most likely via 
conference call, but there may be the occasional in-person trip to just give an update on things 
they are working on; for example they are currently working on their Rail Plan, and there will be 
other planning efforts that will have to be undertaken soon, and there are Performance Measures, 
final rules review, and they have offered to extend an invitation out for them to come in and 
participate in the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and just give a brief update and 
answer any questions the group might have. 
 
Johnson stated that as of right now they are open to suggestions on frequency; twice a year or 
quarterly, so he would ask the Technical Advisory Committee which option you would prefer as 
he assumes this would be a well-received notion and that you will accept the invitation.   
 
Consensus was that quarterly visits would be the preferred option. 
 
Grasser asked if there was video conferencing capacity here in East Grand Forks City Hall.  
Haugen responded that it can be set up.  Grasser stated that you just get something out of video 
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conferencing that you don’t necessarily get out of just a conference phone.  Johnson stated that 
they can definitely try that as well. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Jairo Viafara, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the July 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:  Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad 
Gengler), Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Airport 
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities  Area 
Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Bemidji; Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, 
Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Les Noehre, NDDOT-
Grand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks 
Cities Area Transit. 
 
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 
 
Viafara declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Viafara commented that Mr. Haugen will be a little late today and has requested that we go 
ahead and discuss Agenda Items 6 and 7 until he arrives. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Viafara asked if Mr. Konickson had anything to update on the Kennedy Bridge. 
 

1 
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Konickson reported that they are still looking at letting it this fall sometime, but he doesn’t 
believe it will happen in September as originally planned, but most likely in October or 
November.  He added that they have completed 60% of the design plan, and they are proceeding 
with its completion.   
 
Konickson commented that there are some ongoing issues and questions concerning the detour 
plans, as there will be some short-term detours, probably about half a dozen or so, for two to four 
days during concrete work.  He added that there also was an issue mentioned before concerning 
the trail on the East Grand Forks side, and they still need to determine how the plans are going to 
show how it will connect to the City’s trails.   
 
Viafara stated that the trail issue is a very important issue because the MPO is advancing the 
update for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and access to the bridge is one of the considerations that 
we would like to review.  Konickson responded that he hasn’t had an update on this so it could 
be further along than he realizes.  
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation and reported that, overall, this is the complete 
presentation that will be given tonight at the open house at 7:00 p.m. here in this conference 
room.  He stated that part of this presentation has already been seen by some of you, and the 
remaining portions will be discussed tonight. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Viafara said that tonight we are discussing Meeting #3 - Assessing Existing Conditions and 
Trends.  He added that we will also discuss the goals and objectives of the plan, the activities that 
will be undertaken in order to advance the update, and what the role of the Advisory Committee 
is and who the members are. 
 
Viafara commented that, just to update you, two things have been done; one was the design of 
the questionnaire that has been uploaded to the City of Grand Forks’ website.  He said that he did 
distribute to some of you the preliminary results from the questionnaire.  He added that in reality 
this is just the beginning, and it is proof of what has been done, and for you, as Technical 
Committee members to see exactly, to have an idea of what the community is thinking about.   
 
Viafara stated that on the other hand we have made some arrangements with various 
organizations, including Choice Health Fitness for them to advance at least fifty surveys, with 
the YMCA to advance at least twenty-five, with the University of North Dakota Student Union 
to do at least twenty-five.  He added that Lutheran Social Services is in charge of dealing with 
New Americans, and they indicated that they are willing to do at least twenty-five, and Global 
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Friends, who also deals with New Americans, also indicted that they were willing to do twenty-
five. 
 
Viafara commented that part of Task #2 is building community support for the plan 
development; and a press release was sent to the Exponent, and he has also been in touch with I-
Heart Radio to do public announcements on their networks as well, so once in a while you will 
hear invitations to the activities.  He stated that this is what has been done so far to help build 
support for the plan. 
 
Viafara said that now we are embarking on advancing Task #3, which is the assessment of the 
existing conditions and trends.  He stated that what they are trying to do is an inventory and 
analysis of the things that we can see, then we will establish an evaluation of the conditions of 
those systems, and elements of the systems.  He said that they will then identify the gaps of 
deficiencies that may be preventing opportunities for people walk or bike safely to their different 
destinations.  He added that they will do an evaluation of those conditions, and then continue 
with our plan update.   
 
Viafara went over the existing facilities that will be looked at, which include sidewalks, curb 
lanes, shared use paths signals, bridges, etc.  He pointed out that, as you can see, interchanges 
and access to them has become kind of an issue of interest for some of the respondents of the 
questionnaire, and he was recently at the Bike For A Purpose event, and he as he talked to those 
in attendance this matter was also brought to his attention.  He said that another issue is transit 
access to the different stops our system has, which we will discuss further. 
 
Viafara referred to maps of the existing and planned facilities, and explained that they have been 
displayed for the public, and this is what people are focusing their attention on when making the 
comments you can see in the analysis.   
 
Viafara stated that when we proceed to do the analysis they will be using ranking criteria, which 
has been established by the Federal Highway Administration, to analyze traffic volume, roadway 
width, the number of driveways, functional classification, truck traffic, terrain, and pavement 
surface.   
 
Viafara commented that the main focus of the plan is to improve non-vehicular safety and to see 
to what extent we can enhance mobility of those using the system; how can we provide creation 
of benefits as well. 
 
Viafara said that we will then begin working on Task #4 which entails the preparation of the 
vision statement.  He added that it will be done with cooperation with the members of the 
advisory committee, but overall, the attention will focus on safety, and on creating friendlier 
bike/ped environments by making sure that we go further than just providing education and 
activities to develop a transportation system, and also to enhance the safety and health of users. 
 
Viafara stated that to do everything we hope to do we have established three elements; goals, 
performance measures, and targets.  He explained that the goals that you saw before can be 
reduced to something that we call “Community Goals”; then we have planning factors that will 
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help guide us in our plan updates; and then we have performance measures that are the ones in 
response to fixing American surface transportation and the transportation measures that we will 
use in our analysis.   
 
Viafara commented that all the goals that we have can be reduced to the seven Community Goals 
listed in this table, and this is what they will basically be working towards because they are 
connected to the first eight planning factors; but now with the new FAST Act we are adding two 
more, one is to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and the other to 
enhance travel and tourism. 
 
Viafara stated that the transportation measures that we will be using are:  Accessibility, 
Compliance, Demand, Reliability, Mobility, and Infrastructure.   
 
Viafara referred to a table, and said that the community goals listed are what we want to relay to 
the transportation measures listed; and we will see when we relate one to the other how high that 
particular relationship is, so this is what is guiding, so far, the plan update, and this is the 
presentation that will be given to the public at tonight’s public meeting, as well as to the 
members of the Advisory Committee. 
 
Grasser stated that his comment on community goals are that they are all related to things that 
somebody might like to see or might want to have; but part of our community goals are also 
affordability, low taxes, efficiency, expenditures, and those things are not exhibited in here, 
although he isn’t sure how to capture all of that.  He added that he would be curious to know if 
they would rank all these things the same if, say they only had five dollars to put in to a program, 
and they were made aware of how really expensive it is, and they don’t want to put all of their 
five dollars into that one thing, would they still rank it as high.  He said that he isn’t sure how 
you give a push on how much something might cost, but he thinks somehow that there needs to 
be a financial wing, because that is one of the things that trips us up between the planning and 
the conceptual area and the implementation. 
 
Viafara said that next time we will discuss that, certainly there are different components, 
everybody or every kind of public sector has particular needs and wants; and there is, particularly 
for the Engineering Departments and Cities, sometimes very difficult for them to accommodate 
those wants and needs, so it is really up to you guys and your budgets to, as much as we can, to 
remain fiscally constrained.   He stated that this means we are also obliged to make the best use 
of those resources in order to accommodate those kinds of needs, so under that particular critera 
of fiscally constrained opportunities, that is where, at the end we can more or less suggest plans, 
suggest projects or initiatives, and that is why it could be taken into consideration, but those are 
just suggestions until we can see where the funds are because it is an obligation, also, not to put 
anything in the plan when there is no certainty of funding. 
 
Williams asked if it would be possible, if we do another survey, that we could start out by 
saying:  here are the areas where the City spends money, rank it in priority as far as safety issues, 
like police and fire, and then we have social stuff and we have arts and we have this, and roads 
and everything else; and then it would give us a basis of the context of this if it didn’t receive a 
real high rating, or it received a very high rating, and then this is where we went from here, 
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because if you ask somebody if they would like us to build this, of course they will say yes; but 
then when it gets down to where there is a project development, and it goes out for assessment, 
then they don’t want to spend their money on it, so it kind of conflicts with what reality is, 
because everybody would like to have everything they want as long as it is free, but it’s not.  
Viafara agreed that that is a valid point, and the situation here is as follows; from an MPO point 
of view we are restricted in the kind of activities that we can engage in, and one of them, that’s 
why we have a Master Long Range Transportation Plan; so that means that utilities and other 
kinds of transportation facilities and other elements from the City, we don’t touch them, so our 
mandate is, in that sense, transportation related.   
 
Viafara commented that, as you know, bringing people to a meeting has become very difficult, 
so then we have to go out and attend little fairs, open markets, and such to gather information.  
He added that we wanted to do this survey, and we hoped to be able to get around 300 responses, 
but we have only received back about 50, and are expecting around 200 more; and it will tell us 
where to go when it comes to spending transportation related funding.  He said that we can’t 
forget that the City also has policies that naturally connect with the objectives that we are trying 
to pursue here so we can actually establish parity with them and join together as much as 
possible. 
 
Noehre said though, that prioritizing transportation doesn’t take in fire, sewer, or whatever, but it 
does take in signals, crosswalks, striping, etc., this though says you want these things done but it 
doesn’t say what don’t want done to do this, and he thinks that is the issue because, as Mr. 
Viafara described, it’s finite, the dollars available are finite so if you do one thing it means that 
you don’t do something else, always, not just sometimes, but always, so it would be helpful to 
have something in this that asks, if you want this what are you willing to give up for it; not 
within all of the big broad functions of government, but, as you said, even within transportation. 
 
Viafara responded that the only issue is that we are reminded that this is a five year plan, 
technically speaking; so while the horizon is out 35 to 40 years, the plan activities are for five 
years, so it behooves us to be selective and extremely careful when choosing which one of the 
elements will be given priority for execution.   
 
Grasser said that this tells him that we are going to continue to have that, part of that disconnect, 
and some of this is going to roll back into the communication plan and wonder why, in 
frustration, that the stuff done at the higher level of planning isn’t built to what somebody says it 
should be built because there is that disconnect a lot of the times between the financial piece and 
the wish list.  He said that a good example of that, should we want to come to a meeting in the 
next couple of weeks, they are going to take another swing at getting sidewalks on Chestnut 
Street, which was a very controversial issue a few years ago, so he bets there will be more people 
attending that meeting than we will at any of the other planning level meetings, and so, again it is 
an example of how your audience changes.  He explained that this project will affect these 
property owners’ pocketbooks directly, so they are going to have a very strong opinion. 
 
Grasser stated that he thinks we have to recognize those divergents to make sure that we portray 
them properly when we are putting together documents and things, noting that these are not 
unhealthy issues, they are healthy issues, and he thinks that is part of the answer is to try to make 
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sure that we portray that so when you talk to people about other transportation plans and they 
say:  gee, we talked about having a pedestrian underpass here, how come nobody built it – well, 
through the vetting process that went away - but they didn’t follow it all the way through the 
vetting process so in their mind – I suggested it, everybody thought it was a great idea, how 
come nobody built it, what went wrong; so again, on a participant level there needs to be some 
clarity as to where their input goes.  Viafara commented that that is exactly what has been our 
policy, not to create false expectations, or expectations that cannot be met, because everybody 
wants something beautiful.  He cited an example where the City recently somebody to speak 
about downtowns and some neat things that other Cities have done, and everyone said they 
would like to have those things here, but unfortunately there isn’t any money, and even if the 
money were available, there is not a big enough population base, so our meetings will provide 
education on this to the audiences.  He added that, as a matter of fact, whenever we produce a 
report from the MPO, if for any reason the Department of Engineering believes they can have an 
input on the way things are phrased, organized, or such; we are willing to accept your 
participation, and will gladly appreciate it.  Grasser said that he thinks there might be some input 
they can provide, he knows there has been some discussion about how the questions are asked 
about bikepaths, and he is trying not to be critical, but a lot of times when he reads it it is 
portrayed such that, it’s given in the context that you need to decide to make an improvement, so 
which of these improvements would be the ones, and it is hard, then, to take that into context 
without asking; you think that’s really a problem or is it just on the list of solutions I’m picking 
from, because he thinks there are two different questions there – this really needs to happen 
versus here is a list, and he thinks on these he would really like to see this one and this one; and 
he thinks it creates some keeping of questions in the future to try to capture that.   
 
Viafara commented that the MPO is more than willing to work with the City.  Grasser said that 
Mr. Viafara has been great to work with, but they hate to nit-pick everything here.  Kuharenko 
stated that, going off of Mr. Grasser’s comment; one of the things he would like to see in this is 
just a question about the general level of satisfaction for the system that we have.  He 
commented that the training that we had a couple of months back, one of the big things about 
that training was in doing a process like this we need to identify what we are doing well and use 
that as positive momentum moving forward, and not necessarily focusing on negative aspects 
and focusing on all the things you can’t provide, but also pay attention to what we have done 
well and what we are doing for the community. 
 
Kuharenko referred back to a previous slide, and said that one of the things he noticed is that if 
this is a bike and pedestrian plan, one of the things he doesn’t really see is sidewalks, what do we 
have for sidewalks on either side, what do we have to bikepaths, what do we have for shared use 
paths.  He said that this, to him, kinds of screams everything on the roadway itself, and this 
focuses it only to on-road bicycle facilities, which per that training, we have a very small amount 
of population, nationwide, a very small percentage of the population that is very comfortable 
riding with the road and riding with the traffic, the vast majority of them are the novice riders 
and younger riders, so one of the things we should be paying attention to more is what off road 
facilities do we have, and we do have a fair amount of them in town and in East Grand Forks as 
well.   
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
 

7 
 

Viafara said that what Mr. Kuharenko brought to his attention just now is very important, and he 
thanks him for doing it.  He added, however, that once we are in good shape because now we 
have access to the City’s Monkey Survey system that allows, basically, the thing is deceiving 
because it is for free if you have less than ten questions, but once we cross that threshold, the 
thing becomes impossible, but now the City has an account and we were fortunate enough to be 
allowed to use it 
 
Viafara stated that, on one hand you have satisfaction survey, that is survey he needs to verify, 
do you want it to be on the system.  Kuharenko responded that they would like it to be on the 
existing system.  He said that that will allow you to determine what is the general populaces 
feeling for what we have for a system; is it meeting their expectations, is it exceeding their 
expectations, that might be beneficial.  Viafara asked if Mr. Kuharenko could provide a brief 
synopsis as part of this, and he will certainly commit himself to do this.  He added that the idea, 
then, is to incorporate that within the context of the update, correct.  Kuharenko responded that 
that is correct.  Viafara said that they will do that. 
 
Viafara asked what it is Mr. Kuharenko would like concerning the sidewalks.  Kuharenko 
responded that he sees that we are looking at our existing facilities, and he is referring more to 
what is on the slide shown not necessarily the survey; so when he looks at the slide he sees that it 
is more specifically, with the exception of probably the driveways, is that you are looking 
entirely at the roadway service and not necessarily at the off-road facilities that we have.  
Erickson commented that pavement surfaces talks about sidewalks, and not the street.  
Kuharenko said that that is kind of ambiguous though.  Williams added that it could be either 
one, pavement surface usually refers to street.  Viafara stated that he will commit himself to 
provide, basically, to update the presentation with the corresponding element for the pedestrian 
facilities.  Kuharenko said that that is what they are asking be done. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that this is a summary that corresponds to the overall complete report.  He 
added that the report, so far, including tables, maps and everything is over 100 pages, very 
difficult for many of you to read; so instead he has produced a summary for your information. 
 
Viafara said that this report indicates what the problems with the report might be, what are the 
bases, what at the planning factors advancing this particular report.   
 
Viafara referred to the document, and explained that there are eight goals, and for each one they 
have tried to at least provide two supporting elements.  He added that something important for 
you to remember is that these are basically meant for vehicles, the ones we just discussed are 
meant to be for pedestrians and walking; so even though they are the same planning factors, the 
measures are slightly different. 
 
Viafara referred to the summary and went over the goals and elements briefly. 
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Kuharenko asked is this just straight number of accidents or does it also take the severity of the 
accident into account as well.  Viafara responded that it does include the severity of the accident 
as well.  He stated that he has the complete table in the event anyone would like to see it.  
Williams asked if any of this is relative to the ADTs in terms of; you may see an increase in 
crashes, but there is also an increase in the number of ADTs as well so in reality the percentage 
could have gone down in relation to it, so it is kind of misleading the way it is stated in the 
document.  Viafara responded that this is one of his concerns as well, but the emphasis here is 
zero deaths, Towards Zero, so because of that volume capacity is left, some movements are left, 
and then the only one to count what really happens, the number of deaths, the number of injured 
people, the number of vehicles lost, and so forth, so you are right on that, those measures that are 
very important to actually make sense are left to some extent, behind.  He added that it may be 
incorporated somewhere, but apparently they are not evident when we do this.  Williams said 
that they are incorporated in the high crash rate, that is part of it.  Viafara responded that they 
are, but they aren’t evident.   
 
Haugen arrived. 
 
Grasser asked so do we, in the future, see this as part of our employed matrix, for performance 
measure goals, and is this, his concern is if we are going to do this each year, is each year is 
distinct onto itself, or are we going to have some kind of rolling average kind of thing that will, 
because it’s pretty easy to see these thinks spike up and down from one year to the next, so it is 
kind of dangerous to draw conclusions out of one particular year at one particular intersection, so 
how do we deal with that going forward.  Viafara responded that this is hard to explain, but he 
can tell it from a point of view, from a point of view here, that what we are doing is reporting to 
the community, but when you report to the government that will be done using rolling averages. 
 
Johnson reported that he still isn’t sure exactly how this is going to work.  He explained that they 
just had a target setting workshop, that the MPOs participated in, and it looked at trend lines as a 
baseline, but it also looked at every year, and then how it affected it, and then reported based on 
that year and what happened that year, so there are some trends built into it but it is also looking 
at what is happening. 
 
Grasser stated that you see so much bounce when you take even just a measurable element on the 
transportation system, and you just kind of know there are anomalies that happen, just even 
traffic volume will change so much from one year to the next, and yet we see them bouncing 
around, and they have talked about it.   
 
Johnson commented that even beyond vehicles, he knows their Planning staff was concerned if 
you have a random pedestrian death, that you don’t normally have, and it spikes and skews your 
numbers, it can hurt some of the funding formulas that are now tied to those targets, so there is a 
lot of concern just with that. 
 
Williams stated that another one was like Washington, the whole summer was spent working on 
that one so all the crash statistics that occurred during that construction are inconsequential, so 
we don’t have that information based on what it would have normally been because of the 
construction or whatever, so that is another problem with doing a year at a time is that there are 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
 

9 
 

places where there are going to be gaps that you can’t point at and say:  look you reduced it by 
95%, let’s do this all the time – because we can’t close the road all the time, so that is the 
problem with some of those with just having it year to year.   
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Grasser said that, using 32nd as an example; we made improvements because of traffic signal 
optimization, but the Long Range Transportation Plan shows that whole corridor just going to 
crap here in the next ten to fifteen years, going to a service level E or even F, so those 
performance levels, and you know you can only keep so much on the signal side, so on one hand 
we are going to be having performance measures that are probably going to show a deteriorating 
trend, and you have a core mandate but we have no funding, how is that being addressed through 
the State or Federal process, because our study says, by definition, that these trends are going on 
now.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know how much of that discussion has taken place on 
the North Dakota side.  He said that their Planning Division is in charge of some of that stuff, 
and there has been a lot of discussion at a higher level, and he doesn’t know if Mr. Noehre gets 
involved with any of it at a District level or not, but he thinks they are reading the rules and 
keeping things pretty close to the vest until they figure out what they are going to do, but it will 
definitely be a problem.  Grasser said that he is glad that they are thinking about this though.  
Johnson added that another problem is that 32nd is also on the NHS system so that adds another 
degree of layering that needs to be taken into account. 
 
Kuharenko referred to a slide on the pavement management portion, and stated that he knows 
that as a group we have looked at this, and can remember that we have to add the local roads and 
state roads together in order to get 100%, but that is still not really clearly defined for a first time 
reader of this document.  He explained that if you were to look at the table shown for the first 
time, you could be very easily confused as to, okay, why does this column not have 200%, or 
why does that column not have 200%, and in going through this process a couple of times we 
end up knowing that for us here in this room that it is the State column plus the local column and 
that will add up to 100%, however for somebody reading this for the first time it can be very 
confusing so you might want to through some language in there to better define and give a new 
reader a better understanding of what this table is trying to portray, otherwise it is going to look 
like you either have a huge increase from one year to the next on all of the local roads, and if you 
look at the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, and you look at local roads, if you add up that 
entire column and then go to the column for 2015 you see a huge change and there is no real 
understanding as to why or where it is coming from, so probably just better explain this table a 
little bit more would be beneficial.   
 
Viafara said, though, that you don’t want any modifications to the summations on the contents of 
the columns of the table, just an explanation.  Kuharenko reiterated that a better explanation so 
that the reader can understand what they are looking at is needed.   
 
Grasser commented that he thinks he brought this up before, but we have a Metropolitan 
Planning Organization that encompasses the Cities and the Counties, and yet it seems like almost 
all of this data is very Cities centric as opposed to Counties.  He stated that, if we chose not to 
report on that it is okay, but he isn’t sure that we made it clear to the reader that when some of 
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these bridges that are out, maybe some of them get outside of the ET area, but we’re certainly not 
capturing them, but the County Bridge System and the County Highway System is rating those 
measures, and obviously the measure would have been totally different this year, as well as the 
service level, like East Grand Forks; well that is a hop and a skip in relationship to the County if 
you’re living in Manvel, and he doesn’t know if that needs to be addressed or not but it should at 
least maybe be clearer to the reader that you might have a larger jurisdictional area as the MPO 
than you’re really counting this stuff within City Limits or City ET area, or something like that.   
 
Viafara said that this comment is important, and thank you for bringing it, but what happens is 
that on the main report explanations are given on the locations of the bridges; and so then we 
have the ones that are in the County area, and the same happens for the number of crashes as 
well.  Grasser said, then, that this information is in the main report, it just isn’t in this summary.  
Viafara responded that that is correct. 
 
Information only. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that we did hold a special meeting on the Communication Plan the end of June.  
He stated that we did not have a quorum present, but still held discussion on the plan. 
 
Haugen said that the draft that was presented to you last week attempted to address the 
discussion that took place at the special meeting.  He added that it was also forwarded to our 
Federal Highway representative in Bismarck, and he addressed the comments he received from 
her Monday morning, and distributed them late that afternoon and early Tuesday morning, so the 
draft that he is showing on the screen is the one that was distributed Monday evening/Tuesday 
morning. 
 
Haugen commented that the changes that were done with the Federal Highway review are shown 
highlighted in green, otherwise the draft did not change from the original Technical Advisory 
packet. 
 
Haugen stated that he also notified a few people that have been commenting on this draft that we 
have been stating that we are the only ones that are doing this conflict resolution document, 
however there are proposed rules now that are being promulgated out for comment, that says that 
this will be a requirement of all MPOs and State DOTS to develop so it is just a proposal, and it 
may not become a final rule, but just be aware that we are no longer the one and only that we are 
aware of, and others may be addressing this as well. 
 
Haugen reported that a lot of the discussion was centered on the NEPA environmental stuff, so 
you will see a lot of that removed.  He said that the additional thing was to sort of reorganize and 
highlight some things, and there seemed to have been some discussion that we are outside of the 
MPO process, so, does this address some things outside the MPO process or the MPO area, 
trying to highlight that better on the dispute resolution end that we are only talking about things, 
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this is an MPO document, this is only discussing MPO processes, we aren’t trying to go outside 
of that, or outside of your area.   
 
Haugen stated that the graphics were discussed, as to their appropriateness, and new graphics 
were identified and inserted to address what those comments were.   
 
Haugen said that the last thing was to highlight what Federal Highway wanted to be seen in the 
document.  He referred to a section in green, and explained that even though Federal Highway 
represents Transit, as a leading Federal Agency, they also wanted to see Federal Transit 
identified as Ex-Officio Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, for both Minnesota and 
North Dakota, so you will see it twice. 
 
Haugen stated that the other two comments are:   
 
The premise of the dispute being a pyramid with most decisions being done at the local level was 
premised off of the fact that the MPO plan is locally adopted, not adopted by the State or the 
Feds, but they wanted to make sure that everybody understood that everything in the T.I.P. and 
S.T.I.P. are based off of the local Long Range Transportation Plan, and that the S.T.I.P. is 
adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so even though our plan isn’t, the projects that 
are programmed into our T.I.P. are ultimately adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so 
that is what this language was inserted for. 
 
Getting back away from kind of, there are changes from the plan to the project development, and 
there is a need to have those changes made, yet we always need to be following the flow chart 
that changes are occurring through that process of planning programming project development, 
we still have consistency with the priorities of the plan in mind as we make those changes in the 
project. 
 
Haugen said that those are the things that were addressed based off of the June 30th discussion, 
and also the three changes Federal Highway asked be made. 
 
Grasser stated that he would like to thank and congratulate Mr. Haugen on doing modifications 
that were heard requested here at the special meeting.  He added that there were a lot of requests 
with very little direction.  He said that that document now has gotten close enough to where they 
have some editorial text comments, and his is wondering how he wants to proceed with that.  He 
commented that a lot of them are essentially, actually he is going to characterize most of them as 
kind of reinforcing some of the issues that caused some of the disconnect between the 
recognizance level and the project development, a lot of them kept that in there, but he is 
wondering how we want to proceed with that, do we want to try to work through it today, or 
wait.  He said that he wants to apologize that they weren’t able to get them to him earlier.  
Haugen responded that he will leave this up to the Technical Advisory Committee, adding that 
we do have a few more agenda items and he doesn’t know how much time this will require.  
Grasser suggested that we might want to address this at the next meeting so that they can get the 
information to the MPO staff so that everyone can see what the text changes are, and have time 
to process it rather than try to push it through today.  Haugen asked if the information has been 
coordinated or shared with any other agencies, and are they just from the City, or others as well.  
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Grasser responded that the information had not been shared, and it is just from City employees.  
Haugen said, then, that there might be changes from others as well, he would ask that any 
comments/changes be submitted to the MPO by Friday so that staff can assemble it all and 
redistribute to the committee. 
 
Williams asked when this needs to be approved.  Haugen responded that we are already past the 
due date, so our Federal Highway representative is anxious to get it out of her hair, and out of 
our hair as well, but he is sure she will appreciate that we are doing a good job, and are close to a 
resolution, so, while she may not be pleased to hear we are delaying a month, she will also, 
hopefully understand the rational.  Johnson commented that the word she used with him is that as 
long as progress is made she is okay with any required delay(s). 
 
Haugen stated that he would set Friday as the deadline for getting comments in to staff, but 
realize that as you see other people’s comments there will be opportunity after Friday to submit 
comments, but hopefully we aren’t going backwards but are still moving forward so, again, 
please get them in by noon on Friday. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is something that was done mainly last year, and the consultant had 
some staff struggles to finish cleaning up the document for final approval.  He said that they 
finally got it done late May and distributed it to the Steering Committee for review and 
comment.  He stated that nothing was received on it during the month of June, so he put it on the 
agenda for final approval. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and stated that it appears that the Executive Summary was not 
downloaded so we will have to table this item until the next MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting next month as well. 
 
Grasser said that he has a question that will probably be still relevant next month; when you look 
at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of who; anyway he just doesn’t want to bring 
those two together as it seems they are two different things; but on the Glasston Study itself, in 
his mind to characterize that is it is just identifying conflict points and options and different 
things that might be considered, but if we adopt that study, is that the right word, is that the right 
term, because if we adopt it’s not like we are identifying, he disagrees because in his mind he 
doesn’t think we said that priority one is to do an underpass on Highway 2 and priority two is to 
do something else, it was more generic.  He stated that he isn’t criticizing the study, he is just not 
sure how you adopt the one that is more generic, in his mind, and he is wondering if that is the 
right word to use for this study.   
 
Haugen responded that approval is probably appropriate as the study itself is premised on some 
things that, when it started were more likely to occur than they are appearing to occur now, so it 
is doubtful that a lot of the work in that study will see the results because the premise it was 
based on was the construction of the fertilizer plant, which is still a long ways from being started; 
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and the State Mill relocating how they receive grain, which also appears to be shifting back as 
well.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that we’ve had our first rounds of public meetings on the Transit Development 
Plan, just getting information, getting existing conditions of the service itself.  She said that they 
had an actual public engagement at Hugos in East Grand Forks, and the Metro Transit Center 
and Grand Cities Mall in Grand Forks.  She added that they also met with focus groups and 
invited various groups that have interest in transit itself to come and give their input on what they 
see exists and what they see as being needed or wanted. 
 
Kouba commented that just bringing all this information in will allow us to get a better 
understanding of what is out there and what people are looking at, as well as what their 
expectations are of the service too. 
 
Kouba stated that they had a survey out, a rider survey as well as a community survey, and it 
asked people why they aren’t taking transit if they can, or want to take transit, just those kinds of 
simple questions. 
 
Kouba reported that some of the main things they got out of the survey, and out of meeting with 
people, is kind of the indirectness of everything; everything is funneled in and out of the 
downtown, and even if you aren’t going downtown you have to go downtown just to get across 
town, so that general idea.  She stated that they have been hearing a lot of complaints about this, 
so they were kind of expecting those types of comments. 
 
Kouba stated that this will start leading into some of the questions on how can we improve the 
system with the funding that we have, because in the next round of meetings we will be 
including things like; we have this much funding, we have these projects that can be funded, this 
is what we can do to improve efficiency, in providing the service.  She said that this is our next 
step along with our goals and performance measures so that they are matching up with all 
improvements that we might have an opportunity to make. 
 
Kouba said that a summary of this information is available and is included in the packet.  She 
added that KLJ is also working on an official memorandum of all the existing conditions as she 
speaks. 
 
Johnson commented that, in reviewing this and looking it over, all of these focus groups and 
public meeting, were there any positive comments; everything in here, every bullet is something 
that isn’t working or they want more of, is there a reason the summary is that way or is that 
really all you got.  Kouba responded that it is a lot of what they got.  She explained that we 
currently don’t have all the details of what exactly was written in the surveys, but she thinks 
people are getting a little frustrated with the way the system is structured right now, so that is 
coming out a lot.   
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Rood stated that she also thinks that this is a lot of comments coming from a small number of 
people.  Williams added that this gets back to what we were talking about earlier with the other 
project; the comments that you are going to get the majority of the time on any project are the 
negative ones because if everybody thinks it is going fine they aren’t going to come to the 
meeting anyway, and there is no way you can combat that.   
 
Johnson said that he understands that happening at the public meetings, but these focus groups of 
agencies surprised him, that there weren’t any positives from them. 
 
Bergman added that you also have to remember that they almost had to twist arms to get people 
to do the survey.  He said that they had to hand carry them, and they had to buy them donuts, so 
it was pathetic.  He explained that they stood on the bus and handed them to riders and told them 
they had to take the survey, but by the time they walked off the bus they found a lot of them 
lying on the floor, nobody seemed to care. 
 
Kouba said that the main disappointment with the agencies was that they had a lot, but there 
weren’t a lot of agencies in attendance either. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.   
 
Viafara reported that we are working on the Discovery School report.  He said that the school is 
now on holiday, therefore we will convene the Steering Committee meeting the first week of 
August, and by that time we really appreciate having received the final final comments in order 
to make sure that the document is brought to Executive Board.  
 
 b. NDDOT Participation On The MPO Executive Policy Board 
 
Johnson reported that this concerns the NDDOTs participation on the MPO Executive Policy 
Board.  He explained that the DOT has been an Ex-Officio member of the Bismarck/Mandan 
MPO for quite some time, and he believes it is labeled as “Director” or his designee.   
 
Johnson commented that recently, through some discussion at the Fargo/Moorhead MPO, they 
agreed to extend this same type of participation to them as well, so we are also now a part of that 
policy committee as an Ex Officio, as well as someone from MnDOT; and because of this he was 
asked to extend the offering to this MPO as well to see if it was something they wanted to 
entertain, to have a non-voting DOT’s presence as part of the committee.  He said that it, by no 
means, at this point a guarantee of participation at every meeting, but we have that ability as a 
non-voting member to provide that participation. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
 

15 
 

Johnson stated that at this point, for the Technical Advisory Committee, he doesn’t know how 
you want to move forward with this to your policy board, but it is something thrown out for 
consideration.  He added that if there is acceptance, and it seems to be in agreement, at least from 
the North Dakota side they would also ask that you would make this same invitation to the 
Minnesota DOT as well so that both sides of the river are represented. 
 
Kuharenko commented that he would think that if the NDDOT can provide a little more insight 
for the MPO Board it would be beneficial.  He added that he would also think that if it is 
approved that we also make the appropriate changes to the communication plan to reflect those 
changes as well.   
 
Grasser stated that it sounds like a good idea to him.  Erickson agreed. 
 
Noehre reported that he hasn’t read a CFR for a number of years, and he hates to admit that, but 
does it still say that for a TMA it is actually required, it used to.  Johnson responded that it does, 
adding that he thinks they are voting members as well, if he remembers right, on a TMA.   
 
Noehre stated that if it is required for a TMA, and it is good for a TMA, a TMA is an MPO that 
has over 200,000 population, why wouldn’t it be good for this MPO as well.   
 
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would be attending the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next 
week.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know who the representative will be, but he can call in 
to the meeting to present this to the board.   
 
 c. Earlier Long Range Transportation Plan Component Discussion 
 
Grasser commented that with the understanding that we kind of got into a bind with the last Long 
Range Transportation Plan update, he is just wondering if there should be some components of 
the transportation side of the rule that will start showing up in 2016, such as the traffic modeling 
and such.  He added that we also have a couple of items that are always in the traffic model that 
we probably should be talking about rather than have it fall back towards the back end of things 
again like we did before.  
 
Grasser stated that they started initiating some of those early discussion, again just to keep us 
from getting in trouble, as a group we included it, and we are thoughtful, and so when we begin 
that process we don’t necessarily respond to the pressure because we want to make sure we have 
a great quality product. 
 
Haugen agreed, adding that you have identified some comments or concerns about the current 
model that you can share with us at any time; and we are under contract with ATAC to update 
the model, and they presented a couple of months ago, and right now we are re-geographing the 
TAZ boundaries because of growth, and it is cutting up some TAZs.  He said that we are also 
updating the street network, which is based off of 2010 and what was completed in 2015, so we 
are in that process right now. 
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Haugen stated that we also purchased the 2015 socio-economic data, so if you have comments, 
the sooner the better; and we should have Dr. Diomo back up here soon to show us the new TAZ 
structure and socio-economic data distribution. 
 
Haugen asked Ms. Kouba how we are progressing on the 2015 Street Network Update.   Kouba 
responded that we are progressing slowly.   
 
Grasser commented that, being more specific, Ms. Williams, the City of Grand Forks’ Traffic 
Engineer; brought something up this morning regarding when looking at the traffic volumes on 
some streets, some of them seem look kind of odd and there are some places where they are 
already at the 2040 threshold, and he thinks we need to work through some of those types of 
issues, and make sure the traffic volume component of it at least makes sense because that is 
going to be important when they have to identify their priorities.  Haugen responded that some 
pressure points are relieve between now and 2040 by additional streets that don’t currently exist, 
and then they build back up so the curve for some of those anyway. 
 
Williams asked when they were going to be up here to look at the zones, to discuss that.  Haugen 
responded that they have done that already, and they are coming back with the changes that we 
identified, and that they have identified.  Williams asked if they can see those before you 
progress any further with it.  Haugen responded that they will push them to get us the results in 
July and they will distribute it.  Williams commented that it just makes it easier if they have an 
opportunity to look at stuff as you do it instead of waiting until the end and then going through it 
all.   
 d. Planning and Asset Management Team 
 
Johnson said that he has one more item that kind of came up towards the end of the week, so he 
apologizes for the late notice, but he was having some discussions recently with their Planning 
and Asset Management Division, and one of the things that they wanted to do was to extend an 
invitation out to all the MPOs, this is just the first meeting he has attended to share that. 
 
Johnson explained that they would like to come in every once in a while, most likely via 
conference call, but there may be the occasional in-person trip to just give an update on things 
they are working on; for example they are currently working on their Rail Plan, and there will be 
other planning efforts that will have to be undertaken soon, and there are Performance Measures, 
final rules review, and they have offered to extend an invitation out for them to come in and 
participate in the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and just give a brief update and 
answer any questions the group might have. 
 
Johnson stated that as of right now they are open to suggestions on frequency; twice a year or 
quarterly, so he would ask the Technical Advisory Committee which option you would prefer as 
he assumes this would be a well-received notion and that you will accept the invitation.   
 
Consensus was that quarterly visits would be the preferred option. 
 
Grasser asked if there was video conferencing capacity here in East Grand Forks City Hall.  
Haugen responded that it can be set up.  Grasser stated that you just get something out of video 
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conferencing that you don’t necessarily get out of just a conference phone.  Johnson stated that 
they can definitely try that as well. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Jairo Viafara, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the July 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:  Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad 
Gengler), Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Airport 
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, Grand Forks Cities  Area 
Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-Bemidji; Lars Christianson, BNSF Railway; Jane Williams, 
Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Les Noehre, NDDOT-
Grand Forks District; Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks 
Cities Area Transit. 
 
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 
 
Viafara declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 15TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
SUSPEND AGENDA 
 
Viafara commented that Mr. Haugen will be a little late today and has requested that we go 
ahead and discuss Agenda Items 6 and 7 until he arrives. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Viafara asked if Mr. Konickson had anything to update on the Kennedy Bridge. 
 

1 
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 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Konickson reported that they are still looking at letting it this fall sometime, but he doesn’t 
believe it will happen in September as originally planned, but most likely in October or 
November.  He added that they have completed 60% of the design plan, and they are proceeding 
with its completion.   
 
Konickson commented that there are some ongoing issues and questions concerning the detour 
plans, as there will be some short-term detours, probably about half a dozen or so, for two to four 
days during concrete work.  He added that there also was an issue mentioned before concerning 
the trail on the East Grand Forks side, and they still need to determine how the plans are going to 
show how it will connect to the City’s trails.   
 
Viafara stated that the trail issue is a very important issue because the MPO is advancing the 
update for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, and access to the bridge is one of the considerations that 
we would like to review.  Konickson responded that he hasn’t had an update on this so it could 
be further along than he realizes.  
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN 
 
Viafara referred to a power point presentation and reported that, overall, this is the complete 
presentation that will be given tonight at the open house at 7:00 p.m. here in this conference 
room.  He stated that part of this presentation has already been seen by some of you, and the 
remaining portions will be discussed tonight. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Viafara said that tonight we are discussing Meeting #3 - Assessing Existing Conditions and 
Trends.  He added that we will also discuss the goals and objectives of the plan, the activities that 
will be undertaken in order to advance the update, and what the role of the Advisory Committee 
is and who the members are. 
 
Viafara commented that, just to update you, two things have been done; one was the design of 
the questionnaire that has been uploaded to the City of Grand Forks’ website.  He said that he did 
distribute to some of you the preliminary results from the questionnaire.  He added that in reality 
this is just the beginning, and it is proof of what has been done, and for you, as Technical 
Committee members to see exactly, to have an idea of what the community is thinking about.   
 
Viafara stated that on the other hand we have made some arrangements with various 
organizations, including Choice Health Fitness for them to advance at least fifty surveys, with 
the YMCA to advance at least twenty-five, with the University of North Dakota Student Union 
to do at least twenty-five.  He added that Lutheran Social Services is in charge of dealing with 
New Americans, and they indicated that they are willing to do at least twenty-five, and Global 
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Friends, who also deals with New Americans, also indicted that they were willing to do twenty-
five. 
 
Viafara commented that part of Task #2 is building community support for the plan 
development; and a press release was sent to the Exponent, and he has also been in touch with I-
Heart Radio to do public announcements on their networks as well, so once in a while you will 
hear invitations to the activities.  He stated that this is what has been done so far to help build 
support for the plan. 
 
Viafara said that now we are embarking on advancing Task #3, which is the assessment of the 
existing conditions and trends.  He stated that what they are trying to do is an inventory and 
analysis of the things that we can see, then we will establish an evaluation of the conditions of 
those systems, and elements of the systems.  He said that they will then identify the gaps of 
deficiencies that may be preventing opportunities for people walk or bike safely to their different 
destinations.  He added that they will do an evaluation of those conditions, and then continue 
with our plan update.   
 
Viafara went over the existing facilities that will be looked at, which include sidewalks, curb 
lanes, shared use paths signals, bridges, etc.  He pointed out that, as you can see, interchanges 
and access to them has become kind of an issue of interest for some of the respondents of the 
questionnaire, and he was recently at the Bike For A Purpose event, and he as he talked to those 
in attendance this matter was also brought to his attention.  He said that another issue is transit 
access to the different stops our system has, which we will discuss further. 
 
Viafara referred to maps of the existing and planned facilities, and explained that they have been 
displayed for the public, and this is what people are focusing their attention on when making the 
comments you can see in the analysis.   
 
Viafara stated that when we proceed to do the analysis they will be using ranking criteria, which 
has been established by the Federal Highway Administration, to analyze traffic volume, roadway 
width, the number of driveways, functional classification, truck traffic, terrain, and pavement 
surface.   
 
Viafara commented that the main focus of the plan is to improve non-vehicular safety and to see 
to what extent we can enhance mobility of those using the system; how can we provide creation 
of benefits as well. 
 
Viafara said that we will then begin working on Task #4 which entails the preparation of the 
vision statement.  He added that it will be done with cooperation with the members of the 
advisory committee, but overall, the attention will focus on safety, and on creating friendlier 
bike/ped environments by making sure that we go further than just providing education and 
activities to develop a transportation system, and also to enhance the safety and health of users. 
 
Viafara stated that to do everything we hope to do we have established three elements; goals, 
performance measures, and targets.  He explained that the goals that you saw before can be 
reduced to something that we call “Community Goals”; then we have planning factors that will 
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help guide us in our plan updates; and then we have performance measures that are the ones in 
response to fixing American surface transportation and the transportation measures that we will 
use in our analysis.   
 
Viafara commented that all the goals that we have can be reduced to the seven Community Goals 
listed in this table, and this is what they will basically be working towards because they are 
connected to the first eight planning factors; but now with the new FAST Act we are adding two 
more, one is to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and the other to 
enhance travel and tourism. 
 
Viafara stated that the transportation measures that we will be using are:  Accessibility, 
Compliance, Demand, Reliability, Mobility, and Infrastructure.   
 
Viafara referred to a table, and said that the community goals listed are what we want to relay to 
the transportation measures listed; and we will see when we relate one to the other how high that 
particular relationship is, so this is what is guiding, so far, the plan update, and this is the 
presentation that will be given to the public at tonight’s public meeting, as well as to the 
members of the Advisory Committee. 
 
Grasser stated that his comment on community goals are that they are all related to things that 
somebody might like to see or might want to have; but part of our community goals are also 
affordability, low taxes, efficiency, expenditures, and those things are not exhibited in here, 
although he isn’t sure how to capture all of that.  He added that he would be curious to know if 
they would rank all these things the same if, say they only had five dollars to put in to a program, 
and they were made aware of how really expensive it is, and they don’t want to put all of their 
five dollars into that one thing, would they still rank it as high.  He said that he isn’t sure how 
you give a push on how much something might cost, but he thinks somehow that there needs to 
be a financial wing, because that is one of the things that trips us up between the planning and 
the conceptual area and the implementation. 
 
Viafara said that next time we will discuss that, certainly there are different components, 
everybody or every kind of public sector has particular needs and wants; and there is, particularly 
for the Engineering Departments and Cities, sometimes very difficult for them to accommodate 
those wants and needs, so it is really up to you guys and your budgets to, as much as we can, to 
remain fiscally constrained.   He stated that this means we are also obliged to make the best use 
of those resources in order to accommodate those kinds of needs, so under that particular critera 
of fiscally constrained opportunities, that is where, at the end we can more or less suggest plans, 
suggest projects or initiatives, and that is why it could be taken into consideration, but those are 
just suggestions until we can see where the funds are because it is an obligation, also, not to put 
anything in the plan when there is no certainty of funding. 
 
Williams asked if it would be possible, if we do another survey, that we could start out by 
saying:  here are the areas where the City spends money, rank it in priority as far as safety issues, 
like police and fire, and then we have social stuff and we have arts and we have this, and roads 
and everything else; and then it would give us a basis of the context of this if it didn’t receive a 
real high rating, or it received a very high rating, and then this is where we went from here, 
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because if you ask somebody if they would like us to build this, of course they will say yes; but 
then when it gets down to where there is a project development, and it goes out for assessment, 
then they don’t want to spend their money on it, so it kind of conflicts with what reality is, 
because everybody would like to have everything they want as long as it is free, but it’s not.  
Viafara agreed that that is a valid point, and the situation here is as follows; from an MPO point 
of view we are restricted in the kind of activities that we can engage in, and one of them, that’s 
why we have a Master Long Range Transportation Plan; so that means that utilities and other 
kinds of transportation facilities and other elements from the City, we don’t touch them, so our 
mandate is, in that sense, transportation related.   
 
Viafara commented that, as you know, bringing people to a meeting has become very difficult, 
so then we have to go out and attend little fairs, open markets, and such to gather information.  
He added that we wanted to do this survey, and we hoped to be able to get around 300 responses, 
but we have only received back about 50, and are expecting around 200 more; and it will tell us 
where to go when it comes to spending transportation related funding.  He said that we can’t 
forget that the City also has policies that naturally connect with the objectives that we are trying 
to pursue here so we can actually establish parity with them and join together as much as 
possible. 
 
Noehre said though, that prioritizing transportation doesn’t take in fire, sewer, or whatever, but it 
does take in signals, crosswalks, striping, etc., this though says you want these things done but it 
doesn’t say what don’t want done to do this, and he thinks that is the issue because, as Mr. 
Viafara described, it’s finite, the dollars available are finite so if you do one thing it means that 
you don’t do something else, always, not just sometimes, but always, so it would be helpful to 
have something in this that asks, if you want this what are you willing to give up for it; not 
within all of the big broad functions of government, but, as you said, even within transportation. 
 
Viafara responded that the only issue is that we are reminded that this is a five year plan, 
technically speaking; so while the horizon is out 35 to 40 years, the plan activities are for five 
years, so it behooves us to be selective and extremely careful when choosing which one of the 
elements will be given priority for execution.   
 
Grasser said that this tells him that we are going to continue to have that, part of that disconnect, 
and some of this is going to roll back into the communication plan and wonder why, in 
frustration, that the stuff done at the higher level of planning isn’t built to what somebody says it 
should be built because there is that disconnect a lot of the times between the financial piece and 
the wish list.  He said that a good example of that, should we want to come to a meeting in the 
next couple of weeks, they are going to take another swing at getting sidewalks on Chestnut 
Street, which was a very controversial issue a few years ago, so he bets there will be more people 
attending that meeting than we will at any of the other planning level meetings, and so, again it is 
an example of how your audience changes.  He explained that this project will affect these 
property owners’ pocketbooks directly, so they are going to have a very strong opinion. 
 
Grasser stated that he thinks we have to recognize those divergents to make sure that we portray 
them properly when we are putting together documents and things, noting that these are not 
unhealthy issues, they are healthy issues, and he thinks that is part of the answer is to try to make 
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sure that we portray that so when you talk to people about other transportation plans and they 
say:  gee, we talked about having a pedestrian underpass here, how come nobody built it – well, 
through the vetting process that went away - but they didn’t follow it all the way through the 
vetting process so in their mind – I suggested it, everybody thought it was a great idea, how 
come nobody built it, what went wrong; so again, on a participant level there needs to be some 
clarity as to where their input goes.  Viafara commented that that is exactly what has been our 
policy, not to create false expectations, or expectations that cannot be met, because everybody 
wants something beautiful.  He cited an example where the City recently somebody to speak 
about downtowns and some neat things that other Cities have done, and everyone said they 
would like to have those things here, but unfortunately there isn’t any money, and even if the 
money were available, there is not a big enough population base, so our meetings will provide 
education on this to the audiences.  He added that, as a matter of fact, whenever we produce a 
report from the MPO, if for any reason the Department of Engineering believes they can have an 
input on the way things are phrased, organized, or such; we are willing to accept your 
participation, and will gladly appreciate it.  Grasser said that he thinks there might be some input 
they can provide, he knows there has been some discussion about how the questions are asked 
about bikepaths, and he is trying not to be critical, but a lot of times when he reads it it is 
portrayed such that, it’s given in the context that you need to decide to make an improvement, so 
which of these improvements would be the ones, and it is hard, then, to take that into context 
without asking; you think that’s really a problem or is it just on the list of solutions I’m picking 
from, because he thinks there are two different questions there – this really needs to happen 
versus here is a list, and he thinks on these he would really like to see this one and this one; and 
he thinks it creates some keeping of questions in the future to try to capture that.   
 
Viafara commented that the MPO is more than willing to work with the City.  Grasser said that 
Mr. Viafara has been great to work with, but they hate to nit-pick everything here.  Kuharenko 
stated that, going off of Mr. Grasser’s comment; one of the things he would like to see in this is 
just a question about the general level of satisfaction for the system that we have.  He 
commented that the training that we had a couple of months back, one of the big things about 
that training was in doing a process like this we need to identify what we are doing well and use 
that as positive momentum moving forward, and not necessarily focusing on negative aspects 
and focusing on all the things you can’t provide, but also pay attention to what we have done 
well and what we are doing for the community. 
 
Kuharenko referred back to a previous slide, and said that one of the things he noticed is that if 
this is a bike and pedestrian plan, one of the things he doesn’t really see is sidewalks, what do we 
have for sidewalks on either side, what do we have to bikepaths, what do we have for shared use 
paths.  He said that this, to him, kinds of screams everything on the roadway itself, and this 
focuses it only to on-road bicycle facilities, which per that training, we have a very small amount 
of population, nationwide, a very small percentage of the population that is very comfortable 
riding with the road and riding with the traffic, the vast majority of them are the novice riders 
and younger riders, so one of the things we should be paying attention to more is what off road 
facilities do we have, and we do have a fair amount of them in town and in East Grand Forks as 
well.   
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Viafara said that what Mr. Kuharenko brought to his attention just now is very important, and he 
thanks him for doing it.  He added, however, that once we are in good shape because now we 
have access to the City’s Monkey Survey system that allows, basically, the thing is deceiving 
because it is for free if you have less than ten questions, but once we cross that threshold, the 
thing becomes impossible, but now the City has an account and we were fortunate enough to be 
allowed to use it 
 
Viafara stated that, on one hand you have satisfaction survey, that is survey he needs to verify, 
do you want it to be on the system.  Kuharenko responded that they would like it to be on the 
existing system.  He said that that will allow you to determine what is the general populaces 
feeling for what we have for a system; is it meeting their expectations, is it exceeding their 
expectations, that might be beneficial.  Viafara asked if Mr. Kuharenko could provide a brief 
synopsis as part of this, and he will certainly commit himself to do this.  He added that the idea, 
then, is to incorporate that within the context of the update, correct.  Kuharenko responded that 
that is correct.  Viafara said that they will do that. 
 
Viafara asked what it is Mr. Kuharenko would like concerning the sidewalks.  Kuharenko 
responded that he sees that we are looking at our existing facilities, and he is referring more to 
what is on the slide shown not necessarily the survey; so when he looks at the slide he sees that it 
is more specifically, with the exception of probably the driveways, is that you are looking 
entirely at the roadway service and not necessarily at the off-road facilities that we have.  
Erickson commented that pavement surfaces talks about sidewalks, and not the street.  
Kuharenko said that that is kind of ambiguous though.  Williams added that it could be either 
one, pavement surface usually refers to street.  Viafara stated that he will commit himself to 
provide, basically, to update the presentation with the corresponding element for the pedestrian 
facilities.  Kuharenko said that that is what they are asking be done. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that this is a summary that corresponds to the overall complete report.  He 
added that the report, so far, including tables, maps and everything is over 100 pages, very 
difficult for many of you to read; so instead he has produced a summary for your information. 
 
Viafara said that this report indicates what the problems with the report might be, what are the 
bases, what at the planning factors advancing this particular report.   
 
Viafara referred to the document, and explained that there are eight goals, and for each one they 
have tried to at least provide two supporting elements.  He added that something important for 
you to remember is that these are basically meant for vehicles, the ones we just discussed are 
meant to be for pedestrians and walking; so even though they are the same planning factors, the 
measures are slightly different. 
 
Viafara referred to the summary and went over the goals and elements briefly. 
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Kuharenko asked is this just straight number of accidents or does it also take the severity of the 
accident into account as well.  Viafara responded that it does include the severity of the accident 
as well.  He stated that he has the complete table in the event anyone would like to see it.  
Williams asked if any of this is relative to the ADTs in terms of; you may see an increase in 
crashes, but there is also an increase in the number of ADTs as well so in reality the percentage 
could have gone down in relation to it, so it is kind of misleading the way it is stated in the 
document.  Viafara responded that this is one of his concerns as well, but the emphasis here is 
zero deaths, Towards Zero, so because of that volume capacity is left, some movements are left, 
and then the only one to count what really happens, the number of deaths, the number of injured 
people, the number of vehicles lost, and so forth, so you are right on that, those measures that are 
very important to actually make sense are left to some extent, behind.  He added that it may be 
incorporated somewhere, but apparently they are not evident when we do this.  Williams said 
that they are incorporated in the high crash rate, that is part of it.  Viafara responded that they 
are, but they aren’t evident.   
 
Haugen arrived. 
 
Grasser asked so do we, in the future, see this as part of our employed matrix, for performance 
measure goals, and is this, his concern is if we are going to do this each year, is each year is 
distinct onto itself, or are we going to have some kind of rolling average kind of thing that will, 
because it’s pretty easy to see these thinks spike up and down from one year to the next, so it is 
kind of dangerous to draw conclusions out of one particular year at one particular intersection, so 
how do we deal with that going forward.  Viafara responded that this is hard to explain, but he 
can tell it from a point of view, from a point of view here, that what we are doing is reporting to 
the community, but when you report to the government that will be done using rolling averages. 
 
Johnson reported that he still isn’t sure exactly how this is going to work.  He explained that they 
just had a target setting workshop, that the MPOs participated in, and it looked at trend lines as a 
baseline, but it also looked at every year, and then how it affected it, and then reported based on 
that year and what happened that year, so there are some trends built into it but it is also looking 
at what is happening. 
 
Grasser stated that you see so much bounce when you take even just a measurable element on the 
transportation system, and you just kind of know there are anomalies that happen, just even 
traffic volume will change so much from one year to the next, and yet we see them bouncing 
around, and they have talked about it.   
 
Johnson commented that even beyond vehicles, he knows their Planning staff was concerned if 
you have a random pedestrian death, that you don’t normally have, and it spikes and skews your 
numbers, it can hurt some of the funding formulas that are now tied to those targets, so there is a 
lot of concern just with that. 
 
Williams stated that another one was like Washington, the whole summer was spent working on 
that one so all the crash statistics that occurred during that construction are inconsequential, so 
we don’t have that information based on what it would have normally been because of the 
construction or whatever, so that is another problem with doing a year at a time is that there are 
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places where there are going to be gaps that you can’t point at and say:  look you reduced it by 
95%, let’s do this all the time – because we can’t close the road all the time, so that is the 
problem with some of those with just having it year to year.   
 
Presentation continued. 
 
Grasser said that, using 32nd as an example; we made improvements because of traffic signal 
optimization, but the Long Range Transportation Plan shows that whole corridor just going to 
crap here in the next ten to fifteen years, going to a service level E or even F, so those 
performance levels, and you know you can only keep so much on the signal side, so on one hand 
we are going to be having performance measures that are probably going to show a deteriorating 
trend, and you have a core mandate but we have no funding, how is that being addressed through 
the State or Federal process, because our study says, by definition, that these trends are going on 
now.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know how much of that discussion has taken place on 
the North Dakota side.  He said that their Planning Division is in charge of some of that stuff, 
and there has been a lot of discussion at a higher level, and he doesn’t know if Mr. Noehre gets 
involved with any of it at a District level or not, but he thinks they are reading the rules and 
keeping things pretty close to the vest until they figure out what they are going to do, but it will 
definitely be a problem.  Grasser said that he is glad that they are thinking about this though.  
Johnson added that another problem is that 32nd is also on the NHS system so that adds another 
degree of layering that needs to be taken into account. 
 
Kuharenko referred to a slide on the pavement management portion, and stated that he knows 
that as a group we have looked at this, and can remember that we have to add the local roads and 
state roads together in order to get 100%, but that is still not really clearly defined for a first time 
reader of this document.  He explained that if you were to look at the table shown for the first 
time, you could be very easily confused as to, okay, why does this column not have 200%, or 
why does that column not have 200%, and in going through this process a couple of times we 
end up knowing that for us here in this room that it is the State column plus the local column and 
that will add up to 100%, however for somebody reading this for the first time it can be very 
confusing so you might want to through some language in there to better define and give a new 
reader a better understanding of what this table is trying to portray, otherwise it is going to look 
like you either have a huge increase from one year to the next on all of the local roads, and if you 
look at the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, and you look at local roads, if you add up that 
entire column and then go to the column for 2015 you see a huge change and there is no real 
understanding as to why or where it is coming from, so probably just better explain this table a 
little bit more would be beneficial.   
 
Viafara said, though, that you don’t want any modifications to the summations on the contents of 
the columns of the table, just an explanation.  Kuharenko reiterated that a better explanation so 
that the reader can understand what they are looking at is needed.   
 
Grasser commented that he thinks he brought this up before, but we have a Metropolitan 
Planning Organization that encompasses the Cities and the Counties, and yet it seems like almost 
all of this data is very Cities centric as opposed to Counties.  He stated that, if we chose not to 
report on that it is okay, but he isn’t sure that we made it clear to the reader that when some of 
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these bridges that are out, maybe some of them get outside of the ET area, but we’re certainly not 
capturing them, but the County Bridge System and the County Highway System is rating those 
measures, and obviously the measure would have been totally different this year, as well as the 
service level, like East Grand Forks; well that is a hop and a skip in relationship to the County if 
you’re living in Manvel, and he doesn’t know if that needs to be addressed or not but it should at 
least maybe be clearer to the reader that you might have a larger jurisdictional area as the MPO 
than you’re really counting this stuff within City Limits or City ET area, or something like that.   
 
Viafara said that this comment is important, and thank you for bringing it, but what happens is 
that on the main report explanations are given on the locations of the bridges; and so then we 
have the ones that are in the County area, and the same happens for the number of crashes as 
well.  Grasser said, then, that this information is in the main report, it just isn’t in this summary.  
Viafara responded that that is correct. 
 
Information only. 
 
RESUME AGENDA 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that we did hold a special meeting on the Communication Plan the end of June.  
He stated that we did not have a quorum present, but still held discussion on the plan. 
 
Haugen said that the draft that was presented to you last week attempted to address the 
discussion that took place at the special meeting.  He added that it was also forwarded to our 
Federal Highway representative in Bismarck, and he addressed the comments he received from 
her Monday morning, and distributed them late that afternoon and early Tuesday morning, so the 
draft that he is showing on the screen is the one that was distributed Monday evening/Tuesday 
morning. 
 
Haugen commented that the changes that were done with the Federal Highway review are shown 
highlighted in green, otherwise the draft did not change from the original Technical Advisory 
packet. 
 
Haugen stated that he also notified a few people that have been commenting on this draft that we 
have been stating that we are the only ones that are doing this conflict resolution document, 
however there are proposed rules now that are being promulgated out for comment, that says that 
this will be a requirement of all MPOs and State DOTS to develop so it is just a proposal, and it 
may not become a final rule, but just be aware that we are no longer the one and only that we are 
aware of, and others may be addressing this as well. 
 
Haugen reported that a lot of the discussion was centered on the NEPA environmental stuff, so 
you will see a lot of that removed.  He said that the additional thing was to sort of reorganize and 
highlight some things, and there seemed to have been some discussion that we are outside of the 
MPO process, so, does this address some things outside the MPO process or the MPO area, 
trying to highlight that better on the dispute resolution end that we are only talking about things, 
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this is an MPO document, this is only discussing MPO processes, we aren’t trying to go outside 
of that, or outside of your area.   
 
Haugen stated that the graphics were discussed, as to their appropriateness, and new graphics 
were identified and inserted to address what those comments were.   
 
Haugen said that the last thing was to highlight what Federal Highway wanted to be seen in the 
document.  He referred to a section in green, and explained that even though Federal Highway 
represents Transit, as a leading Federal Agency, they also wanted to see Federal Transit 
identified as Ex-Officio Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, for both Minnesota and 
North Dakota, so you will see it twice. 
 
Haugen stated that the other two comments are:   
 
The premise of the dispute being a pyramid with most decisions being done at the local level was 
premised off of the fact that the MPO plan is locally adopted, not adopted by the State or the 
Feds, but they wanted to make sure that everybody understood that everything in the T.I.P. and 
S.T.I.P. are based off of the local Long Range Transportation Plan, and that the S.T.I.P. is 
adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so even though our plan isn’t, the projects that 
are programmed into our T.I.P. are ultimately adopted by the State and approved by the Feds, so 
that is what this language was inserted for. 
 
Getting back away from kind of, there are changes from the plan to the project development, and 
there is a need to have those changes made, yet we always need to be following the flow chart 
that changes are occurring through that process of planning programming project development, 
we still have consistency with the priorities of the plan in mind as we make those changes in the 
project. 
 
Haugen said that those are the things that were addressed based off of the June 30th discussion, 
and also the three changes Federal Highway asked be made. 
 
Grasser stated that he would like to thank and congratulate Mr. Haugen on doing modifications 
that were heard requested here at the special meeting.  He added that there were a lot of requests 
with very little direction.  He said that that document now has gotten close enough to where they 
have some editorial text comments, and his is wondering how he wants to proceed with that.  He 
commented that a lot of them are essentially, actually he is going to characterize most of them as 
kind of reinforcing some of the issues that caused some of the disconnect between the 
recognizance level and the project development, a lot of them kept that in there, but he is 
wondering how we want to proceed with that, do we want to try to work through it today, or 
wait.  He said that he wants to apologize that they weren’t able to get them to him earlier.  
Haugen responded that he will leave this up to the Technical Advisory Committee, adding that 
we do have a few more agenda items and he doesn’t know how much time this will require.  
Grasser suggested that we might want to address this at the next meeting so that they can get the 
information to the MPO staff so that everyone can see what the text changes are, and have time 
to process it rather than try to push it through today.  Haugen asked if the information has been 
coordinated or shared with any other agencies, and are they just from the City, or others as well.  
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Grasser responded that the information had not been shared, and it is just from City employees.  
Haugen said, then, that there might be changes from others as well, he would ask that any 
comments/changes be submitted to the MPO by Friday so that staff can assemble it all and 
redistribute to the committee. 
 
Williams asked when this needs to be approved.  Haugen responded that we are already past the 
due date, so our Federal Highway representative is anxious to get it out of her hair, and out of 
our hair as well, but he is sure she will appreciate that we are doing a good job, and are close to a 
resolution, so, while she may not be pleased to hear we are delaying a month, she will also, 
hopefully understand the rational.  Johnson commented that the word she used with him is that as 
long as progress is made she is okay with any required delay(s). 
 
Haugen stated that he would set Friday as the deadline for getting comments in to staff, but 
realize that as you see other people’s comments there will be opportunity after Friday to submit 
comments, but hopefully we aren’t going backwards but are still moving forward so, again, 
please get them in by noon on Friday. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this is something that was done mainly last year, and the consultant had 
some staff struggles to finish cleaning up the document for final approval.  He said that they 
finally got it done late May and distributed it to the Steering Committee for review and 
comment.  He stated that nothing was received on it during the month of June, so he put it on the 
agenda for final approval. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and stated that it appears that the Executive Summary was not 
downloaded so we will have to table this item until the next MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting next month as well. 
 
Grasser said that he has a question that will probably be still relevant next month; when you look 
at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of who; anyway he just doesn’t want to bring 
those two together as it seems they are two different things; but on the Glasston Study itself, in 
his mind to characterize that is it is just identifying conflict points and options and different 
things that might be considered, but if we adopt that study, is that the right word, is that the right 
term, because if we adopt it’s not like we are identifying, he disagrees because in his mind he 
doesn’t think we said that priority one is to do an underpass on Highway 2 and priority two is to 
do something else, it was more generic.  He stated that he isn’t criticizing the study, he is just not 
sure how you adopt the one that is more generic, in his mind, and he is wondering if that is the 
right word to use for this study.   
 
Haugen responded that approval is probably appropriate as the study itself is premised on some 
things that, when it started were more likely to occur than they are appearing to occur now, so it 
is doubtful that a lot of the work in that study will see the results because the premise it was 
based on was the construction of the fertilizer plant, which is still a long ways from being started; 
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and the State Mill relocating how they receive grain, which also appears to be shifting back as 
well.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Kouba reported that we’ve had our first rounds of public meetings on the Transit Development 
Plan, just getting information, getting existing conditions of the service itself.  She said that they 
had an actual public engagement at Hugos in East Grand Forks, and the Metro Transit Center 
and Grand Cities Mall in Grand Forks.  She added that they also met with focus groups and 
invited various groups that have interest in transit itself to come and give their input on what they 
see exists and what they see as being needed or wanted. 
 
Kouba commented that just bringing all this information in will allow us to get a better 
understanding of what is out there and what people are looking at, as well as what their 
expectations are of the service too. 
 
Kouba stated that they had a survey out, a rider survey as well as a community survey, and it 
asked people why they aren’t taking transit if they can, or want to take transit, just those kinds of 
simple questions. 
 
Kouba reported that some of the main things they got out of the survey, and out of meeting with 
people, is kind of the indirectness of everything; everything is funneled in and out of the 
downtown, and even if you aren’t going downtown you have to go downtown just to get across 
town, so that general idea.  She stated that they have been hearing a lot of complaints about this, 
so they were kind of expecting those types of comments. 
 
Kouba stated that this will start leading into some of the questions on how can we improve the 
system with the funding that we have, because in the next round of meetings we will be 
including things like; we have this much funding, we have these projects that can be funded, this 
is what we can do to improve efficiency, in providing the service.  She said that this is our next 
step along with our goals and performance measures so that they are matching up with all 
improvements that we might have an opportunity to make. 
 
Kouba said that a summary of this information is available and is included in the packet.  She 
added that KLJ is also working on an official memorandum of all the existing conditions as she 
speaks. 
 
Johnson commented that, in reviewing this and looking it over, all of these focus groups and 
public meeting, were there any positive comments; everything in here, every bullet is something 
that isn’t working or they want more of, is there a reason the summary is that way or is that 
really all you got.  Kouba responded that it is a lot of what they got.  She explained that we 
currently don’t have all the details of what exactly was written in the surveys, but she thinks 
people are getting a little frustrated with the way the system is structured right now, so that is 
coming out a lot.   
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Rood stated that she also thinks that this is a lot of comments coming from a small number of 
people.  Williams added that this gets back to what we were talking about earlier with the other 
project; the comments that you are going to get the majority of the time on any project are the 
negative ones because if everybody thinks it is going fine they aren’t going to come to the 
meeting anyway, and there is no way you can combat that.   
 
Johnson said that he understands that happening at the public meetings, but these focus groups of 
agencies surprised him, that there weren’t any positives from them. 
 
Bergman added that you also have to remember that they almost had to twist arms to get people 
to do the survey.  He said that they had to hand carry them, and they had to buy them donuts, so 
it was pathetic.  He explained that they stood on the bus and handed them to riders and told them 
they had to take the survey, but by the time they walked off the bus they found a lot of them 
lying on the floor, nobody seemed to care. 
 
Kouba said that the main disappointment with the agencies was that they had a lot, but there 
weren’t a lot of agencies in attendance either. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.   
 
Viafara reported that we are working on the Discovery School report.  He said that the school is 
now on holiday, therefore we will convene the Steering Committee meeting the first week of 
August, and by that time we really appreciate having received the final final comments in order 
to make sure that the document is brought to Executive Board.  
 
 b. NDDOT Participation On The MPO Executive Policy Board 
 
Johnson reported that this concerns the NDDOTs participation on the MPO Executive Policy 
Board.  He explained that the DOT has been an Ex-Officio member of the Bismarck/Mandan 
MPO for quite some time, and he believes it is labeled as “Director” or his designee.   
 
Johnson commented that recently, through some discussion at the Fargo/Moorhead MPO, they 
agreed to extend this same type of participation to them as well, so we are also now a part of that 
policy committee as an Ex Officio, as well as someone from MnDOT; and because of this he was 
asked to extend the offering to this MPO as well to see if it was something they wanted to 
entertain, to have a non-voting DOT’s presence as part of the committee.  He said that it, by no 
means, at this point a guarantee of participation at every meeting, but we have that ability as a 
non-voting member to provide that participation. 
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Johnson stated that at this point, for the Technical Advisory Committee, he doesn’t know how 
you want to move forward with this to your policy board, but it is something thrown out for 
consideration.  He added that if there is acceptance, and it seems to be in agreement, at least from 
the North Dakota side they would also ask that you would make this same invitation to the 
Minnesota DOT as well so that both sides of the river are represented. 
 
Kuharenko commented that he would think that if the NDDOT can provide a little more insight 
for the MPO Board it would be beneficial.  He added that he would also think that if it is 
approved that we also make the appropriate changes to the communication plan to reflect those 
changes as well.   
 
Grasser stated that it sounds like a good idea to him.  Erickson agreed. 
 
Noehre reported that he hasn’t read a CFR for a number of years, and he hates to admit that, but 
does it still say that for a TMA it is actually required, it used to.  Johnson responded that it does, 
adding that he thinks they are voting members as well, if he remembers right, on a TMA.   
 
Noehre stated that if it is required for a TMA, and it is good for a TMA, a TMA is an MPO that 
has over 200,000 population, why wouldn’t it be good for this MPO as well.   
 
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would be attending the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next 
week.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t know who the representative will be, but he can call in 
to the meeting to present this to the board.   
 
 c. Earlier Long Range Transportation Plan Component Discussion 
 
Grasser commented that with the understanding that we kind of got into a bind with the last Long 
Range Transportation Plan update, he is just wondering if there should be some components of 
the transportation side of the rule that will start showing up in 2016, such as the traffic modeling 
and such.  He added that we also have a couple of items that are always in the traffic model that 
we probably should be talking about rather than have it fall back towards the back end of things 
again like we did before.  
 
Grasser stated that they started initiating some of those early discussion, again just to keep us 
from getting in trouble, as a group we included it, and we are thoughtful, and so when we begin 
that process we don’t necessarily respond to the pressure because we want to make sure we have 
a great quality product. 
 
Haugen agreed, adding that you have identified some comments or concerns about the current 
model that you can share with us at any time; and we are under contract with ATAC to update 
the model, and they presented a couple of months ago, and right now we are re-geographing the 
TAZ boundaries because of growth, and it is cutting up some TAZs.  He said that we are also 
updating the street network, which is based off of 2010 and what was completed in 2015, so we 
are in that process right now. 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, July 13th, 2016 
 

16 
 

Haugen stated that we also purchased the 2015 socio-economic data, so if you have comments, 
the sooner the better; and we should have Dr. Diomo back up here soon to show us the new TAZ 
structure and socio-economic data distribution. 
 
Haugen asked Ms. Kouba how we are progressing on the 2015 Street Network Update.   Kouba 
responded that we are progressing slowly.   
 
Grasser commented that, being more specific, Ms. Williams, the City of Grand Forks’ Traffic 
Engineer; brought something up this morning regarding when looking at the traffic volumes on 
some streets, some of them seem look kind of odd and there are some places where they are 
already at the 2040 threshold, and he thinks we need to work through some of those types of 
issues, and make sure the traffic volume component of it at least makes sense because that is 
going to be important when they have to identify their priorities.  Haugen responded that some 
pressure points are relieve between now and 2040 by additional streets that don’t currently exist, 
and then they build back up so the curve for some of those anyway. 
 
Williams asked when they were going to be up here to look at the zones, to discuss that.  Haugen 
responded that they have done that already, and they are coming back with the changes that we 
identified, and that they have identified.  Williams asked if they can see those before you 
progress any further with it.  Haugen responded that they will push them to get us the results in 
July and they will distribute it.  Williams commented that it just makes it easier if they have an 
opportunity to look at stuff as you do it instead of waiting until the end and then going through it 
all.   
 d. Planning and Asset Management Team 
 
Johnson said that he has one more item that kind of came up towards the end of the week, so he 
apologizes for the late notice, but he was having some discussions recently with their Planning 
and Asset Management Division, and one of the things that they wanted to do was to extend an 
invitation out to all the MPOs, this is just the first meeting he has attended to share that. 
 
Johnson explained that they would like to come in every once in a while, most likely via 
conference call, but there may be the occasional in-person trip to just give an update on things 
they are working on; for example they are currently working on their Rail Plan, and there will be 
other planning efforts that will have to be undertaken soon, and there are Performance Measures, 
final rules review, and they have offered to extend an invitation out for them to come in and 
participate in the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and just give a brief update and 
answer any questions the group might have. 
 
Johnson stated that as of right now they are open to suggestions on frequency; twice a year or 
quarterly, so he would ask the Technical Advisory Committee which option you would prefer as 
he assumes this would be a well-received notion and that you will accept the invitation.   
 
Consensus was that quarterly visits would be the preferred option. 
 
Grasser asked if there was video conferencing capacity here in East Grand Forks City Hall.  
Haugen responded that it can be set up.  Grasser stated that you just get something out of video 
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conferencing that you don’t necessarily get out of just a conference phone.  Johnson stated that 
they can definitely try that as well. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE JULY 13TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 


