
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 Thursday, June 30th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 30th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 11:10 a.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks 
District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via 
conference call); David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, Grand Forks 
Engineering; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit 
 
Absent were:  Greg Boppre, Brad Gengler, Nick West, Dustin Lang, Brad Bail, Ryan Riesinger, 
Darren Laesch, Mike Yavarow, Ryan Brooks, Richard Audette, Paul Konickson, Susan Hanson, 
Dale Bergman, Lars Christianson, Lane Magnuson, and Rich Sanders. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office 
Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was not present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 8TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Because there was not a quorum present, the June 8th, 2016, Minutes of the Technical Advisory 
Committee could not be approved. 
 
MATTER OF CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen asked if those present would still like to hold discussion on the Draft Communication 
Plan.  Consensus was to adjourn the June 30th, 2016, Technical Advisory Committee to July 13th, 
2016, but to hold discussion on the Draft Communication Plan. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
HAUGEN ADJOURNED THE JUNE 30TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 11:12 A.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that the packet that was sent out included a version of the Draft Communication 
Plan that has not been marked or based on any comments received.  He added that he is using the 
PDF version of the Draft Communication Plan for today’s discussion. 
 
Noehre commented that his concern with the Draft Communication Plan is with some of the 
language that is used.  He referred to Page 1 – Communication between Local Government 
Partners and the MPO, second line where it says:  “…issues managed by its Local Partners.”; and 
stated that, at least to his ears, “managed” sounds pretty weak when in fact they’re owned, 
operated, prioritized, developed, funded, implemented, and a whole bunch of other adjectives, by 
the local partners, so “managed” doesn’t seem to cover that very well, in his opinion, and this 
flows through the rest of the document as well. 
 
Noehre stated that another example is on the last page, the last paragraph, under MPO and 
Project Development; where the MPO is making a recommendation not an absolute final 
decision, because, again the facilities are owned, operated, funded, maintained by others than the 
MPO, the MPO doesn’t own them the MPO facilitates all of that continuing comprehensive and 
cooperative element of it, but they aren’t the owners of any of it. 
 
Noehre said then, that the County Commission, the City Council, State executive management 
all make those decisions and are the owners and the operators of those things, but he isn’t sure 
how to wordsmith it though in order to capture that, but really he thinks the language has to be 
changed somehow to capture the fact that the MPO is coordinating all of this effort, and that it is 
a good thing they are to coordinate them so we aren’t all out doing our own thing, but in the end 
the MPO isn’t saying to all its federal partners; “here is what you’re going to do, and here is how 
you’re going to do it, that isn’t the MPO’s role either, and it isn’t found in any of the CFRs 
either, so we need to determine how to blend those altogether, because he doesn’t think it is 
captured in the document.   
 
Grasser commented that the City of  Grand Forks went back and did a lot of wordsmithing on 
this document, but at some point they felt they should not continue doing it, but it does bring us 
back to, the very philosophical piece of this document, when he reads it, it seems like it is doing 
two things; it is supposed to be a communication plan with communication components in it, but 
there is a lot of language in there that is either trying to reinforce or put into place the fact that 
the MPO, in-fact, is a superceding body and process beyond what you are describing, and it 
seems like both of those things are moving in the same document, and he has a little trouble with 
just the communication plan incorporating those philosophical issues, but it is hard to comment 
on that within the framework of the document that is really there, and so they kind of sidestepped 
that, but he thinks that is one of the questions in there, and maybe Federal Highway, at some 
point, will have to help give us some guidance in terms of how that does change.  He added that 
it seems to imply that the MPO takes it over and that’s the way it is going to be, for lack of a 
better term, and he is really struggling with some of that concept because it does remove some of 
the local decision making in the process, other than the fact that you do have council members on 
the Executive Policy Board, you don’t have anyone from the DOT on the Executive Policy 
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Board, for instance, so not all of our members are probably really represented on the Executive 
Policy Board. 
 
Grasser commented that, maybe if he is on a philosophical thing, as he is reading this, he is, 
again trying to figure out really what the intent of Congress was.  He referred to Page 5 and 
pointed out it says that Congress has changed law to ALLOW project development to accept the 
planning process results.  He stated that “allow” to him is a word that says that we may have the 
option to do so, but his concern might be is if the intent of that word to really say you “must” or 
is just simply an allowance because an allowance is a very very loose word, and he is kind of 
okay with the actual use of “allowance”, but if somebody’s expectation is that we are going to 
include…if you go further down there it says “an example”, you know Congress has acted to 
streamline project delivery by placing allowances for planning decisions to be incorporated into 
the NEPA process under the Planning Environmental Linkage.  He asked if those words mean 
that we will be doing a NEPA process under the MPO planning process.  Haugen responded that 
it is an allowance, but yes.  Grasser said, though, that is isn’t something we need to do.  Haugen 
responded that we do not have to do it.   
 
Noehre stated, though that it is not a complete NEPA process, the NEPA’s not finished, right.  
Haugen responded that the NEPA can be finished.  Noehre said then that you have gone through 
and identified all of the wetlands and identified whether or not each tree is going to be replaced 
in kind, or what wetlands need to be replaced two to one, and if it is going to be the wetland bank 
or replaced on site, and you’ve gone through all of that in minute detail through the planning 
level process through the MPO, he doesn’t see that actually.  Grasser said that that is what he is 
struggling with too, where we talk about including that NEPA within the planning, because the 
planning document is; in his mind you’re at a reconnaissance level and you’re trying to sort out 
options and alternatives, but he thinks the suggestion in here, the idea that he gets when he is 
done reading the document, is that somebody’s intended that when we do the Long Range 
Transportation plan, for instance, or we do a study we come up with “A” alternative, and that’s 
it, we’re done, and it is troubling to him when we add the editorialized piece on the very last 
page that says “After all, the public genuinely expects desired outcomes of the transportation 
system through their investments into the transportation system.”  He stated that he agrees with 
that, but the question is, is the public that is inputting on a reconnaissance level on the master 
plan the public that we are trying to meet or is it the public that we are having when we are 
meeting and doing the actual project development as we are putting the project together, those 
are two different publics, most of the time.  He said that it troubles him that the inference here is 
that, “well, we’re not meeting the public demands if we aren’t doing the end product of the 
MPO, based on the public input we got at the MPO level, and, again, that is two different publics 
most of the time. 
 
Grasser commented that some of the implications in here are a little troubling to him, and he isn’t 
sure if we are trying to interpret what Congresses intent was, but if you go back to what Mr. 
Noehre is saying, does Congress believe that on a planning level we can actually do the NEPA 
and public input, and then as we are actually doing the project we don’t need public input 
meetings anymore, we simply build whatever the MPO Executive Committee says we should 
build; that doesn’t seem like it would have a logical flow of intent to him.  
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Ellis stated that she isn’t at that point, but as far as; for example their Bygland Road Study, and 
the idea of a roundabout at Rhinehart and Bygland was a great idea, it was good intersection 
control, it seemed to meet the needs of accomplishing what they need to accomplish which was 
getting left turns on, and so they put it into the study and the council wanted to move forward on 
it, and they did the Intersection Control Evaluation (the ICE) and now they are saying it might 
slow down traffic or cause more congestion because it is really probably not needed based on the 
amount of traffic until closer to 2028 or 2030; so now the council is wondering why we are even 
doing it and are backtracking, but we have it in a study which in-turn might put it in our Long 
Range Transportation Plan when in-fact a more detailed study is now causing them to want to 
back out of the project for a while and think that if they wait five or six years they might be able 
to just put up a light, so now they are confused as to what they want to do so that is the planning 
process where she is at.  She stated that ultimately they have done a more detailed study and now 
the council wants to back out of it whereas the plan itself and the public input made it seem that 
this was the best option. 
 
Williams said that, adding on to this, now we have the document, and now they are saying they 
aren’t ready for it, but eight years from now they are ready for it, is FHWA and NDDOT going 
to accept that study that was done eight years ago, or will we have to do the study again.  She 
asked how much minutia should we do here knowing that, and the Highway 2 Access Study is 
another one, this is a long range planning just to get an idea and make sure we preserve right-of-
way and everything, and if we do the NEPA on that, when we go to implement it ten years from 
now, she doesn’t think that study will be acceptable.  She said that her question is, how long are 
these reports going to be acceptable without them having to go back and do them again, because 
there isn’t any reason to do it twice if we don’t have to.  She stated that she knows that we have 
to do enough to get a direction.  Haugen responded that it is a five year cycle.  Williams said, 
then, that in five years, if we had done as Mr. Noehre mentioned, identifying all the wetland and 
the tree replacement and everything else, five years from now we are going to have to do it all 
again, so it is kind of a catch twenty-two as we want to make sure we cover everything, but 
putting all the time and energy that is required to do a NEPA ready document doesn’t seem cost 
effective.  Noehre commented that ADA might be good for six months.  Williams added that we 
always want to go back and take a look.  She stated that we could have a developer that comes in 
with something that we don’t know about that they have been looking at and it is going to impact 
a portion of our system, and we have an adopted plan, but now we are going to go back and look 
at it again and possibly change it, so it isn’t static. 
 
Grasser stated that, if the NEPA Process is allowed, but not required, what he is hearing is that 
this group would have a lot of hesitancy about bring the NEPA Process too far into the planning 
level, just because of the things that we are talking about, that we would have to be cautious 
about assuming that we are going to bring NEPA into those planning processes. 
 
Williams commented that this also gives the public a false sense of what the reality of something 
may be because we could back and say we have to do this, and then five years from now 
regulations change and now we have to do something else, and then we get the comments from 
the public that that isn’t what we told them was going to happen, it isn’t what you said you were 
going to do.  Grasser added that traffic patterns change, development change, many things 
change.  
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Kuharenko stated that, as mentioned before, once you get into the specific project itself you are 
going to have a different group of people at the public input meetings, you are going to have a 
different perspective.  Williams commented that just the definition of “project” itself; you’ve got 
a couple of different definitions as far as what is a project, is it the long range thing, it is an 
interim thing, is it a short-range thing, are we trying to do a project right now that answers a 
specific concern, right now, it’s very vague, very wide open as to what exactly are we discussing. 
 
Johnson said that he will try to throw some answers back.  He stated that he heard a lot, and there 
has been some good discussion, so now he will throw a couple of things back out there, in terms 
of how this linking of planning with the NEPA comes into play here, in terms of what they are 
doing on some other studies that they have done in other areas. 
 
Johnson stated that the way he would look at this is; each study that crosses the NEPA/Planning 
line will probably have to be looked at individually, if it is more of an eminent type of project, if 
it is a corridor study with eminent projects there is the benefit to doing that NEPA stage as far as 
it is willing to do, but if it is something that we don’t feel is eminent to the study, it is good to 
know future planning so you can maybe back off a little bit and not go down that path so far that 
you are overdoing more than NEPA would do, and that would need to be determined on the 
study level. 
 
Johnson commented that, as far how far you want to into the NEPA process, as far as a planning 
study, you are still, over all, even though the feds are pushing this streamlining and combining, 
you are still limited by the items that can be funded under an MPO planning study using federal 
and planning grant dollars; so project development level activities, such as actually doing things 
like that are not eligible unless their funded by the local entities, but we have that opportunity if 
want to streamline, to pick up some of those earlier activities in NEPA with local funds as part of 
a planning study, but if you don’t than those things will still be hashed out when you enter 
NEPA.  He added that what the streamlining process does allow is the narrowing of alternatives 
based on information that is able to be done, and you can do all your existing conditions, 
anything with cultural or even wetlands is currently documented and publicly available if 
something of the MPO jurisdiction can do within their study and you can use that as a general 
filter at the very beginning of the study or when doing your alternatives.  He said you can then 
work all the way through the existing conditions, and then your proposed alternatives can carry 
forward.  He stated that an important thing to remember is that you are just filtering them down 
to the technical and feasible alternative, you’re not going down to a preferred alternative, so what 
that allows you to do is, when you do enter into NEPA, you know that these alternatives will 
work based on these things, so when you get into NEPA you won’t have to hash all that out, you 
have these alternatives, then you can weigh them against the environmental impact, the cultural 
impact, and the other impacts that might be applied, and then filter them even more and that is 
what you take to the public as part of that process. 
 
Williams stated, though, that does not preclude that there may be other technically feasible 
projects that are out there, that may not have been thought about, or uncovered, or because of 
technology has now become available, so just because there are only three or four technically 
feasible listed in an MPO study, that does not necessarily mean that when we actually meet the 
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NEPA that we wouldn’t be looking at other alternatives, is that correct.  Johnson responded that 
that is correct, adding that you don’t have to be limited by that, but if you do the process the way 
it needs to be done, correctly the first time around, rehashing it doesn’t seem appropriate as long 
as the first thing he said is still, you’re still in that window of, you know no one has the magic 
number, if its five years, eight years, or ten years, you will probably determine it more along the 
lines of things like the traffic has remained stagnant, the development hasn’t increased as quickly 
as we thought it would, if it has then maybe it benefits you to go back to the traffic side of it and 
really rehash those traffic impacts which could affect those alternatives, but you’re right that it 
doesn’t preclude you from basically throwing the study away and starting over, but it isn’t an 
efficient use of resources that are available to the jurisdictions of the MPO that take care of some 
of those steps under a different funding source, not having to pay for those things again. 
 
Grasser stated that he thinks Mr. Johnson did an excellent job, really outlining, he thinks and 
categorizing where these different items should be because he thinks doing a study and having a 
group of alternatives with pros and cons and things really fits, in his mind, almost exactly what 
the difference between a planning process and then moving on to the actual project development 
is, and he thinks that that is how you differentiate that as opposed to coming up with one single 
alternative; and in the case of East Grand Forks, the one that gets carried forward might be very 
specific to Grand Forks.   
 
Grasser commented that, going back to his original question, he can take this either way, but his 
philosophical question is, though, does that discussion that we’re having in here belong in the 
communication plan, or should those types of things be kind of stripped out because it still feels 
to him that this document is doing at least two different things, and while he can live with it, but 
he questions it. 
 
Haugen reported that the request was to develop a communication plan that identified how to 
resolve conflicts, and how to prevent delay in Long Range Transportation Plan adoption, so that 
was the direction they were going for so it addresses the conflict resolution and also how to go 
from planning to project development and location.  Ellis commented that that is where she feels 
that Mr. Johnson just kind of spelled out the problem we have with studies and the Long Range 
Transportation Plan and the MPO is that in order for you to do a Long Range Transportation 
Plan you have to be fiscally constrained and put projects within timeframes, whereas Mr. 
Johnson just stated that studies should maybe list feasible alternatives instead of a preferred 
alternative, so being able to implement the Long Range Transportation Plan, we are looking 
more at putting preferred alternatives in there as projects; when in fact that seems to be more of 
the detailed planning process then just looking at a couple of feasible alternatives because then 
when you put it in the Long Range Transportation Plan you can’t necessarily be fiscally 
constrained then, and that is where we kind of get into that muddled area, is that we are 
constantly going back and amending the T.I.P., or amending the Long Range Transportation 
Plan, or are concerned about putting in a preferred alternative because when we go through the 
NEPA process, or even the actual process, the Council comes back and says that they don’t know 
if this is where they want to go, and we should look at something different, and so that is kind of 
the issue that you run into, and that is the rub in this whole situation. 
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Grasser asked if it would be possible to, instead of using the term preferred alternative, which 
makes it look like you are selecting one option; really what you are trying to do is, you’re having 
to pick something so that you can run a cost analysis, so can it be a cost analyzed alternative as 
opposed to calling it a preferred alternative so you understand that you are picking that one to 
evaluate cost as opposed to all functionality and detailed, is that an option.  Johnson responded 
that other MPOs has used the term – these are all of our technically feasible alternatives, but 
through the planning and evaluation process the Steering Committee and the jurisdiction have a 
recommended alternative of this, so it doesn’t say that this is the one it has to be, but based on 
the analysis that we’ve done to this point, this is the one we feel is recommended, but these other 
ones are also technically feasible and should be carried forward.  Noehre stated that that is often 
misunderstood, he would suggest by not many, but most if not all.  Johnson said that he doesn’t 
disagree with that statement, but all you’re trying to do is to identify technically feasible 
alternatives that can be carried forward.  He added that some jurisdictions have made the choice 
to pick a recommended alternative to narrow that hoping for that long range planning issue. 
 
Grasser commented that, again, maybe using a term like - recommended cost projection 
alternative or something like that.  He said that he understands you have to pick something to run 
a cost estimate, and he doesn’t know how you would ever avoid that, but… 
 
Johnson stated that we have the opportunity, and it’s not easy and it isn’t straight-forward 
probably, but we do have the opportunity as we develop the Long Range Transportation Plan to 
even generalize it even more by just stating – corridor improvements on this street from here to 
here, and then you can generalize cost estimates for things like a mile of widening is $2 million a 
mile or something like that; so they are generalized instead of something like reconstruction of a 
four lane, reconstruction of  six lanes, etc., with all that detail, you just generalize it a little bit so 
that you leave all the technically feasible alternatives on the table.  Noehre added that the District 
does that all the time, and he is sure the City does it as well, by making a conscious choice of 
taking the most expensive option and budgeting for that, but then you try to split the difference 
and get an average, or you use the least because it seems like ti is the most reasonable at this 
point, but not every step up to the plate is a home run. 
 
Kuharenko commented that adding to this, if memory serves, looking at these new performance 
regulations that they are coming out with; aren’t they looking for more accurate cost estimates, 
and is that coming from planning modeling, or is it coming from after the NEPA document is 
done, what is actually bid, that is another concern too that we have to look at.  Williams stated 
that on the cost estimates, as they know, are greatly affected by the economy.  She explained that 
some of the cost estimates they came up with eight or nine years ago, looking at them now we 
just laugh at them because we had no idea that concrete was going to double in cost, so there is a 
lot you can do, but sometimes the cost estimates don’t mean anything anyway, so it is nice to 
reach that target, but if you are going to try to stay within that budget you’d end up deleting half 
of your anticipated items. 
 
Grasser said that his question still boils down to, that the item today is the communication 
document, and should there or is there a way to reflect this in the document somehow.  He added 
that he doesn’t know what words to put into the document, or even if they should be put in it 
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because to him it is just an understanding of how we move forward, so he doesn’t know if we 
should change it, and he doesn’t have specific words that need to be changed. 
 
Noehre referred to Page 3 and Page 7 of the document and pointed out that the graphics on Page 
3, concentric circles, and commented that he doesn’t really see that as being representative of 
how the process works, or should work, in the sense that, using an example of the District, and 
some portions of this process the District works in the smaller circle, and in other portions the 
District works in the state circle, so maybe rather than having different sizes they should all be 
the same size and interlocking and working together instead of being a hierarchy, because in 
reality a hierarchy works in some elements and not so much in other elements.  Grasser stated 
that they had similar thoughts early on, and felt it should be more of an overlapping series of 
circles as opposed to all the concentric ones.   
 
Noehre referred to Page 7, the cogs graphic, and stated that he thinks it is another good example 
except that all the cogs need to be touching the same wheel, if you will, as there isn’t a hierarchy 
there either, there are for certain elements of it and there aren’t for certain elements of it. 
 
Noehre commented that, ultimately he feels that the graphics are painting a different picture than 
really what the function is, how it functions and how it should function, at least in his mind.  
Grasser stated that one of the things the City of Grand Forks tries to do is to do more with words 
than with graphics, and try to have words that cover more of that flexibility, and if he were to 
summarize the series of their comments, that is kind of what they were getting at at this point, to 
get everybody together and not the hierarchy piece, especially on policy development where 
you’re trying to understand, really, what are the options, how do we implement some of this.  He 
added that it is hard to ask a question and run it through the chain of five people, and then come 
back down the chain and then say – “oh, what about this?”.  He stated that this is what they are 
trying to capture, especially, he thinks there is a different process maybe when you’re doing the 
study versus when we are setting some of these policy developments.  He added that they are 
getting a lot of policy development stuff that has been coming through in the transportation bill. 
 
Noehre asked Mr. Haugen if, with his interpretation of what Federal Highway is looking for, 
does this need to include these NEPA project development items, because that is what he thinks 
Mr. Grasser is concerned about.  Kuharenko responded that it is probably that basic flow chart of 
transportation projects, that where the bulk of this kind of falls into.  Williams asked if Mr. 
Kuharenko is saying that this should probably just be a separate document that we work on.  
Kuharenko responded that he would almost think so because this is more of a communication 
document, and we are looking at how we communicate and how we go through conflict 
resolution, so is this necessarily needed, and if it is one of the main sticking points that we are 
finding ourselves dealing with, as far as how do we go through these planning documents, how 
do we go through going from the planning role to the project development, should it really be in 
here.  Noehre agreed, adding that we are doing a corridor study on I-29 right now, so using this 
model we would set priorities from that, then we would fund those priorities, and then we would 
remain consistent with those priorities; but what that doesn’t do is take, it is still a corridor but it 
is taking a taking a snapshot, it’s not taking 100 miles of interstate system that they are 
responsible for and incorporating that study into that system, so that model isn’t going to work 
for his 100 miles of interstate system.  Noehre commented that he thinks this feeds and it informs 
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and facilitates and cooperates with all of those, but the set might be the sticking point; set 
priorities, he doesn’t think so, it might set some priorities within that study, that might be 
accurate, but it isn’t going to set priorities for his entire system, as an example.  Haugen 
responded that it wasn’t intended to do the entire 100-mile system, it is for the MPO area, not for 
a 100-mile corridor, so it isn’t trying to reflect a 100-mile corridor as an example process.  
Noehre stated, though, that it is setting priorities so that is the issue he has with it because you 
talk about fiscally constrained, and about all the other impacts that have on them, that comes into 
play as well, so just because it is set that way in this corridor study doesn’t mean it is going to fit 
financially with his other priorities, so they might get switched around due to fiscal constraint 
which we are all under whether Federal Highway says we have to be or not, it doesn’t matter we 
can only spend the money we have, so that can adjust those.   
 
Grasser commented that, similarly, at a local level they are reacting to similar types of things; 
they have a larger transportation system, with greater needs than what can always be captured 
and identified within a specific project.  He stated that he doesn’t know the answer to this, but he 
is suggesting loosening up some language in here someplace.  
 
Noehre stated that it’s not even just the interstate system, you have to roll in the rest of the State 
Highways that the District is responsible for in the Urban Area, as well.  Kuharenko cited 32nd 

and Washington as examples.  Noehre agreed, adding that all of those have to get rolled into a 
deck of cards and get shuffled together, then they have to submit them as a group, and they go to 
somebody else who shuffles them together on a Statewide process to get all the cards fiscally 
constrained.  He said that, again, this is rolling into to his earlier statements that he thinks this 
speaks too specifically about how things are prioritized, the NEPAs done, when all they have to 
roll into is get out the sharp pencils and design it, and that we aren’t anywhere near there, we 
can’t be anywhere near there, we shouldn’t be anywhere near there, and he doesn’t think that any 
law requires us to be anywhere near there, at least when he asked Federal Highway that, they 
indicated that to him. 
 
Grasser said that, again, if you really look at it, it sets priorities, fund priorities remain consistent 
to priorities, but you have several different priorities; you have public input priority and financial 
priority, you have the original planning priority and sometimes those conflict with each other so 
you can’t always remain consistent with all of your priorities.  
 
Haugen reported that he felt that the flow chart on Page 5 was something important that Federal 
Highway wanted included in this document because it does talk about flowing from planning to 
project development conflict resolution.  He said that Federal Highway is comfortable with the 
language that is in the document, as it was presented to you. 
 
Ellis said, then, that the question is, on Page 8, where you have the flow of resolution, as a local 
person then, her flow through resolution or conflict is to go to the MPO, because that is the way 
it shows.  Noehre stated, then, that it sounds like they need some conflict resolution with the 
Communication Plan that deals with conflict resolution.  Ellis said that that would be her biggest 
question because those were the two questions brought up by those from her local groups.  
Haugen explained that this shows how things get to a Federal level.  He said that this is the 
process that is followed, and the diagram is just showing that once we have gone from local, 
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through the MPO, through the State, we still have to go, it describes what a federal is, so he isn’t 
quite understanding the question.  Ellis responded that if she has a conflict, the MPO would just 
facilitate, or would it decide whether or not the local people have conflict or not, because to her it 
just seems like they have to check with the MPO first.  Haugen asked if she means if they have a 
conflict with the State or the Feds.  Ellis responded that that is what she is referring to, if they 
have a conflict with either the State or the Feds would it have to go through the MPO first.  
Haugen responded that that would be the purpose of the MPO, to be that forum; if you have a 
conflict, the conflict is part of the MPO processes.  Ellis stated that if the conflict is about the 
MPO process, obviously they would go directly to the MPO.  Haugen agreed, adding that this is 
what this whole document is about.  He said that they aren’t trying to identify the City of East 
Grand Forks has a conflict with the State of Minnesota, how those conflicts that are outside the 
MPO process would get resolved.   
 
Grasser said that he wants to be able to understand what the definition of conflict, so one 
interpretation we’re having today is we have a conflict, we talked about Page 5, a number of us 
talked about maybe we would like to see some graphics changed, but you represented that 
Federal Highway says they like this language and it infers that that’s what they want to see, is 
there a conflict there, he kind of would like to hear from Federal Highway, or do we officially 
say we disagree with some of this language and we start rolling it up the chain of command, it 
seems awfully awkward because there are different levels of conflict, but maybe he is the only 
one that sees it that way, and if he is tell him that, because that is a basic representation that is 
occurring just today, and that is why he thinks it is good to have a more integrated, again this is 
kind of a policy document, and it would be good to be able to have some of that if it is changed 
with Federal Highway if we do find some of things.  Haugen responded that his comment was do 
we take this out or not, and their comment was to state that keeping it in is fine.  Williams asked 
if they are fine with leaving it out also.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t know that answer, 
adding that they were specific on taking from planning, programming, project development. 
 
Noehre commented that, putting on his local hat, it is really for us, so it is for the stakeholders 
and the MPO, that who this is all for, so he would suggest that its either how we want it, or there 
is a conflict, that’s how he would view it.   
 
Grasser said, again, a good example, he didn’t have a problem with this graphic because he 
didn’t think through it, so if you would have asked him two days ago he would have said he was 
okay with it, but good points came up today, and now he does have a concern with the graphics, 
so again, on a real time basis when we are talking about integrating between the locals and the 
Cities and the State, again there is an example just within today where he has a concern with 
some of this now that he maybe didn’t before because some good points were brought up.  He 
added that this is just an example to him of how it is hard to reference someone else’s opinion on 
a document.   
 
Haugen commented that from his perspective you have suggested modifications we haven’t seen, 
more modifications to this, how more detailed modifications do you want to make, how much 
more do you want to add to it, is it tweaking or is it revamping graphics, changing graphics.  
Grasser responded that he thinks he would suggest, and again this goes back to the input from 
Federal Highways, so to him he would rather have a communication document that is more 
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concentrated on communication itself and a little less on some of the other process that we’re 
talking about, but, again if Federal Highway says this is what it needs to be, then that’s okay, but 
to him he thinks it would help separate out some of the concerns that they’ve got.  Haugen asked, 
then, if he was willing to say that it will be just communication, he thinks the first four pages or 
just the last three pages.  Grasser responded that he doesn’t think he is ready to do that exactly 
right now.  He added that he struggles with a lot of stuff on Page 5, almost in its entirety.  
Kuharenko stated that getting into that, that last paragraph of that section on Page 6 that is 
bolded, that would seem like it’s a separate entity from that section, he doesn’t see any relations 
with that one, but the remainder of the section on Page 5.   
 
Grasser suggested that we could spend some time maybe trying to weed through here a little bit 
more, but they are kind of time constrained here themselves, but he is just suggesting that 
because it is a lot of work for everybody to go back in and try to week through it, and the time 
management part is a problem, and he isn’t sure it is worth it, but maybe long-term if we are 
going to be living under this document for a long time it will be. 
 
Grasser asked if we separate those types of things would that go against what Federal Highway is 
trying to accomplish with this document, he thinks that is one of the first questions of Federal 
Highway is, if we try to separate those thoughts out more explicitly would that then not meet 
with the goal that they are trying to get to.  Haugen responded that there would be two separate 
documents that accomplish the same thing so he doesn’t think they would object to that. 
 
Grasser asked if Mr. Haugen thinks Federal Highway is looking for a document that talks about, 
unfortunately sometimes a project development process will engage a planning and 
programming priorities projects would be constructed which do not fully reflect the priorities 
congressional, are they trying to send us that message, would that be a reason why they think 
they need that to be in here; because he isn’t even sure it needs to be two documents, to him the 
part that talks about the all the processes is not necessarily a document that we need to, it is more 
of a power point educational tool than it is a document that should be signed or adopted or 
approved, at least in his mind.  Haugen commented that it is outcome based or performance 
based so what ends up being done is the thing that the planning process is trying to set priorities 
for. 
 
Grasser stated that he thinks we ultimately still want to have the best projects, but he thinks the 
struggle is if somebody; nationally, locally, or whatever on the planning side, again the product 
doesn’t always match what we originally envisioned, and he can’t think of a project that he’s 
almost ever done that ended up exactly the same at the end as what he originally envisioned that 
it might be, whether it was a remodel on his house or anything else, it is just the nature of the 
beast that as you get into more and more detail things, and you learn more, things change, it is a 
matter of accepting those changes even if people find that it goes against maybe some of the 
original goals, but again, you get to traffic control with a round-a-bout, you can do it with a 
traffic signal, you can do it with things like that, but he thinks the goal and priority would be to 
provide safety and efficient flow of traffic, not necessarily as opposed to one specific, this is 
exactly how it has to be. 
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Williams cited when they did the Washington Corridor Study, the north part of Washington, 
where we were looking at trying to limit access points and such, and everybody agrees that this is 
an issue, but every one of those driveways needs to be researched to see if there wasn’t already 
an agreement that was put in place that that access would remain, that the local government and 
the State has assured them that they would be allowed to have that access, so that is the type of 
things that changes the project, it wasn’t what we wanted to do, but we have to make allowances 
for that now.   
 
Haugen said, then, that if he is hearing this correctly taking things out rather than trying to 
wordsmith things better is how you want to deal with this.  Kuharenko agreed that that might be 
the way to go.  Ellis suggested taking things out to start, and then if Federal Highway says we 
really need it back in, then work on the wording concerns, but the basics of the MPO, obviously 
is that we need to meet federal standards, and they have very specific things, so she doesn’t think 
that anyone is going to tell you that if the feds say leave it in then we don’t have any other 
option, that is what this is for. 
 
Grasser stated that he is afraid of providing too many comments.  He added that he doesn’t 
necessarily re-author the document, so he kind of bring it maybe back to Mr. Haugen, based on 
the fact that we have the philosophy, can you re-doctor it that you think meets what some of 
those intents are and then we can comment on that, that might be the way to go as he isn’t ready 
to rewrite it himself.  Haugen responded that he would take a shot at doing this. 
 
Noehre said, though, that we will suggest, based on your comment from Ms. Ellis, that many of 
these things aren’t a totally real path, they are a wider path, and so he would highly suspect that 
Federal Highway would never go in this direction if they heard from the City, County, and 
District that we uncomfortable with some of these things, that they wouldn’t pay attention to 
that.  Grasser agreed, adding that he thinks that that is our job, to have a document that we have a 
certain level of comfort, or a higher level of comfort than what is there, so let’s ask the questions.   
 
Ellis commented that she feels everyone’s pain here.  She stated that their City Council has gone 
more towards – “Please don’t make a recommendation or a suggestion, that’s not your job, don’t 
be too vested in any sort of project or recommendation”, so she has completely steered away 
from that and has gone more towards the feasible alternatives because, obviously they don’t like 
it when recommendations are made anymore, they want them to give them a menu of items and 
they pick from that, at least this council, and it changes everytime.  Grasser agreed, adding that 
that process ebbs and flows during your career.  Ellis stated that ultimately, it is hard to come to 
a preferred alternative, so to speak, because the preferred alternative changes every time; or 
setting a priority because every councils priority is different too.  Grasser said that that is why he 
likes Mr. Johnson’s suggestion of putting in some options and pros and cons of each and then 
sort of establish what your range might be. 
 
Viafara stated that what is happening now is that the revisions should be on transportation has 
become super intensive, and one of the agencies, the MPO, fends for the public interests.  He 
said that sometimes we respect decisions that people can make, or departments can make, but in 
the end the MPO strives to fend for the public interest and that, sometimes is part of an 
engagement event. 
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Viafara commented that we understand that the MPO has a role to play, fending for the public 
interest, trying to align the relationship between land use and the transportation plan, and trying 
to maximize the best use of federal funds; and if those particular regulations, he believes there is 
not any problem on letting things slightly loosen for the benefit of the locals, but on the other 
hand the MPO cannot play a role that is completely detached, just convening meetings and 
bringing people to the table, but not have any kind of input, so sometimes this whole situation 
becomes a little confused.  He said that we really need to determine what the role of the MPO is, 
we certainly, as an MPO, can leave local interests to the City staff, because after all it is your 
city, it is your region, it is your department to run, so we understand that, but also we are begging 
you to please understand that we also have a responsibility to play, and that is basically the 
stakeholders responsibility, but we don’t build anything, we don’t own anything, but we oversee 
two things; projects and expenditures. 
 
Grasser stated that he thinks where some of the disconnect comes from is, again, it’s a matter of 
we both feel like we are serving the public’s interest, and based on public input, but again we are 
getting two different groups of public, and you get a different set, so a lot of times when we set 
up these User Groups, we ask them what they would like to see, and that is fine, but there is no 
cost constrained to that, and there are very little impacts associated with it, so in asking them 
what they would like to have, they will ask for everything, but when we do the project 
development and tell them we are going to assess them to cover the costs of these wants, they 
change their minds, so he thinks that we need to accept that both those things go on and don’t get 
too excited when things change. 
 
Ellis said that there is just such a disconnect between what the MPO is doing, the planning 
process of it and the actual in-the-ground.  She added that there is even a disconnect between the 
City Councils, or even the people – everybody wants a bike-lane until it is there, and then 
everybody complains about it and the council comes to you.  She said that that is the problem, 
it’s not even the communication, it’s the understanding of the communication.  She explained 
that that is the disconnect, her working for the MPO even, it’s not that the MPO isn’t doing what 
their supposed to be doing, where they are not recommending or not even communicating, it is 
the understanding of the communication from the planning process to the implementation where 
it’s a disconnect; and somehow you’re kind of caught between the two, and that is something 
that she doesn’t think we can solve with a communication plan. 
 
Viafara asked what everyone would like, what would they suggest be done.  Grasser responded 
that he thinks trying not to be so specific that we are identifying all the details of a project, and 
going back to identifying here are some options, here are some challenges with the options that 
need to be investigated and be aware of when we get into project development.  He said that the 
broader goal is maybe to provide a level of service C or D on a corridor, or at an intersection, or 
you have to safely move pedestrians and bikes, as opposed to necessarily; to him that, he doesn’t 
know how else to get around it, and he knows there are problems with that too, but he thinks 
there is a balance between this kind of being specific versus, because then there is less likely a 
chance, you may find a different technique to accommodate those same priorities, but it may not 
end up being the exact same thing that came out in the planning document that was made five 
years previously.  Various examples were cited. 
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Grasser asked if everyone was comfortable with Mr. Haugen making some changes to the 
document for further review.  Consensus was that everyone was okay with it. 
 
Williams said that she has one more questions.  She asked if this plan is going to address the 
flow of information where we get an agenda the Friday before a Wednesday meeting of the 
Technical Advisory Committee, and most of the time we haven’t seen any of those items on the 
agenda, and then we come to the meeting and there are questions but the MPO Executive Policy 
Board meeting is the following Wednesday, and as far as communication goes there may not be 
time in there to communicate back and forth, it just seems as though it is just all shoved in to a 
very short, we have a whole month, but yet we are packing it all in to a very short time period 
where we don’t really have time to get a response together, so this is where some of the 
communication breaks down.  Grasser stated that this may be more of a procedural thing maybe 
more so than maybe what the intent would be for this particular document.  Williams said that 
she didn’t know if that would be in here.  Grasser commented that this document is probably not 
going to be one that is going to get modified real often, but the processes of delivering something 
we probably would like more flexibility for administration to work through as opposed to trying 
to…you can put times and dates and the consultant delivers it two days late, now what do you 
do, now you have a document that you can’t change.  He said that he agrees with Ms. Williams 
that it is best to get as much lead time as we can on some of these things, but he will leave that 
up to Mr. Haugen if he wants to add that into the document. 
 
Information only. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


