
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, November 9th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the November 9th, 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:  Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks 
Planning; Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport Authority; 
Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, 
NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Nathan Viergutz, Grand 
Forks Cities Area Transit; and Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they are representing. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 12TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Johnson referred to Page 9 of the October 12th, 2016, Minutes and pointed out that the role count 
vote shown is incorrect.  He explained that only the voting member present for each entity 
should be listed as voting Aye, Nay, or Abstaining;  and only the name of the voting member of 
an entity that has no member present should be listed as absent.     
 
MOVED BY JOHNSON, SECONDED BY LANG, TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 12TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO 
REQUESTED CHANGES TO VOTING SUMMARY. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the staff report, there was no information available for 
inclusion in the packet, however if anyone has anything they would like to share on either bridge, 
they are welcome to do so. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Yavarow reported that they replaced the controller two or three weeks ago, and then two of the 
walkway lights failed, but have been replaced as well.  He stated that the company was supposed 
to be doing an analysis of the old controller to see what the problem was, but we have not heard 
yet what the problem was, so at a minimum the 90-day warranty period has started again on the 
bridge.  He added that this has been going on for a year. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Konickson reported that the plans for the Kennedy Bridge went out for bids last Friday, and the 
bid letting is scheduled for December 2nd.  He added that there will be a pre-lighting meeting on 
November 17th. 
 
Johnson stated that both DOTs are still working on the maintenance agreement, and have been 
going back and forth trying to get it finalized.  Konickson commented that he did get some 
updates on that to so he knows the City of Grand Forks has signed their sheet so he will need to 
send it back to the City of Grand Forks too, but to-dates updates their staff is fine with and want 
to keep this moving forward.  Grasser asked if Mr. Konickson could explain what that might 
mean, exactly, as he is trying to determine if, once it is sent back to the City, is it something that 
will have to be brought back to the City Council.  Konickson responded that the part that was 
revised was the section that was maybe on the venue, it was something Minnesota, supposed to 
be in Ramsey County and the jurisdiction was the State of Minnesota with regards to East Grand 
Forks, so he doesn’t know if that would affect Grand Forks or not.  Grasser said that they could 
just consider that an administrative minor change. 
 
Viafara asked if the bicycle and pedestrian access is still being discussed.  Konickson responded 
that on the East Grand Forks side they are pretty much where they were at before they had what 
is in the plan, and he doesn’t know what East Grand Forks’ plan is.  He stated that he did see the 
minutes from the last meeting, but he hasn’t seen any final ideas on how to make the connection.  
Ellis commented that she was told that the City of East Grand Forks was working with Mr. 
Konickson.  Konickson responded that he has talked with Mr. Bail about it in the past, but he 
hasn’t seen any proposed layout or route, but he assumes it is just towards the bottom of the 
ramp and connects directly to the trail, but he can’t say for certain because he hasn’t seen the 
plans.  Ellis asked who they should be contacting.  Konickson responded they probably should 
contact himself.  Ellis asked if they should contact him about the funding as well, as it is a 
separate issue than the design.  Konickson responded that they can contact himself or Mr. 
Laesch. 
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Haugen stated that one of the big topics last month was signal coordination and timing plans.  He 
asked if there has been any follow up on trying to identify that work, and how it would be 
coordinated.  Williams responded that she hasn’t heard anything on this.  Konickson commented 
that they have had some internal meetings, just understanding that MnDOT does the signal 
timing on those signals anyway, but his understanding is that there are more signals and more 
coordination, and they have looked at whether or not they want to get the consultant on board, so 
this is something they need to have meetings on, and invite their traffic engineer. 
 
Williams commented that a meeting would be good because they have coordination plans, and if 
they want to retime the signals and take advantage of the fact that they can coordinate the signals 
in a whole area, that would be beneficial.  Konickson asked if Grand Forks uses a consultant for 
their signal timing.  Williams responded that they do, and they typically use Alliant Engineering 
for it.  Konickson said that check on their contracting process on this.  Williams added that they 
have several different contractors/consultants that have worked on it, but Alliant is the most 
recent firm doing it.  Konickson suggested that they might want to try to set up a meeting for 
this. 
 
Information only.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF DISCOVERY SCHOOL SAFETY REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that in your packet Mr. Viafara included some information, but he also has a 
power point presentation that he would like to give today as well. 
 
Viafara stated that a number of comments were received and have been addressed in the report.  
He explained that he worked very closely with those that made the comments, to ensure that we 
grasped their ideas and/or concerns, and included them in the report.  He said that we are now 
submitting the final report for the Technical Advisory Committee’s approval. 
 
Viafara referred to the power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Grasser stated that, going back to the survey results; we have five of them there, basically at the 
upper end of 60 something, with the highest one around 69, and the lowest around 64 or 65; are 
those statistically significant in bringing those responses.  Viafara responded that what basically 
happened was that the survey was designed by Safe Routes to School, by the National Program.  
He added that they have a data base that we link to the parents, and the parents can then respond 
to it.  He said that they also took the survey to all the students present when the school opened, 
and this is their responses.  He added that the response rate was around 60%. 
 
Viafara stated that they will do this again because it is important to try to relay how things are 
changing over time.  He said that it is his expectation that we will probably do that as soon as we 
start a new School Safety Program, so there could be some changes to the perception of the 
parents, particularly if they have been following what has been happening at the school. 
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Grasser asked, then, if this is a baseline measurement, will you will do a comparable one to see if 
the bar has changed.  Viafara responded that that is the idea, because the school is new so this is 
the first one, but fortunately we have baselines for other years for other schools, but this year we 
are planning to do metro wide surveys and get more or less a comparison, establish a comparison 
analysis to see what is happening, because a series of recommendations to improve safety, 
access, and mobility around all the schools in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks took place in 
2014 and 2015, but we haven’t gone back again to see how things are happening, so the first step 
for us is to do, again,  these surveys for all schools, and then embark into an analysis of the sites.  
Grasser commented that he thinks it is important, maybe, to help, but his concern is; when he 
looks at this, is that he doesn’t want somebody to look at it and say “well if you just did 
something to the intersections, everybody would ride their bikes” because his interpretation of 
this is that you can take out every traffic consideration in here and you are still going to have 
distance and weather that is going to limit how many people are going to ride the bikes, that is 
his concern so he doesn’t want it to be misinterpreted that, because the intersection was the 
highest bar, by doing a little, and if you do something with it everything would be fine.  He 
added, though, that he thinks it is a measuring tool, and he agrees that that is fine.  Viafara 
responded that it is important for them, when they use a tool, to remember that it is based on 
perceptions, those are the perceptions of the parents, and those issues sometimes can be very 
variable.  He added that the point here is that many of the parents don’t live across from the 
school, they live a distance away, so it is how can we navigate this, or how they see navigation to 
the school. 
 
Williams stated that one element missing out of here is “age”.  She said that she doesn’t care if 
they did all sorts of stuff out there, and there were crossing guards, she would not let her 
kindergartner walk to school, or her first grader, or even her third grader; so she thinks there is an 
element in here that is missing that, out of those seventy, if you just look at the overall school 
age of the children, the majority of them are in third grade or less, and would it be reasonable to 
even ask those children to walk to school by themselves; so that’s one of the things that needs to 
be considered and she knows that this is just a survey that they came up with nationally, but to 
really answer some of our questions, and be able to point to something that gives us direction as 
far as something that we need to respond to, we need to have all the information.  Viafara 
responded that he does have this, and it is included in the report.  Williams said, though, that it 
doesn’t say how many of those students, of the 69% that responded safety at the intersections, 
how many of those responses were regarding children that were less than third grade, and that’s 
kind of the element, because some of that is never going to change, and that could be related to 
the distance, also.  
 
Viafara commented that what he finds important, for us, is to take it as a third party view of 
something that is affecting us, such as if somebody comes and says “oh, point to something from 
far away”, let’s take it as kind of an observation of something that merits a kind of consideration 
and we start moving from there, not to be super inflexible, but to take it as a point of departure 
into a more profound analytical approach. 
 
Williams stated that there is one thing to discuss regarding the report itself.  She referred to Page 
37/38 of the report, and pointed out that there is a reference to the public notification that was 
sent out during a project advertising period asking for comments; and it says that “it appears the 
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notice was sent to Buildings and Grounds”, and that is not true, it isn’t a statement at all, it was 
never sent there, it was a question as to whether or not it was sent to Building and Grounds, not 
that it appeared that it did because it did not, it is contradictory into what is said in the next 
sentence where it clarifies the answer to it, it was just a question on where the notification was 
sent.  Viafara responded that he appreciates this information.  Yavarow clarified that it was not 
sent to Discovery School, and he has a copy of the address label, it was sent to the main school 
district building on 47th Avenue; and what they did with it after that he doesn’t know, and this 
information is taken from the GIS and it is sent to the owner of the parcels; and in that area 
Useldinger’s might have had fifty parcels, but it is sent once to the particular building property 
owner.  Williams added, then, that the consultant followed up with some personal e-mails after 
that, and then that leads into the next sentence.  Yavarow stated that that was a notice for a public 
meeting, which was held at Choice Fitness, and a lot of people attended, and after that there were 
a lot of public comments.  Viafara asked for direction on what they would like him to do to 
address this.  Williams responded that she thinks it just needs to be word-smithed so that it 
doesn’t say that it appears that it was sent to Buildings and Grounds because it was never 
apparent that it was sent to Buildings and Grounds, it has always been sent to the School District, 
so what it was is that a question was raised as to where it was sent, so that is the statement:  
“There was a question as to where it was sent”; and if you want to put in there that if it was sent 
to Building and Grounds, just because that is what was brought up, but that is just a very 
confusing thing and it looks like they weren’t following the correct procedure in where they sent 
the notices.  Grasser suggested that it could just be simplified to say that the question was “where 
was the notification to the School made”, and give the address.   
 
Williams commented that in addition to that, they didn’t receive responses from either one; the 
letter that was sent out or the e-mails that were sent out, so that is another statement that should 
be included; that they didn’t receive any feedback.  Viafara asked how they would like him to 
address that when he has another person saying exactly the contrary.  Williams stated that they 
do not have any responses to the information they sent out.  Viafara said, though, that at one of 
the meetings a person came and told him about the whole incident, and he personally don’t have 
the ability to prove anything.  Williams stated that there has never been a notice sent to the City 
of Grand Forks requesting it.  Yavarow added that there is an official time period in which 
people have to respond to public notices, and there was no official response received by that 
date, or, as far as he knows, after that.  Williams stated that by the time their meeting came 
around that response date was three, four, or six months past due, so there was a long period of 
time for responses to be submitted.  Yavarow said that the meeting was in August, and the 
official response time was September 12th.  Williams added that the response time had already 
been closed and they had not responded to it, so that’s the issue.  Haugen said that it appears that 
you reopened the comment period based on this October 22nd e-mail.  Yavarow responded that 
the October 22nd e-mail was just to make sure that the various primary parties, and whomever 
else was involved in the project and the detours, were kept informed. 
 
Grasser said that the purpose of this discussion is, he guesses he is just going to ask that you note 
that the comment period was such and such a date to such and such a date, and to add a list of 
responders, a list of those that got letters, and that the comments received are in the appendix, we 
don’t need to get into, necessarily, all this discussion. 
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Haugen asked if all that discussion was in the minutes, which are already part of the appendices.  
Viafara responded that that is correct. 
 
Viafara said that he will heed this advice and will work with Ms. Williams to try to find out a 
way to solve this issue.  Williams suggested that instead of saying “it appears it was sent to 
Buildings and Grounds” it just needs to say that there was a question as to where the notice was 
sent, that’s it; and then if they want to get into more detail, the minutes are attached and they can 
go through and read them. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DISC OVERY SCHOOL SAFETY REPORT SUBJECT TO THE CHANGE 
IN WORDING AS DISCUSSED. 
 
 Voting Aye:   Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Williams, Riesinger, and Viergutz. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: West, Bail, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that last Wednesday night the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission 
met and gave approval to the draft that was available to them.  He pointed out that, as noted in 
the staff report, there were two changes identified.  He stated that he was in Bismarck so was 
unable to attend the meeting, but hopefully Ms. Erickson can give an update on this. 
 
Haugen stated that included in the packet was the letter the team received from the Grand Forks 
Airport.  He explained that they have a land use compatibility as part of their planning document, 
which is now eight years old; and included in that there are some zones of types of land uses.  He 
referred to a map and explained that the closer you get to the airport and its landing strips the less 
land uses are compatible, and as you get even further out there are boarder compatibilities of 
land uses, but still some concerns.   He pointed out that the area that is the main topic of 
discussion, as highlighted in the overall airport influence compatibility zoned area; as well as 
where it is located on the map in the land use document, and explained that there has been some 
discussions held prior to a letter being mailed out between the land use planning team and the 
airport and its consulting team. 
 
Haugen commented that the Land Use Consultant did prepare a response to staff to consider 
presenting to the Planning Commission.  He explained that the City has been working for several 
years on their strategic growth areas, and this has been identified as a place where they wanted to 
do investment to allow for growth, and so the response to that with the Land Use Plan is to 
respond to it having been identified as a growth area by assigning the type of land uses the City 
would like to see grow in that area. 
 
Haugen pointed out that there is some text that was added to the Planning Document, and this is 
where he hopes that Ms. Erickson can offer some assistance. 
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Haugen referred to the Residential Goal section, and pointed out that they added text about the 
noise; and one of the concerns expressed by the Airport was that with the residential density 
being proposed here they might receive a lot of complaints about airplane noise flying overhead, 
so the planning document is trying to address that with this additional language.  He said that the 
next page talks about the Commercial/Industrial areas, and he isn’t sure which one of the two 
language options is the original language and which is the updated language.  He explained that 
the language was modified based on the Planning Commissions discussion.   
 
Erickson reported that there was a lot of back and forth discussion on the concern that whomever 
might build in that area might have complaints about the noise, and the fact that they need to be 
made aware of it prior to their construction.  Haugen said that the difference is that one of the 
language options is talking about an overlay zoning district; while the other is talking about 
including the airport staff on the review.  He asked if Ms. Erickson knew which one they went 
with.  Grasser responded that he thinks they were talking about doing something to the overlay 
district, so there is some language in there for a zoning overlay ordinance.  Haugen said, then, 
the intent of the Planning Commission was to include this language in place of this language that 
was there.  He added that also in the body of the planning document, some additional text was 
added to flesh out this letter, and what the response is within the plan.   
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request) and explained that it is the presentation that was given to the Planning 
Commission.  He briefly went over the changes made to the draft document. 
 
Haugen pointed out that a couple of changes that the Planning Commission made was to 
formally adopt the 1.2% growth rate, and then also to change a small triangle of industrial 
property on the east side of Washington from Industrial to Suburban/Rural Residential.  
 
Haugen stated that his understanding is that the discussion was to keep all the Industrial on the 
westerly side of Washington and not have any extend over to the east, and that is what this map 
shows. 
 
Haugen said there was some language added to clarify what exactly the Pilot Sites concepts were 
about, and, as they were presenting it to you they aren’t about “take this plan and build”, but are 
more about taking a plan and getting ideas on what could be done. 
 
Haugen reported that the plan is now up for final approval from the City Council on Monday, 
November 21st, with these minor changes.  He said that if you go to the Grand Forks 2045 
Website you can see the document in its entirety with these changes incorporated into the text.   
 
Haugen stated that staff is seeking approval from the Technical Advisory Committee with the 
knowledge that these changes are being processed, and likely finalized on November 21st.  He 
added that there is a set of ordinances that have been drafted and presented to City Staff that 
would revise the current Land Development Code to help implement what this plan is putting 
forth.  He said that the intent of the contract scope of work was not to have those adopted by the 
City by the time this got wrapped up, but to have them to a point where City Staff could take 
them through their review and approval process for implementation.   
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Grasser said that, from a process standpoint this document would go to the City Council meeting 
and they would affirm Planning and Zonings comments, but what if they don’t concur with these 
recommendations.  Haugen responded that if they don’t agree with Planning and Zoning then it 
shifts back to Planning and Zoning as the City Council can’t override Planning and Zoning, they 
have to give the Planning and Zoning Commission another opportunity to agree that the changes 
aren’t appropriate, or are appropriate; and then if they still don’t agree then it takes a super 
majority of council to override the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendation. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2045 GRAND FORKS LAND USE PLAN, SUBJECT TO CHANGES, AS 
DISCUSSED. 
 
Riesinger commented that he would like to just give a brief update from the Airport.  He said 
that all the memos and letters are accurate from the standpoint that they were cooperating and 
having discussion back during the June and July timeframe, but he was made aware that there 
were not any changes made so he did reach out to Erin Purdue, Consultant, and had a 
conversation about that and she felt that the best approach was for them to write a letter with 
their comments just to document them, so that is why he did what he did.  He added that he 
realizes that their Compatibility Plan doesn’t necessarily have any teeth to it, but they want to 
make sure that people are aware of some of their concerns, so that was the reason for the letter, 
and he is comfortable with this moving forward with the changes that have been made.  
 
Grasser stated that, just a note on the drawing GF Engineering distributed at the meeting; first he 
sees there are a couple of streets that are mislabeled, 62nd and 61st, those need to be updated.  He 
added that part of this, Council is asking about long long term, beyond this current Land Use 
Plan, and so they want to be able to have clarity and detail in this area, to produce their 
residential in the long long term, because as you can see it cuts off at 17th Avenue, so as they 
plan and want to continue growing the City west, from a residential standpoint, it should 
probably be one of their focus areas, but in the meantime they have gotten a lot of access issues 
fixed, but long term they need to try to keep it as clean as they can. 
 
Haugen referred to the drawing, and asked if a specific area was the one that Mr. Grasser was 
speaking about.  Grasser responded that he was referencing the area that cuts off at 17th Avenue 
South, and it shows where they see some conflicts.  Lang asked if Mr. Grasser was saying it 
should extend South of 17th Avenue South.  Grasser responded that he is saying that in the long 
term, if they were to still, because right now they aren’t, to him there are still questions as to 
what is going to be commercial and residential as they grow out in that area, particularly to the 
west; in consideration of the airport residential would be better off being focused South of 17th, 
and ideally some of our industrial park, he isn’t suggesting we change that on this plan, but he 
just wants everyone to be aware of this.   
 
Voting Aye:   Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Williams, Riesinger, and Viergutz. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: West, Bail, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE 2017-2018 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK 
PROGRAM 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that only three project request were submitted 
for consideration during project solicitation; and in addition to our normal tasks, those three 
project requests have also been incorporated into the work program. 
 
Haugen reported that we have three major categories to our work program each year; the 100 
level, the 200 level, and the 300 level.  He stated that 100 and 200 levels are basically our 
support and administrative types of requirements we have to do; and the 300 level is where you 
see a lot of our special studies and other activities.   
 
Haugen said that you will notice that for 2017 we are including the Near Southside Traffic Study 
that the City of Grand Forks requested we do, and we are continuing with our traffic count with 
ATAC, and are also continuing on with the U.S. #2/U.S. Business #2 Study we are currently 
starting.  He added that we also have our T.I.P. Element, and there will still be some funds set 
aside for the Land Use Plan in the event there is a request to consider any amendments to the 
Land Use Plan that we are finishing up right now, but it isn’t very much compared to the 
$250,000 we just dedicated to it last year.  
 
Haugen commented that our Special Studies still include the FAST Implementation that is 
coming forth on us so we set aside work activities to allow us to keep up to date on what those 
changes might be.  He said that the School Safety Study is also included. 
 
Haugen stated that some other things that you will notice is that there were some things that were 
taken out of our 2016 Work Program that we are not adding back in, such as equipment, 
technical assistance, and corridor preservation activities.  He added that we are also including 
interns again, which we did not include last year.   
 
Haugen said that those will be our 2017 work activities, and the next table shows our 2018 work 
activities.  He commented that we are assuming that our carry overs are concluded and our 
studies that we started in 2017 are done, and we introduce the Air Photo Update and also, then, 
the Skewed Intersection at U.S. 2 and Highway 81, which was a study that we had originally 
programmed to do in 2016, but we repurposed those funds to the I-29 Study that we are about to 
finish up. 
 
Haugen stated that those are all the smaller things that we are doing.  He said that the major 
activity, as described in the work program, is updating our Long Range Transportation Plan.  He 
commented that we are finishing up the Bike/Ped Plan and the Transit Development Plan, and 
will be seeking consultant assistance to update the Street and Highway Element, and then we will 
role those three elements into our Multi-Modal Long Range Transportation Plan. 
 
Haugen reported that one of the things that is looming over our efforts is the implementation of 
FAST and MAP-21.  He explained that one of the things to note is that, when he wrote the work 
program, the Pavement Management and Bridge Management Measures were not identified, but 
he believes they have not been finalized; but when he wrote this only safety measures and targets 
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were the only ones that had been finalized, with a date of when they had to be absolutely done by 
the MPO, they can be done sooner than that date but not later than it, and that will be within our 
two year time cycle.  He said that he doesn’t have the date, but we do know that under the 
planning rule that after the end of May of 2018, if we are going to do any adoption or any 
amendment it has to be fully compliant with FAST, and again our timeline would have us 
normally adopting a Long Range Plan by the end of 2018, so since our timeframe is gearing us 
towards the end of 2018, which will be past the end of May of 2018, our document will end up 
having to be fully FAST compliant, but between now and then there are a few more performance 
measures that are yet to be finalized.  He stated that because of this he did try to leave some 
wiggle room in the budget to allow for any necessary adjustments, and when he does draft the 
RFP he will try to incorporate some language that gives everyone fair warning that the scope of 
work likely will have an amendment or two made to it to adjust, based on what may or may be 
promulgated by our federal agencies. 
 
Haugen referred to the tables and went over them briefly. 
 
Williams stated that she has a question on the staff report; right after the list of major activities it 
says “Additional staffing hours will need to be available for MPO activities…”, and she is 
wondering if you are talking about this being for consultants or what does it mean.  Haugen 
responded that this is just a carry-over from his initial solicitation staff report where it used to 
say that we had $200,000 available to do other studies, and we can’t put our whole budget into 
studies, we have to keep some of our hours for our staff tasks that have to be done. 
 
Grasser commented that this is little piece of information in the front part right now, and he is 
wondering on that summary sheet where you’ve got the work plan, an observation is the user 
item, and the request is can we take the Long Range Transportation Plan items and kind of group 
them and show what is in this fiscal year, and tentative completion dates per fiscal year, basically 
some of the information you have in there, but so that one can see a kind of date stamp a little 
better of what some of these activities might would be, and track them.  He explained that, again, 
it goes back to the summary sheet that gets updated monthly, maybe put that in there in that 
format because he thinks it would be helpful because these elements get spread out over so many 
years that it is difficult sometimes to see how they are assembling together, and he thinks we 
need to be reminded of that, how they come together.   
 
Grasser said that the other question he had, being FAST compliant; what is that going to mean to 
the plan, how will it affect us, is it going to complicate things.  Haugen responded that the 
NDDOT and the three MPOs have had that discussion, the thing that you haven’t stated that is 
probably of more concern is the T.I.P. document, that same date applies to the T.I.P. document, 
so the T.I.P. that we do the next cycle, normally we would be adopting that after May, and even 
though our Long Range Transportation Plan may not be FAST compliant, our T.I.P. document 
will have to be FAST compliant, so that is a date for both programming and planning. 
 
Haugen commented that the thing that is really looming out there is what does FAST compliant 
really mean; we don’t know about these measures, we know that we have to do measures and we 
have to do targets, and we know what they are going to be measuring, and reliability is one of the 
measures that is still out there, what do they mean by reliability, we don’t know that yet, but we 
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know we will have to measure.  He stated that they are still working on the Transit side, but have 
a better understanding what the transit measures are as they have been finalized as well. 
 
Williams asked if the NDDOT has considered or thought about moving up the solicitation dates, 
maybe back it up to August, and make it clear that it is all based on assumed funding, then we 
could work on it earlier, is that something that has been talked about.  Johnson responded that it 
has not specifically been talked about, but there is nothing prohibiting the locals to actually do 
that activity, and you could just make an assumption on your funding levels, but you could get a 
fairly good estimate just on past years.  Williams asked if doing this would help, if they got their 
stuff in in November rather than December.  Haugen responded that they did have a brief 
discussion about approving the Draft as a final document.  Johnson agreed that it was discussed, 
but no decision to do so was made, it would be a director decision.   
 
Haugen commented that they did identify that they were going to have a tight funding window, 
and that we wouldn’t have a whole lot to squeeze in, but we did get what was requested squeezed 
in, but, again, for the next two year our focus will really be on the Street and Highway Element, 
and on MAP-21 and FAST compliance. 
 
Haugen stated that, again, as always, by the end of 2017 we will be revisiting whether what is 
programmed is still the focus. 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE 2017-2018 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM, SUBJECT TO ANY 
COMMENTS OR CORRECTIONS FROM THE NDDOT. 
 
Voting Aye:   Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Konickson, Johnson, Williams, Riesinger, and Viergutz. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: West, Bail, Christianson, Magnuson, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL UPDATE 
 
Kouba reported that they are just gearing up with our Travel Demand Model, making sure that 
everything is alright.  She said that they have been talking to Engineering staff about the street 
networks, and have taken out some of the street networks that they are modeling and put in a few 
as well, mostly down by the Discovery School. 
 
Kouba commented that they had their 2010 model, on which 48th wasn’t all the way in, but 
shortly thereafter it was, so that needed to be put in; but not too many other additions were 
required. 
 
Williams said that in regard to the discussion Ms. Kouba and herself had the other day, none of 
those streets that are being deleted out of the model are classified, correct.  Kouba commented 
that none of them are classified streets, they are all collectors or higher, that are being modeled.  
Kouba added that there are a few local streets being modeled as well, but they have taken out 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, November 9th, 2016 
 

12 
 

some of the extraneous ones, especially in the downtown area and the older neighborhoods.  She 
stated that she knows that Ms. Williams has also pointed out a few of the other intersections that 
weren’t quite pulled in in some of these areas, and she will be sending her copies of what she 
has, but they have let ATAC know what improvements were done, and any other things like 
lights, roundabouts, etc.   
 
Kouba commented that the biggest change that took place is that we are currently in the process 
of, now that we have established our TAZs, we are trying to put in the employment and housing 
data into the two TAZs.  She stated that they ended up purchasing employment data in 
conjunction with the State of North Dakota and the other two MPOs.  She explained that we 
purchased historical data as opposed to current data.  She said that what they presented to us was 
current data, and that is where there is a big difference.  She explained that historical data has a 
lot of non-combined information, a lot of older information, things of that nature, which she is 
now in the process of going through and deleting any duplicate and/or multiple listings, so that is 
taking a lot of time, but they hope to have this part of the project done by the end of the year, but 
because of all the delays we did put in an amendment to the scope of work for the housing data 
so that ATAC can verify that everything is in the proper location, etc., since it is historical data, 
and also so they can generate it up into a TAZ level so we can see with the housing outlook is. 
 
Discussion on data accuracy issues and classification ensued. 
 
Johnson asked if Ms. Kouba has been tracking these issues at all, or documenting them in any 
way, not like very specifically, but in general.  Kouba responded in generality this is pretty much 
how she tracks the information.  Johnson stated that it is up to her, but what he would offer is to 
write some of this information down, maybe say that this is all the data and these are the issues 
we are seeing, and then give some examples and list how many man hours it took to fix them, 
just some of those kinds of bullets so that five years from now if you’re gone, or even if you 
aren’t, you have a report to say that if we buy this data again, we have it written down.  Kouba 
said that what her suggest would be is that at the end of whatever year you want to do your 
model, purchase the current data for it so that you get it the way you want to see it.  Johnson 
suggested that it would be worth documenting that, and just say that next time buy current data. 
 
Haugen reported that what this is all working towards is a 2015 Base Travel Demand Model.  He 
explained that where we are at in that process is we’ve modified the TAZ structures, we’ve 
synced 99% of the street network that existed in 2015, with the latest information we are trying 
to populate the TAZs with employment and household data, and once that is completed than 
ATAC can provide us with our first run of what the 2015 model compares to the ground counts 
that we are basing off of, and then the last piece of information that we will purchasing for 
validation and calibration of that 2015 model is the OD Study, and the MPOs met yesterday with 
the NDDOT and we are hopefully releasing that draft RFP in December and we will be 
purchasing essentially GPS captured data for the month of October.  He added that instead of 
doing bridge intercept surveys and trying to find out where people are coming and going from, 
we will use technology to tell us this information. 
 
Haugen stated that sometime in the first quarter of 2017 we should be presenting you with the 
Base 2015 Model, calibrated and validated. 
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MATTER OF MnDOT REQUEST TO REVIEW NHS INTERMODAL CONNECTORS 
 
Haugen reported that this is just to give the Committee a heads up that MnDOT is asking its 
MPOs to look at intermodal connectors.  He stated that included in the staff report was the fact 
that he sent this out with just the presentation, but Monday he attended a meeting with Minnesota 
MPOs and MnDOT and got a little more information on this.  
 
Haugen commented that there is a need to update these intermodal connectors for several 
reasons; one is that when they reclassified roadways in Minnesota some things that were 
previously identified on the NHS System are no longer identified, such as some Principle 
Arterials were changed to minor arterials or collectors, but there might be these types of facilities 
where they should be located on a connecting segment.  He said that there is also the flip side in 
which there are a lot of things that no longer fit, or are identified as connectors that need to be 
removed.   
 
Haugen stated that included in the language of CFR 470, is an explanation that gives us all the 
detailed information as to what type of facilities would be appropriate to identify on the NHS 
Connector Roadway.   
 
Haugen asked, why would we want to really try to get something identified, well the bulk of the 
federal funding is programmed for the National Highway Program, and by having them 
designated as an NHS Connector they are then eligible for that program, so that is why we want 
to update this information. 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side he isn’t sure if there has been much, if any 
discussion about doing a similar update, but on the Minnesota side they aren’t giving us much of 
a timeline to look at this, they are asking us to have something done by the end of the year, 
therefore he already forewarned the Minnesota staff people that we would be trying to arrange 
meetings in short order before the holidays to try to get something done. 
 
Haugen stated that the first thing that comes to mind on the Minnesota side would be the beet 
plant, and determining whether or not it meets the criteria to be included on the NHS System.   
 
Haugen commented that somewhat related to this, and he didn’t have prior knowledge of it 
before Monday, is the fact that there is the National Freight Program as part of the FAST Act and 
it has funding behind it where MAP-21 had a freight program without funding, so on the 
Minnesota side, while it isn’t a huge amount of money compared to hundreds of millions of 
dollars, but it is a program specific to what you can do, and you have to have things identified as 
being part of the freight network, and so related to what we are doing with the connectors, we 
might be trying to address critical rural freight corridors or critical urban freight corridors, and 
congress has intentionally limited the amount of mileage that can be identified, and therefore 
eligible for this funding program.  He said that in the State of Minnesota there is only 75 total 
miles available inside urbanized areas, and when you think of Minnesota you think of the Twin 
Cities, 75 miles can be eaten up really fast.   
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Haugen stated that the other important thing that MnDOT told us was that these 75 miles or even 
150 miles can be treated as floating miles so that you can identify, for instance, that segment of 
U.S. Business #2 between U.S. #2 and the beet plant as a critical freight corridor, get your 
money, get your project done, then you can transfer that mileage to another location, so the NHS 
Connector routes, some of those things were designated decades ago and probably some don’t 
even exist as facilities any longer, and they are there forever, where this is now saying that you 
play the game of getting the project done and move on and identify other corridors.   
 
Haugen said that there is no timeline on this, the only timeline is the fact that these amounts can 
only be spent on that network, and right now the only network identified on the Minnesota side, 
or anywhere, is the Interstate System, so that is where these monies are now being spent, 
however once the identification of critical urban freight and rural freight corridors can be 
completed, because they are off the Interstate Systems, once identified this program can fund 
projects on them. 
 
Haugen reported that, as he stated, once your project is done you can relocate or reallocate that 
mileage to a different location, but he would imagine, unless they continue this program past 
2020, your first designation is going to eat up all the money, so we will have to wait until the 
next Transportation Act to see if it is something that carries on.  He said that when we work on 
the Minnesota side, on the connector, we will probably also be trying to introduce and discuss 
whether we think we can make an argument for any of these. 
 
Haugen said that we must ask Mr. Johnson to take back to his shop to see what they might be 
doing with this issue.  Johnson responded that he knows that they have started the discussion, but 
nothing has been formally developed. 
 
Haugen added that one other thing is that we have to bring our freight plan up to FAST 
compliance, and Minnesota just completed their freight plan but they now have to go back, 
reopen it, and cross all the t’s and dot all the i’s that FAST requires; so North Dakota will more 
than likely have to reopen its freight plan as well. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen stated that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE NOVEMBER 9TH, 2016, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:07 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by Peggy McNelis, Office Manager 
 


