
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, June 8th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 8th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference 
call); Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Ali Rood, 
Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering; Darren Laesch, 
MnDOT-Bemidji; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks 
District; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks 
Engineering. 
 
Absent were:  Les Noehre, Greg Boppre, 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 and Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand 
Forks. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please introduce themselves and state the agency they are 
representing. 

 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 11TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE THE MAY 11TH, 2016, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen commented that last month Mr. Laesch mentioned that he may have an update on the 
Kennedy Bridge this month.   
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Laesch stated that he does have some information to share.  He reported that MnDOT has 
completed about 60% of the plan review; and that MnSHIPO has concurred with the rehab plans 
as well. 
 
Laesch said that there has been some discussion regarding access to the construction site on the 
north side of the bridge, whether they needed to do an environmental review to allow the 
contractor to go down the levee wall there, but it was decided that they would not be doing that, 
that they would be using the access that is typically used and if the contractor wants to do 
something different they will have to go through the proper protocol to make that happen. 
 
Laesch commented that they would like to get in touch with the City of East Grand Forks to 
discuss the trail, and how it would connect on that side of the bridge where they are extending 
the trail down to 4th Street, so they are looking for some guidance as to who they should contact 
in regard to that trail so they can discuss how that connection will be made and if anything needs 
to be incorporated into their design to make it work better.  He asked if this was something that 
could be brought up at the meeting scheduled for June 14th, or is that something for the DNR.  
Haugen asked if Ms. Ellis or Mr. Bail had a response.  Bail responded that he assumes they will 
have to meet to talk about how that connection would take place, but he doesn’t think it needs to 
be done at the DOT meeting.  He suggested maybe meeting separately that day, or setting up a 
meeting another day, but he knows that the City Council will want to see something first before 
they approve anything. 
 
Laesch stated that he would be here again on June 14th to talk about some projects they have out 
five-ten years from now, but could it be added to the agenda, or would it be too late to add it.  
Haugen responded that it isn’t too late to add it, but he is wondering what materials he would be 
presenting.  Laesch commented that he would have to talk to Mr. McKinnon to see if he has a 
layout or something that could be presented.  Haugen said that they would want to see 
something.  Laesch said that he may not have anything ready yet, but he will check.  Ellis 
suggested that if there isn’t anything ready yet, then just let them know and something can be set 
up.  Bail added that they could meet sometime in the afternoon and not have it part of the 
technical meeting, but they can certainly meet and talk about it then have something ready for 
the next meeting or something. 
 
Laesch said, then, that he will have Mr. McKinnon talk to Mr. Bail.  Bail commented that he will 
talk to Mr. Murphy to see who else should be involved, adding that maybe Parks and Rec should 
be included as well. 
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Laesch commented that nothing has really been hammered out in terms of the detours, and how 
many different deck boards they are going to need, they are still working on that.  He added that 
further details will be forthcoming on that.  
 
Laesch said that they did anticipate that the lighting might slide from September back to October 
or November, so that is a couple of months behind schedule. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Yavarow reported that it is still in its warranty period, and there are still spares that have been 
missing for a couple of months now. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF NORTH DAKOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL NON-
INFRASTRUCTURE CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that, as noted in the staff report, we were only informed of this in the last week; 
but if you will recall, back in October we amended our T.I.P. to include the use of old 
SAFETEA-LU monies.  He explained that under SAFETEA-LU the Safe Routes to School 
program was split into two, with a certain percentage of the funding being reserved for non-
infrastructure projects.  He stated that the NDDOT decided, during those years, that they would 
bank those funds to allow them to obligate more money toward construction, and now that these 
dollars are about to expire, they have decided to take the appropriation and use it on educating 
the public on bike/ped safety items. 
 
Haugen commented that originally this was going to be one contract distributed state-wide, but 
recently North Dakota decided, as the staff report indicates, to pick out seventeen communities 
and solicit them in a pilot program to see if there was interest in doing a more locally focused 
Safe Routes to School Non-Infrastructure project.  He said that, long story short, we were just 
informed of this decision at the very end, and Safe Kids was also informed of it at the very end.  
He stated that this is the third extension for application submittal, and they are now due from the 
MPO to the State by June 27th, but to get it through the MPO process they are due by noon on 
Friday, and so with that short timeline, Safe Kids got involved just a week ago. 
 
Patty Olsen, Safe Kids Grand Forks, reported that they initially received an e-mail on May 16th 
from the State of North Dakota asking them if they were applying for the grant, which was due 
that day.  She said that they were then told that they could apply by June 1st, so there have been a 
couple of extensions, but they just found out on Friday that it needed to go through the MPO first 
so she put together a preliminary budget, and a request, and that is what she has for this body to 
review today. 
 
Olsen commented that, just to give a little background, they were doing bike and pedestrian 
safety in Grand Forks long before there was even Safe Routes to School.  She said that she 
joined Safe Kids in 2008, and then they applied for, and received Safe Routes to School funding 
from the State of North Dakota in 2008, 2009 and stretched that out to 2010 and 2011, so this is 
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the first time in five years that they have had the opportunity to apply for non-infrastructure 
funds, but in the meantime they continued to do a lot of bike and pedestrian activities in the 
school district, so they want to be really conscious when asking for this, that they aren’t asking 
for them to pay for what they are already doing because it would be hard to win a grant for that, 
and it isn’t the right way to go about it, so in her “non-engineer” opinion there isn’t much they 
are asking for that would affect the MPO or City Planning because it is mostly education of 
students, parents, teachers, schools, and the general public. 
 
Olsen stated that she noted in the narrative that the biggest changes they have seen in Grand 
Forks; and they aren’t ignoring East Grand Forks, they have Safe Routes to School funding for 
East Grand Forks as well, but that is a whole different thing, so it isn’t like they are ignoring East 
Grand Forks, they have a whole different plan for that; but just in the last five years since funds 
have been available they have seen enrollment go up 7%; particularly at Century, although that 
has gotten back to a more manageable number; Discovery opened and they have 300 kids right 
now, but it was built to house 700 and that is where homes are being built in Grand Forks.  She 
added, though, that they also have a lot of growth on the northend of town.  She stated that in 
2009 Wilder had 80 kids and this year it had 180 kids, and they will be putting up relocatables 
next year to house all their students.   
 
Olsen commented that in addition the percentage of students that are English language learners, 
and whose parents are non-english speakers has grown tremendously.  She said that the 
boundaries have changed, and shifted for both elementary through middle school, and that is a 
big issue, so a lot of changes in terms of who’s going where to school, and initially when those 
kinds of changes come up parents’ initial reaction is to get in the car.  She stated that one other 
change is that the start time will change for Grand Forks Public Schools next fall, so a lot of 
changes, and they want their education to focus on those changes.  She added that she thinks 
their role in the school system has changed, where she used to go into the schools and do a 
school-wide assembly that is customized to each school, they now want them to fill a more 
consultant type of role.   
 
Olsen reported that she sent out a simple survey to the principals to get input as to what they 
want, and what they think is preventing parents from allowing their kids to walk and bike to 
school; and some of it you just can’t do anything about, things like distance and weather.  She 
added that some other ideas that the Bike and Pedestrian Committee came up with, and she 
thinks this was Ms. Ellis’ idea, was regarding public awareness for people that don’t have school 
age children such as senior citizens, empty nesters, 20-somethings and university students that 
don’t have children, those that go flying down Stanford Road past Lake Agassiz, was to put table 
tents at restaurants that they frequent. 
 
Olsen commented that they discussed asking for dollars for public service campaigns, public 
service announcements, and such, as well as trying to work with the University to see how we 
can get more information pushed out to students to let them know that safety is an issue around 
Century, Ben Franklin, Lake Agassiz, etc.  She said that it is kind of unique in how close we 
have elementary schools to a university population, so a lot of what they want to ask for is to do 
new things.  She added that Mr. Viafara and herself were just talking about, in terms of the 
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bicycle and pedestrian planning, using the tools that are already out there through the Safe 
Routes to School National sites to do parent surveys and classroom tallies.  
 
Olsen reported that they also now have safety patrol programs running at five schools, and they 
would like to expand that to all twelve schools in the area.  She commented that AAA pays for 
the equipment, but they don’t pay for the time it takes to train the kids. 
 
Olsen stated that little things come up, like where they want to possibly do signage and spray 
painting on school property; for example at West, on North 25th Street, they are trying to get their 
Safety Patrols to stop kids from crossing mid-block as it is illegal and unsafe, but their parents 
yell at the Safety Patrols to let their kid cross, so they are considering whether or not they can 
stencil on the sidewalk, on school property, telling students to go to the crosswalk.   
 
Olsen commented that they also know there is a more economic need in our schools.  She 
explained that currently when they go into the school system and do helmet safety, they only 
offer the free helmets to the 3rd Graders, and we wonder if we need to look at offering helmets to 
kids in other grades because we know the economic need is growing.  She said that they also 
want to look at if schools need more supplies such as crossing guard vests, stop paddles, traffic 
cones, and yellow pedestrian signs.   
 
Olsen reiterated that most of what they want to do is on school property, very little will be on 
City property, so she doesn’t feel this would impact either the City or the MPO. 
 
Haugen referred to Ms. Olsen’s request, and commented that it is still a basic core funded type 
request.  Olsen added that she is planning on tweaking it a little bit based on some of the things 
that Mr. Viafara and her talked about, but that is basically what they are asking for; and, again, 
the salary dollars are to expand what they are already doing, they aren’t going to ask to pay for 
stuff she has been doing all along without these dollars. 
 
Haugen commented that, as acknowledged in the staff report, this is not a full application 
because things were squeezed in and we had to process something now.  He asked if Mr. 
Johnson had anything to add from NDDOT’s perspective on this program.  Johnson responded 
that he doesn’t have anything more to offer beyond what has already been shared.  He did add 
that he thinks this is a great opportunity to get this program off and running, and although they 
had the hiccup of getting it on the street the right way, they are now going through the channels 
to try to make that process better and hopefully avoid the issue in the future, so he thinks that 
overall it is a good program and a good utilization of monies.   
 
Haugen reported that this is 100% Federal funding, there is no match required, as it is all 
SAFETEA-LU monies, so the request we have of this committee is, if you’re comfortable 
knowing that this is the basic framework that Ms. Olsen and Mr. Viafara are putting together for 
the application, you would approve forwarding a recommendation to the MPO Executive Policy 
Board for their consideration. 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
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APPROVE THE NORTH DAKOTA SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL NON-
INFRASTRUCTURE CANDIDATE PROJECTS, AS PRESENTED.  
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Lang, Ellis, Bail, Gengler, Laesch, Johnson, Kuharenko, Rood, West, and  
  Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Noehre, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Konickson, Hanson, Bergman, Christianson, 
  Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Haugen distributed copies of a flyer and explained that it shows that there are meetings that are 
being held right now, and again tomorrow.  He explained that we are doing some Focus Group 
meetings today, and then tomorrow the consultants and staff will be at three locations at different 
times to try to engage the public on transit issues. 
 
Haugen also distributed copies of a document containing the basic fixed-route information.  He 
stated that if you are interested we also placed the boards that will be on display during the open 
house, showing the individual fixed route system and their statistics, on our website as well. 
 
Haugen commented that also included on the individual routes are indications of where bus stops 
are most popular, where we have boardings and unboardings taking place. 
 
Ellis reported that on the Minnesota side they are setting their performance measures and targets 
for the State Transit; so as they move forward on that we will be incorporating it in our TDP. 
 
Rood said that some of the questions she has gotten concerning these public meetings include 
whether there are any changes being proposed at this point, and the answer is no, this is more of 
an information gathering process, getting initial feedback and trying to identify issues, so it is 
just the first step in the process. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN 
 
Viafara reported that the information in the packet is meant to keep you abreast on the 
development of the plan update.  He added that today he would like to provide information on 
the activities planned by the MPO, and the purpose of the plan. 
 
Viafara said that the first task was to identify Stakeholders and establish a Bike and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee.  He stated that this has now been accomplished, and we are now working 
on Task 2, which is to build public support for the plan development. 
 
Viafara stated that, again, just as a refresher, what are the goals and objectives of the plan: 
 1) foster accessibility and mobility 
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 2) improve quality of life for our residents 
 3) improve on safety 
 4) emphasis the need for us to preserve and expand on the things that are already  
  built. 
 
Viafara said that one important thing for the committee to understand is the role of the Advisory 
Committee.  He explained that they have four functions; the first is to help us devise the 
visioning approach to the overall update and help us draft both the goals and outreach activities 
that we are now about to embark on; and to help us improve on the performance measures and 
targets.  He stated that according to MAP-21 we basically are bringing the same planning 
functions and factors and are combining them with the local goals and objectives that 
establishing the plan.   
 
Viafara stated that the second function is to assess the existing conditions and trends; the third is 
to help us do a kind of needs evaluation, which we are working on now; and the fourth is to help 
identify strategies that will lead us to prioritizing all of the proposed solutions. 
 
Viafara referred to a slide listing the Advisory Committee members, and said that he would like 
to thank them for taking the time to be of service on the committee, and also for the input they 
are providing.   
 
Viafara stated that they have been working very hard on the second task, building public support 
for plan development.  He explained that a press release was issued, an invitation for an open 
house was printed, and they have been knocking on the doors of some advocacy groups and 
businesses that are related to bike and pedestrian issues, and providing them with some 
information.  He stated that the two libraries and the two City Halls have been working with 
them on this. 
 
Viafara reported that a meeting was held yesterday, for the public, but, unfortunately only one 
stakeholder came.  He added that they had expected a much bigger crowd, so as a result some of 
the strategies weren’t discussed. 
 
Viafara commented that the next meeting involving the public will be on July 13th, at 7:00 .m. at 
East Grand Forks City Hall in the Training Conference Room.  He added that the topic will be 
Assessing Conditions and Trends.   
 
Viafara distributed copies of a survey and asked that everyone please take a few moments to fill 
it out and return it to him.  He explained that this is a draft so if anyone has any changes or 
improvements they would like to bring forward, please do so. 
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that we were asked to develop this communication plan, and we amended our 
work program in March to set aside this activity.   
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Haugen commented that, as the first paragraph of the plan indicates, the purpose of doing this 
plan is to help identify how we resolve disputes, and to set us up so that when we do our next 
Long Range Transportation Plan we don’t have a situation where we have our T.I.P. frozen 
because we aren’t progressing in a timely manner.   
 
Haugen stated that he did meet with many of you individually about the Communication Plan.  
He said, however, that while we were tasked to do this we were not given any kind of template 
or given examples of what to follow, so the first document he went over with many of you was 
basically a power point thing highlighting some of the issues that were going to be discussed.  He 
added that he also, because performance based planning and the final rules were coming out and 
we already knew the safety rule, try to focus on what he knew from the safety rule and how what 
we’ve done in the past is going to have to change because of what we will have to do in the 
future, and show that within the document.   
 
Haugen said that, with the ergative process of working with many of you, this draft has 
conformed to comprise the communication plan that we were tasked to do by the FHWA. 
 
Haugen stated that he has the draft available.  He explained that it was not the intention to try to 
adopt it this month, but instead to discuss the document, and then hopefully we can take action 
on it in July and finalize it. 
 
Haugen referred to the draft plan and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that with the Communications Plan, and our emphasis by our State and Federal 
Partners, the public is something of the utmost importance.  He pointed out that the first section 
of the plan talks about the MPO and public communication, and the next section discusses the 
MPO structure and how our local partners come to the table, both as the Executive Policy Board 
and its membership, which is identified in a chart; and the second chart shows the makeup of our 
Technical Advisory Committee.  He explained that if you look at past charts showing the TAC 
makeup you would only see one division, North Dakota Division as our lead agency, but they are 
now requesting that we show both divisions.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the bubble chart shows the relationship among the agencies.  He 
explained that the local level includes the cities and counties; then the MPO, then that States, 
then our Federal Partners.   
 
Haugen stated that this sums up the framework that we are organized under.  He added that the 
next section talks about our basic process for making decisions.  He referred to a flow chart and 
stated that, as we just heard with our TDP and Bike/Ped Plan, we have a Steering Committee that 
is comprised of local people that are focused on that topic, and they meet and advise to the TAC, 
then the TAC advises the MPO Executive Policy Board.  He added that with our being a Bi-State 
MPO, this is used to allow for an issue that is more focused on one side of the river to have more 
participants assisting in that issue than having someone from the other side of the river providing 
input, although that input is still part of the process and the TAC and Executive Policy Board 
engage in the activities.  He said that this is a technique we have been using, and this documents 
how that is done. 
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Haugen commented that one of the tasks that the feds asked us to do was, not to set us up so that 
it would delay our Long Range Transportation Plan, but as projects get developed to ensure there 
is a consistency with our planning documents, and to also introduce the performance based 
requirement of, we’re not just doing plans, and now that we are in the plan, we are addressing 
what outcomes we expect projects to achieve, and we will be programming through our T.I.P. 
trying to achieve those outcomes, and so that connection from planning to program development 
is getting more interconnected. 
 
Haugen said that the description of this is three-fold; it has always been the intent that there is the 
consistency between what gets planned, what is programmed, and what is developed.  He stated 
that with project development there have always been questions on, once the plan is adopted 
whether the projects programmed are consistent with the plan and is the project, as it is 
developing, still consistent with our plans.   
 
Haugen commented that many times things come up, and it isn’t the smoothest process to have 
to wait a minute and say, okay there are things that come up that might not make this as 
consistent with the plan as we would like, and we wonder if we should amend the plan, so, 
historically there has been some hiccups along the way in this process.   
 
Haugen stated that another point is that Congress continues, each time they do an authorization, 
to try to re-introduce this strengthening of what is being planned, what the outcomes are that we 
are trying to achieve, and what we are planning to achieve.  He added that the performance based 
planning is one example of that and the other is each time Congress brings in and disconnects the 
separation of the NEPA process and the planning process, and allows one to accept the work of 
the other. 
 
Haugen reported that the last few pages of the document get into dispute resolution.  He referred 
to Page 6 of the document, and pointed out that the dispute resolution process is represented by 
the pyramid shown.  He explained that it is basically,  if there are disputes, most of them should 
be resolved at the local level, but if for some reason they can’t be resolved there the next step 
would be to take them to the State level, and then as a last resort to the Federal level.  
 
Haugen stated that at the local level first staff would try to resolve any disputes, then the TAC 
would become involved, then the Executive Policy Board.  He said that at the State level, right 
now North Dakota is the Lead State Agency, but we do know with the Safety Performance 
Targets that we will have to adopt two separate targets because of our Bi-State items, and it is 
unlikely for many of these things that we could rely solely on our Lead State Agency, so the 
diagram on Page 7 of the document shows that we have other agreements that will have to be 
amended to adjust the arrangement that we have had historically of North Dakota being our lead 
state.  He added that, regardless of which State we are in, all three “cogs” will have to be 
working in unison in order for resolution to occur with any dispute. 
 
Haugen commented that the last level is the Federal level.  He said that we do get some direction 
from them, and this flow chart shows that there is a reverse flow as well. 
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Haugen concluded by explaining that this is the draft document that has been circulated around.  
He said that staff appreciates the comments received; and the improvements have been 
implemented into the document. 
 
Ellis reported that she has been visiting with her City Administrator, David Murphy, as well as 
with Mr. Kuharenko and Mr. Grasser about this.  She said that she feels that the communication, 
per say, isn’t necessarily the issue; there is plenty of communication, but she thinks that what the 
problem really is is a lack of understanding of how the communication is processed.  She stated 
that, as the authorization bills come forward, and we are setting performance measures and 
targets, and kind of doing more detailed planning; she knows from their City Council level that 
there is a lot of confusion between deciding what they want in a project and knowing what to put 
in a study because for them they still see a study as just “well, you know it’s in there and if we 
want to apply for funds now it’s in this study but that doesn’t necessarily mean that this is the 
project that we are going to do or this is exactly how we are going to do the project”.  She added 
that she thinks that they are still under the way the MPO has worked the last couple of years and 
not understanding the authorization, or they assume that we are taking care of the details and 
they are telling us what to do; and we are taking care of the details so when it comes to them at 
an executive level it is all fine-tuned for what they might be approving. 
 
Ellis commented that, having worked for the MPO, she sees a glossed over look sometimes when 
they start talking about specifics, so Mr. Kuharenko and herself were visiting about this and they 
kind of think that they are going to have to review this with their respective council members 
that are on the MPO Executive Policy Board, and their Council Presidents, and maybe come up 
with some sort of plan, to have more presence, or maybe have staff meetings with them before 
the Technical Advisory Committee and Executive Policy Board meetings so that they are 
understanding what they tell us like “oh, yeah we should do a bike lane, but then how is it going 
to come, and if we put it in, well now we can’t do it or we can’t maintain it but it’s in the study 
and so I guess we are doing it”.  She said that she just thinks they are really confused as to how 
the whole process works, not for lack of communication or anything because when they get here 
it seems like they understand it, but then when you talk to them it is more “oh, so we got to do 
that now that it is in the plan, I thought we had the option of doing something else that came up”, 
so Mr. Kuharenko and herself are going to go back through the communication plan and figure 
out how they, locally are better prepared so they can ensure their councils are more informed, 
because it seems like even though they know, they don’t know, and she thinks they are 
dependent on staff to be voicing what their opinions should be, and then they get confused when 
it comes to the Executive Policy Board what those opinions are and what they are actually voting 
on.  She added that it isn’t just the MPO, it is a lot of different things, even just being in the 
EDA.  She stated that Mr. Murphy suggested that she sit down with Engineering, and maybe 
with their council president just to verify, now with the performance measures, what we are 
putting in these plans and studies are things that we can truly do for projects, that we know we 
are setting ourselves into these types of performance measures that we are going to have meet, 
and they aren’t coming back and saying “well, we’ve got the study but it doesn’t necessarily 
mean we are going to have to do it, because that’s not what came up”, so she thinks it would 
better communicate, as the Technical Staff, with the City Council, and even with the State, and 
even with the MPO, so that they aren’t constantly amending the T.I.P.s and studies, and coming 
up with these things, if that is okay with the MPO. 
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Ellis reiterated that it just seems that as the authorization bills are moving more and more 
towards planning and performance measures, they’re just not understanding it; like the 
roundabout for example.  She explained that they were gung-ho, then they weren’t gung-ho, and 
then it was already put into a study and they put it in a term commitment, but now they don’t 
know if they want to pay for it, and then we were told that we maybe don’t need it, so it is all a 
bit confusing; they seem to understand the process, and then they don’t understand the process, 
so we may want to do something different, as it seems like we are constantly trying to figure out 
our T.I.P. just from things like this.   
 
Ellis stated that she just wanted to express this before we move into July if things change, 
because Grand Forks is going to have new council members, and they will all be confused as to 
what the process actually involves.  Williams asked if the MPO held a workshop for new City 
Council members.  Haugen responded that it does.  
 
Grasser commented that he would like to thank Mr. Haugen.  He said that they met two or three 
times on the Communication Plan, and in his mind part of the crux of the plan; it talked about 
conflict resolution, but he thinks the key is to try to avoid the conflict in the first place, before 
you get into the conflict resolution component of it.  He stated that part of what they have been 
trying to embody in some of this is that he thinks we need to have more open communication on 
the front end, especially as we are developing policies and goals. 
 
Grasser stated that he is trying to understand what all of our alternatives are, because from an 
implementing agency standpoint it is hard to ask a question and run it up the chain through four 
different people and then have the answer come back the same way.  He said that you can’t 
really explore alternatives that way, and so part of what we maybe should be doing is to include 
the option of maybe a couple times a year we go higher within the State, and we talk about and 
kind of explore some of these things, like “what does it mean to set a Goal X, and can we do 
something a little bit different”, because in their case the City of Grand Forks has a mechanism 
where one choice would be pretty easy to implement, the next choice might be more difficult to 
implement or to measure or whatever, and, again, it is important to be able to talk about those 
kinds of options and to get on the front end as opposed to going down a path that they find is 
difficult and then trying to back the train up again.  He added that he thinks some of that goes on, 
he thinks it is most important on the policy level, but it does touch on what Ms. Ellis is talking 
about as well on some of the project levels, trying to define where we are at at the planning level 
activity versus where is the implementation piece, because those are kind of difficult, but in any 
event he thinks it is part of the Communication Plan, and as part of the direction they are going 
on their end begins with trying maybe open that up to a more ?? as opposed to a hierarchy or 
chain process.   
 
Kuharenko stated that he would agree with Ms. Ellis on making sure that their councilmen are 
fully involved, fully knowledgeable, especially on the MPO end of things when there might be a 
misunderstanding as to if we do X now what are the ramifications of those decisions down the 
line, and making sure that we still have those options and alternatives available so that we can be 
flexible when the time comes to make the decision when it comes to programming.  He said that 
this is one of the things they have gotten into in the past where they, for instance the last Long 
Range Transportation Plan was put together using 2010 data and now we are still using that same 
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plan, projecting another four years into the future, so he just wants to make sure that we have all 
of that knowledge and everyone is knowledgeable of the process in and of itself, and how the 
decisions made today will impact things down the road.   
 
Ellis reported that 5th Street is a prime example for East Grand Forks.  She explained that they 
did a detailed study on it, put it in an Access Plan, the Council at the time was very gung-ho for 
it, and now the current Council is absolutely against it and say “just because it is in the study 
doesn’t mean we’re for it, and why does it keep showing up in the Long Range Transportation 
Plan”; well, because you wanted it, and if we are doing things for the “greater good”, the 
previous Council saw that and it was something that we needed, and now the current Council 
wants to spend it somewhere else.  She said that she doesn’t think they are understanding the 
process as a whole, and now with performance measures, and setting these things, she thinks the 
outcomes and the planning that we are doing upfront should really be something that they are 
getting; and they may not, and she sees this in instances like taking three months to process 
signs, and it is the process, but they are still confused, and they can’t get them to agree or 
disagree, or whatever, so that is why she thinks that maybe we need to be more involved with the 
council so that they are aware when they come to the Executive Board meetings what they are 
actually agreeing to, which will help the MPO out as well because you won’t be doing a lot of 
T.I.P. amendments, and we aren’t going through our TDP financial every year because 
everything changes all the time.  She reiterated that the communication is there, she just thinks 
the understanding behind the communication maybe is lacking, which is where all this is getting 
to the point where you have to write a Communication Plan to begin with, to her it seems like if 
they understood the process there would be no need for this. 
 
Grasser said that he wonders if there would be an advantage if  they had small group meetings, 
and he would be interested in what kind of comments you may come up with on the plan as 
opposed to waiting until the final document is done so we can work out whatever the concerns 
are because they have the same issue with some of their leadership and he is trying to figure out 
how to speed the process along as opposed to a whole series of one-on-one and independent 
discussions, so maybe we have a greater group and invite all those that really want to be 
involved.  He said that one of the things he thinks we struggle with here at the Technical 
Advisory Committee level is that not everybody is probably as engaged in any one specific item, 
and he doesn’t know if this is a burning issue with the Airport or not, if it is you’re invited, if not 
you won’t attend, he thinks it is an individual choice, but he thinks the City of Grand Forks and 
the City of East Grand Forks would have some interest in discussing this in more detail. 
 
Ellis commented that you did spell it out, it does say that we have to do it for the greater good; 
and she doesn’t know how many times she has been to an Executive Policy Board meeting where 
they are like “just tell me how you guys want me to vote cause it’s your side of the river, what do 
you guys think”.  She said that that isn’t a planning process because the decision being made 
may or may not, especially from a planning standpoint, affect a bridge or a connection or an 
overpass or rail-line or something that East Grand Forks maybe could have had but now we let 
Grand Forks make the decision and now it has affected our side of the river, so maybe it takes 
staff a little bit more of a process to say it is not just allowing one side to make the decision for 
everyone, and this is how she felt the voting went a lot of the time, unless it was something 
between the two sides, Grand Forks members made Grand Forks decisions and East Grand Forks 
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members made decisions for East Grand Forks.  She stated that this is why she thinks that maybe 
we need to talk the Executive Policy Board Council representatives and get them to understand 
more, even at a local level. 
 
Viafara stated that it is very important, when discussing this with the decision makers, to clearly 
explain to them that the MPO, as a body, is constrained by the regulations and responsibilities 
assigned to it, and that basically, given those processes we may be certified or de-certified, so we 
are looking after the complete interest, which is our survival as an agency.  He added that under 
any circumstances it is appropriate to compromise that particular level of responsibility that we 
have with the community and with the Federal Government, who happens to be the one 
responsible for the creation of the MPO. 
 
Viafara commented that another point is that it is also important for us to look further.  He said 
that this MPO is comprised of two small towns, but there are MPOs that you can see with three 
and four states, and with multi-jurisdictions, so they have to really think metropolitan, and it is 
about time that both cities start to think with a metropolitan way of thinking.  He stated that we 
saw this on the Commute Study recently, the pressure of movement from East Grand Forks to 
Grand Forks is quite high, and the pressure of commuting movement at the County level from 
either of them is also high, so those are the things that we need to ask how entrenched the 
relationship between the two counties, between the two towns is and we need to now start 
enforcing that kind of thing rather than continuing with this isolated way of thinking. 
 
Viafara said that, for the record, the MPO is sincere, we are doing sincere efforts to come to the 
two City Halls.  He added that tomorrow he will be giving a presentation to the Planning and 
Zoning Commissions to inform them of the things we are doing.  He said that a week ago he did 
the same at the Grand Forks Planning Commission as well.  He stated that that is part of the 
MPOs charge  and it is part of our mandate to really inform the decision makers, if they change 
we are willing to bring another MPO 101 Training Program, or something like that, or one-to-
one talk to them, but we are sincere in supporting the activities of the two localities.   
 
Ellis stated that she totally understands that, she worked for the MPO, but she just thinks the 
council members just don’t understand.  She added that she also knows that this isn’t something 
that they will be able to change overnight, but they have zoning ordinances, planning, and 
resolutions that they react to an instant or a moment rather than what has been planned, so that is 
why she is thinking that maybe even we, as staff, herself, need to be better at getting them more 
involved in understanding what they are voting for, and what their decisions are in these studies, 
or lack of attending.  She explained that she didn’t have even one City Council member at any of 
her Land Use Plan meetings, and she thinks that that is what they aren’t understanding, as they 
think it will be presented to them at a Council meeting so they don’t need to attend other 
meetings, but that isn’t really the case. 
 
Haugen said, then, that what he thinks he has heard is that this document can serve as the base 
for a future meeting to be held sometime within the next two weeks, and that anyone here at the 
Technical Advisory Committee that is interested can attend to go over this document.   Grasser 
commented that they haven’t really broached this subject with their leadership on the Grand 
Forks side so while he would like to think a couple of weeks would be okay, but he doesn’t dare 
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speak for anyone’s scheduled at this time.  Haugen stated that he would put out a doodle poll to 
see when people are available. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 5 of the document, third paragraph and pointed out it states “the 
project development process would negate the planning and programming…”, and asked if that 
was more in reference to what is happening locally, or is it referring more to what is happening 
at a national level because he ended up seeing that there is reference that Congress recognized 
this misalignment of project delivery and adopted legislation addressing it  Haugen responded 
that it is a national comment, “the plan is put on a shelf”, is the five-second phrase that was in his 
mind when it was written.  He explained that we do plans, they sit on the shelf, we tell people 
this is what we are going to achieve, and then things are built and there isn’t a relationship back 
to the fact that it was in the plan, or wasn’t in it.  He said he did respond back because he showed 
where he added all the congressional changes that came through, but maybe he didn’t understand 
the question.  Kuharenko said that he was asking more if this was just in reference to what is 
going on at a national level or is it happening more at a local level.  Haugen responded it is at the 
national level that is why there is performance based planning, they want it to be outcome based, 
they want to show that their investment is trying to achieve what the plans are stating they are 
trying to achieve, so they use the terms “transparency” and “outcome based”. 
 
Grasser stated that, again, to that point he thinks it would still be beneficial if there was some 
clarity in the document between what’s a local and a federal.  He pointed out that we say, 
“frequently there exists a barrier of different planning requirements in project development”, and 
if that is frequently happening at the local level then we should look at how to fix it; or is it a 
congressional thing that nationwide there this seems to be this disconnect.  He said that what he 
was trying to understand is, you use the word “frequently” and is that a concern at the local level, 
or again, is that a reference to something federal congress thought, in their opinion, is happening 
from a national perspective.  Haugen responded that we are certainly microcosm of a national 
level, so yes it does exist at the local level, but what this is addressing is what is happening at the 
congressional level, that that is why they are doing performance based planning, and setting 
targets.   
 
Williams asked if Congress mentioned, there evidently was a discussion, and you’ll have to 
excuse her because she has not read the Federal Register or anything, but she is going to use the 
situation that they had where they were working on the last transportation plan and they knew 
there was going to be an elementary school, but they didn’t know exactly where, and then the 
plan was adopted and then we knew where the school was going to be located, and now that 
school is open and we are still using the old plan that didn’t even have anything in it, it that what 
they are talking about, addressing issues like that that they have to respond to changes that occur 
between plan adoptions, is that what this mismatch of priorities is talking about.  Haugen 
responded that that is not what they are talking about.  Williams asked if they addressed anything 
like that, how would you address something like that.  Haugen responded that the latest 
reauthorization did not, however he isn’t sure he quite tracks what Ms. Williams is asking.  
Williams clarified that what she is talking about is; they have to build roads in order to 
accommodate the new school, and they weren’t included in the previous plan because we didn’t 
know where the new school would be; and now we have a new plan that we are working on, but 
the streets already there, so we will have a street that is showed as a priority in the long range, 
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but it got moved up to short range because we had to respond to something that was occurring, 
and how is that being addressed, in changing priorities in-between plans, is it just doing T.I.P. 
amendments.  Haugen responded that it would still be a plan amendment process, there is 
nothing changed in that regard. 
 
Williams asked how many plan amendments can be done in a year, can there be four.  Haugen 
responded that, from a Federal perspective there is not a limit, but from a logistical perspective 
there is a limit as it takes a certain amount of time to vet it through the approval process, thus 
there would logically be time to only do four amendments, depending on the complexity of the 
amendment. 
 
Haugen commented that he would send out a Doodle Poll to see the availability for a special 
meeting to discuss this document further.  He added that if anyone has any comments on the 
draft document that is out there, please let him know. 
 
MATTER OF DISCUSSION ON FINAL PLANNING RULE 
 
Haugen reported that on May 27th Federal Highway and FTA promulgated their final rules for 
implementing performance based planning and also implementing some of the nuances that 
MAP-21 created and FAST further refined. 
 
Haugen stated that this is a fairly new rule, and even though we’ve been working under 
performance based discussion for three or four years now, and there are guide books out, those 
are all based on what they hoped the rules would be, so, long story short, there isn’t a lot of 
information yet about how these new rules really are affecting us.  He said that he did note that 
there is a webinar scheduled for June 14th at noon, so if anyone is interested in participating 
please let him know. 
 
Haugen commented that this morning he created his own power point for what may be some of 
the highlights of the rule by cutting and pasting information from the rule itself.  He pointed out 
that these are sentences that you will find in the rule itself, not in the regulation itself, but in the 
discussion of how they made their determinations.  He added that we have talked about these 
things, and we link our T.I.P.s to our plans and targets, and it is a coordination process so the 
point being stressed. 
 
Haugen stated that something new that he hasn’t heard come from the feds before is that, we 
have always known that after each performance target the rule has done there is a mirror for the 
State DOT to figure out what their target is, and then 180 days after that the MPO has to adopt a 
target, the feds are saying that their belief is that if we are doing this to the maximum extent 
practicable coordination that the State and the MPO should be able to set their targets at the same 
time.  He added that this isn’t a requirement, they are still allowing us the full year and the 180 
days, but from their perspective, if the collaboration or coordination is taking place, whenever 
the State decides what their target is, that should be also the same time the MPO has its 
information that it needs to know what its target will be, and then they will be set at the same 
time within that first timeframe.   He said, again, this is an expectation from the Feds that he has 
never seen or heard before. 
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Haugen reported that there are a couple of things that we now have to add into our MPO 
processes.  He said that when the FAST Act came out, that is where all these came from, so these 
are not technically new to us information wise, but they are going to be new to us with our next 
Long Range Plan.  He explained that we have to address, in some fashion, these new additional 
things that we typically didn’t have to concern ourselves with in the past. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there are some things that we have never been involved with in the past, 
such as storm-water and transportation facilities, but now we are going to be trying to improve 
our environment by starting to address storm-water in our planning processes.   
 
Haugen stated that there has always been the requirement for an agreement between the MPO, 
the State, and Transit Operators; but there is more description of what that needs to entail now, 
and we will have to adopt a new agreement, and will also have to put it in writing similar to this 
communication plan, how we are going to develop all these processes as we get towards 
achieving targets. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a phase-in, which is a little confusing.  He explained that our 
Long Range Plans and our T.I.P.s have two years at a minimum, but it is also contingent on all of 
these target final rules when they get done, so originally, way back after MAP-21, it was the 
federal agencies intent to have one effective date for everything, but as they got into the 
regulation making, complexities came up, delays occurred, so now they have acknowledged that 
they aren’t ever going to have one target date, and in-fact their rationale now is that by having it 
scheduled over different time periods it will be easier for us to implement it, so we have two 
years to have everything performance based, unless the final rules for that specific performance 
target didn’t come out within that two year period, we would have another period of time to get 
into compliance. 
 
Haugen referred to the timeline dates, and went over them briefly, explaining that what is 
coming has different dates assigned to it and that will be a real challenge when talking about 
communicating the information to people.   
 
Haugen stated that for the planning rule, as we saw in the Safety Target, the Safety Target there 
was a “financial penalty” the State would have if it couldn’t show progress towards Targets.  He 
said that on the planning side the only consequences are essentially the same things they have 
now, and their big tool, of course, is to freeze the T.I.P. document, or going through our review 
process and coming up with corrective actions that we have to address within a certain 
timeframe. 
 
Haugen said that currently there are eight planning factors, and the last two are the two new 
factors that we have to address; the environmental impact of resiliency and reliability and 
enhanced tourism and travel, have to be in within the two year timeframe because they aren’t 
tied to a target.  He added that the top factor also has to be in within the two year timeframe, and 
we already have that one incorporated into our Transit Scope-of-Work. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.   
 
Williams asked if there was a way to group the projects so that they know which items are 
directly going to feed into the Long Range Transportation Plan.  She said that this will help keep 
everyone informed where we are at in the overall process of the Long Range Transportation Plan 
update.  Viafara responded that currently we have the Transit Development Plan Update and the 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Update, and we are also working with ATAC on updating data and 
demographics to have the traffic models ready for forecasts, so he can do that so that you know 
where we are and when the Long Range update will be started. 
 
Williams asked if they were ever able to get a copy of the network with all the ADTs on it.  
Haugen responded he did, but he didn’t forward it yet.  He said that he will do that. 
 
 b. Dump the Pumps 
 
Rood reported that next Thursday, June 16th, rides on City Buses on both sides of the river will 
be free.  She explained that it is National Dump the Pump Day, meaning dump the gas pump and 
get on the bus.  She said that this is the second year that we have participated in this event. 
 
Haugen asked if this will be an all-day event.  Rood responded it would.  Haugen asked if you 
can ride as much as you want.  Rood responded that you can. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY LANG, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 8TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:55 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


