
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 10th, 2017 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the May 10th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:30 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; 
Darren Laesch, MnDOT-District 2; Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Richard 
Audette, Grand Forks Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks Planning; Dustin Lang, 
NDDOT-Grand Forks District; and Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; and Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering; Matt Pacyna, SRF; Bobbi Retzlaff, 
MnDOT; Richard Duran, FHWA; Andrew Emanuele, FHWA; Stephanie Hickman, FHWA-ND; 
Darrell Washington, MnDOT- Central Office; and Brian Larson, UND-Facilities Manager. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that, because there are some new faces here today, that everyone please state their 
name and the agency they represent.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 12TH,  2017, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY LAESCH, TO APPROVE THE APRIL 12TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS PRESENTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF U.S.#2/U.S.BUS#2 STUDY UPATE 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report included in the packet, and commented that SRF is here to 
walk us through the process update. 
 
Matt Pacyna, SRF, referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file 
and available upon request) and gave a brief overview of the progress on the U.S.#2/U.S.Bus#2 
Study that they have been working on the past six months or so. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Pacyna referred to a slide showing the study area, and pointed out that the area in red is the 
general boundaries they looked at.  He explained that the area they looked at along U.S.#2 
included six intersections along the corridor; with the primary intersection being the U.S.#2 and 
U.S.Bus#2 intersection, which is kind of a focus area or hot spot that both the MnDOT and the 
City of East Grand Forks have been discussing for a long time, and he thinks they have made 
some good progress as part of this study to get some consensus on how to improve it.   
 
Pacyna stated that, again, the key study area is that U.S.#2/U.S.Bus#2 intersection, and they 
initially started looking at the basic three to five year window from a crash perspective; but in 
working with the Steering Committee and hearing the history of this intersection they did start to 
look further and further out, as far as the crash data goes; actually going out twenty years.   
 
Pacyna commented that there have been 26 crashes over the past ten years, which is about four 
times greater than a typical intersection with similar characteristics.  He added that U.S.#2 is a 
high speed facility at 65 mile per hour at this location, and then the curve itself, from a geometric 
perspective, super-elevation is set at 6.5%, which is the max, so it is kind of pushing the limits 
from a design perspective as well. 
 
Pacyna stated that some other contributing factors they feel, from a safety perspective, are with 
the lighter median, the way it is currently designed there is a dip so when heavy commercial 
vehicles travel through there they experience a kind of rollercoaster movement, and if they are 
turning at the same time it has a tendency to spill their loads, which creates additional debris. 
 
Pacyna reported that they did develop a Steering Committee that includes members from the 
MPO, FHWA, MnDOT, the County, East Grand Forks City, and Business Owners.  He added 
that they have held several meetings since January, and did come to some consensus as to what 
alternatives should be explored. 
 
Pacyna stated that they also held two public involvement meetings throughout the project; an 
issues identification listening session concerning the preliminary alternatives and analysis in 
February, and an alternative review in April where they looked at the various alternatives. 
 
Pacyna commented that in terms of alternatives, the focus was really the U.S.#2/U.S.Bus#2 
intersection.  He said that they did look at the other intersections, but from a crash frequency, 
crash rate and comparing it to other locations, there weren’t any red flags, although there were 
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some improvements that were identified as part of the study, but it was really building off of 
some previous plan recommendations that were already in place.   
 
Pacyna stated that the Polk County Safety Plan was done back in May of 2013, and for the 
intersections at 10th Street, 173, 117, and Highway 220 to the south, it kind of takes that higher 
level look, although it doesn’t really go into specific details of each of the crashes, because 
looking at such a large area it can’t go into that kind of detail.  He said that one thing they were 
able to do as part of this was to go into more detail and actually looked at the crashes, 
particularly at the Highway 220 intersection to the south and there were a number of crashes that 
were miscoded, thus some of those crashes shown to have occurred at the southern intersection 
should have been at the northern intersection; so when they took them out the southern 
intersection was no longer above average from a crash perspective. 
 
Pacyna commented that another study that they looked at was the MnDOT District 2 Safety Plan, 
and it actually identified just closing the median, thus converting U.S.#2/U.S.Bus#2 from a full 
access intersection to a right-in/right-out intersection, which is a low cost improvement with high 
benefits, and this is kind of the starting point for them when they got into their alternatives, but 
they did look at a range of alternatives.    
 
Pacyna went over the alternatives briefly: 
 
Alternative 2A – would create an off-set left turn to provide a little bit better notification to 
drivers that there is a left turn lane there; it constructs an east-bound to south-bound acceleration 
lane; it would close the Stable Days access; and smooth out the median to get rid of the 
rollercoaster effect that is currently there.  From a crash perspective, we expect a little over 25% 
reduction in crashes, and when they went into the evaluations, they wanted to determine what the 
life cycle benefit from a crash savings, and it is about a $1.1 million dollar savings in crash costs 
over a twenty year period, and construction costs are about $1.1 million dollars, so the 
benefit/cost ratio is 1.0%. 
 
Alternative 2B – would take the west bound travel lanes of U.S#2 and offset them further to the 
east.  This will soften the curve, but it would remain about 4% super-elevation versus the 
existing 6% super-evaluation.  It will also widen out the median to provide some additional truck 
storage between the east bound and west bound lanes of U.S.#2.  This is a favorable alternative 
from the Steering Committee’s perspective, but from MnDOT and Mr. Laesch’s perspective 
there are other locations within the district that have similar configurations, such as in Crookston, 
where there have been some safety issues.  From the surface this alternative would provide some 
benefit from a crash perspective, would provide some crash reduction right around 40%, but 
when you look at the specific benefit from a safety perspective you see around a $1.6 million 
dollar safety benefit, but the cost to do it is around $3.3 million dollars, so the cost is much 
higher than the benefit. 
 
Alternative 3A – this would, as discussed earlier the eastbound to northbound left turn movement 
is a low-lying movement, eliminate that movement from happening at the intersection on the 
curve in favor of directing motorists eastbound on U.S#2, and would add an acceleration lane as 
well as a modified R-cut, or a reduced conflict U-turn intersection, so there would be room for 
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motorists to complete their merge to get over to make the U-turn maneuvering.  This really 
simplifies the left-turn movement from U.S.#2 to U.S.Bus#2, and reduces the conflicts and lets 
the grade and profile be smoothed out more, and reduces the confusion with the Stable Days 
access.  Also, from a crash perspective, you would be looking at about a 35% crash reduction 
and the benefit to cost is about $1.5 million and the actual construction cost is about $1.2 million. 
 
Alternative 3B – this is kind of a hybrid of the R-cut version, with the main difference being that 
they would be attempting to utilize the Stable Days access as the R-cut U-turn.  Some things  that 
can’t be done with this alternative would be to have the eastbound acceleration lane, and there 
would be a very similar condition as what you have today when you are on U.S.#2 coming up 5th 
to the intersection, you would have to wait for your gap to come.  Also, the U-turn turn lane 
would actually start essentially right at the intersection so if you were making that eastbound to 
northbound maneuver, you would be able to enter right into the U-turn left turn lane and make 
that maneuver.  From a crash reduction perspective, there would be about a 35% reduction with 
$1.5 million in crash savings, but the construction cost is a lot less at $700,000, so your benefit to 
cost ratio is 2 so you get a lot of benefit for your buck with this one. 
 
West reported present. 
 
Pacyna stated that these are the four main alternatives that the Steering Committee and the 
evaluation process felt were the best ones to go forward with, however they did look at a pretty 
good range of alternatives including signals, roundabouts, median closure, and others as well. 
 
Pacyna commented that there were three alternatives that were termed “above average”; and they 
were Alternative 2A, Alternative 3A, and Alternative 3B.  He stated that the added alternatives 
were Alternative 2B, Alternative 5, Alternative 6A, and Alternative 6B.  He said that Alternative 
2B was the one they held the most discussion on, adding that it is the one that offset the 
westbound traffic because two lanes created that additional median space for additional truck 
storage.  He said, though that in looking at it from an evaluation criteria perspective there was a 
clear distinction between it and those “above average” alternatives that rose to the top, thus the 
consensus was that those three should be looked at in more depth. 
 
Pacyna explained that they understand that there would be additional enhancements that, through 
the design phase, would be incorporated; things such as lighting, ITS components like a rural 
intersection conflict warning system, or something as simple as flashers that warn motorists that 
there is a vehicle on the cross-street. 
 
Pacyna stated that the draft report is out for review and comments, and they hope to wrap up the 
study by the end of May.   
 
Laesch commented that MnDOT’s next step is to look further at the three alternatives, and to 
work out some details such as access issues/changes to Stable Days and Todd’s Trailers, and 
some other components; but their intent is to move forward over the next year.  He added that 
they committed to the Steering Committee that after a selection is made that they will continue to 
work with them and to keep them up-to-date on the process. 
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Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it identifies what we need to do next.  He 
explained that, as we discussed some time ago, MnDOT identified that they were going to do the 
westbound lane pavement improvement on U.S.#2, and also replace the bridge over River Road 
on Gateway Drive; and when we did our Long Range Transportation Plan those were not 
identified as projects, so after further study of the projects, we will be asking for preliminary 
approval to amend our Long Range Transportation Plan to bring them in. 
 
Haugen stated that, again, the draft report is available for comments.  He said that they hope to 
have those comments by the end of May, after which they will proceed with adoption of the 
report and making the amendments for the planning document, then in August they will finalize 
the T.I.P., in which the U.S.#2 resurfacing project is included in FY2021. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF  DRAFT I-29 STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that back in March there was a Draft Implementation Chapter that was 
distributed for review and comment.  He said that the final full draft of the document was 
distributed to the Steering Committee last week for their review, with a request for them to 
submit their comments by May 20th.   
 
Haugen commented the upper management presentation is scheduled for Tuesday, May 23rd; and 
then based on the results of that process we will determine what needs to be done to finalize this 
study. 
 
Haugen referred to the packet, and pointed out that there were some things that were updated 
based on the Technical Advisory Committee’s pervious discussion, and comments received.  He 
said that the first item we discussed at the Technical Advisory Committee was the 47th Avenue 
Proposed Interchange, and the access facing from the ramp.  He stated that SRF has generated 
some additional drawings to give us some conceptual idea of how access, and what type of 
access could be located along 47th Avenue if the ramp was located right at that corridor.  He 
added that at the last meeting we also had a table that showed a range of access spacing for a 
rural type of interchange and an urban type of interchange, and we asked SRF to provide a 
drawing of what those two tables represented as being possible, and they did that as well. 
 
Haugen stated that they also provided some concepts illustrating some alternative designs for this 
interchange as well.  He added that there is a possibility of shifting the interchange to the south 
to avoid the campground, and they show how the roadway access would access the interchange 
and to give access to the rest of the development around the area. 
 
Haugen reported that the next item is the Implementation Plan.  He said that there was quite a bit 
of discussion on this, and the draft addresses all the comments that were received, including 
comments on the sequencing of the improvements. 
 
Haugen went over the improvement sequencing timeline briefly. 
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Haugen pointed out that they also included a chart of the level of service issues for 32nd Avenue 
South.  He went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that the last item included in the packet is the Executive Summary of the full draft 
report, adding that the full document is several hundred pages long.  He said that it captures all of 
the steps that have been completed.  He explained that, for those new to the process, the NDDOT 
directed us to take a look at the full length of I-29 through our study area, which means we are 
looking at the North Washington Interchange all the way to the south end of the Merrifield 
Overpass. 
 
Haugen commented that they found that the I-29 Corridor through movement is not going to 
have much issue, but where the interchanges are located there will be, or already are some issues.  
He explained that what is happening is that the through capacity is not terribly harmed, at the 
interchanges we start getting queuing back onto the interstate system because the interchanges 
themselves don’t have the capacity to handle all of the traffic volume forecasted to go through 
them. 
 
Haugen stated that the North Washington Interchange doesn’t have much of an issue, but there 
could be some alignment changes made that would improve and reduce the potential for crashes.  
He said that the Gateway Drive Interchange does have some capacity and crash issues because of 
access spacing so we have alternatives that would help solve the problem.  He stated that they are 
recommending a full diamond interchange at DeMers as there are some real queuing forecasted 
in the future where the interstate system will get backed up because of traffic trying to access on 
and off of DeMers.  He added that at both Gateway Drive and DeMers Avenue they have an at-
grade rail crossing that causes backage onto the interstate system.  He commented that at 32nd 
Avenue, even if we were to go to eight lanes, we can’t achieve a level of service that is 
acceptable. 
 
Bergman asked what level of service they are trying to achieve at those intersections.  Haugen 
responded that they are trying to achieve a Level of Service D or better. 
 
Kuharenko commented that there were a couple of graphics that were added; Figures 8/2 and 8/3, 
that he feels are very helpful.  He said that he believes that staff would like to get comments on 
the draft report by May 20th.  Haugen responded that that is correct.   
 
Williams referred to Figures 1-8 and 1-9, and asked if they are two separate ideas or are they 
supposed to be one continuous idea.  Haugen responded that Figure 1-8 addresses the 
interchange itself and 1-9 is addressing the at-grade railroad crossing.  Williams said that the 
access points don’t match up, that is what she was concerned about.  She pointed out that Figure 
1-8 shows the McDonald access being relocated to the center of the frontage, and the 1-9 does 
not.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He explained that Figure 1-8 is a more refined 
proposal. 
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Grasser asked if he can assume that if we do do improvements someplace we are going to 
improve the level of service beyond the desired level of service, because we wouldn’t actually 
propose to spend millions of dollars on a project that gets us to a level of service D.  He added 
that from a political standpoint, he knows what some of the rules say, but he has a hard time 
wrapping his head around that.  Haugen responded that off the top of his head he is thinking that 
a level of service C is the lowest one we achieve with all of the improvements that are being 
recommended.  Discussion on Level of Service concerns ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NDDOT U.S.BUS#2 PROJECT PROGRAMMED FOR 2019 
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT is doing a project on their segment of the U.S.#2 business 
loop.  He referred to the packet and pointed out that they sent out an informational brochure with 
some questions on it, and they are asking for the MPO to provide a response. 
 
Haugen explained that there are two projects being discussed.  He referred to the one shown in 
red and said that it is being proposed as a mill and overlay project on North 5th Street, or 
U.S.Bus#2. 
 
Haugen stated that the second project, and the one that is more in question, is the reconstruction 
project.  He added that they currently have programmed enough funds to do a reconstruction of 
the pavement in some capacity, but, again, they are questioning whether it should just be a mill 
and overlay. 
 
Haugen pointed out that they identified a timeline to make a decision, and that is the end of 2018, 
to allow them the projects, even though they are two separate projects, to be constructed in 2019. 
 
Haugen referred to a drawing illustrating the DeMers Avenue portion, as it exists today, 
including sidewalks, parking lane, driving lane, and turn lane.  He stated that the parking lane 
and sidewalks are petty symmetrical.   
 
Haugen commented that they talk about the differences between a mill and overlay and a 
reconstruction; how long each option is expected to last, how long it will take to do each option, 
and whether there is an ability to add new features or not. 
 
Haugen stated that they also talk about what things might there be that could be added, such as 
what they term “sidewalk zones”; if curb extensions would be appropriate or not, if bike lanes 
would be appropriate or not, parking, and other types of roadway enhancements.  He added that 
there is the NDDOT policy that if a project is in these band ranges, how much they set aside or 
add for enhancement types of activities.  He said that, if he recalls correctly, the DeMers project 
is in the $2.5 to $5 million dollar range. 
 
Erickson asked how much life is left in the pavement that is currently there.  Williams responded 
that she thinks it was laid down about eight years ago when they did a micro-surfacing project   
there.  Haugen added that after the 1997 flood they did another project that was a mill and 
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overlay, and that is when a lot of the sidewalk features were put in.  Lang commented that he is 
guessing that if it was done in the late 1990s, with a twenty-year surface life as it is asphalt, we 
are in that range of it needing to be redone, which is why this project is in discussion. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that he did identify some of the different 
planning studies that he is aware of, including our current bike plan which talks about adding 
some bike facilities to North 5th Street.  He added that he also noted that in working with the 
Near Northside Neighborhood, options such as curb extensions and a median be installed on 
North 5th Street, or something easily allowable, like striping, be done with a mill and overlay. 
 
Haugen commented that on the DeMers Avenue side, although it also applies to North 5th Street, 
from his perspective; they are depicting the mill and overlay as an opportunity to just do 
pavement work and not touch any other treatments along the corridor, and he is suggesting that 
he would have a different view, in that he thinks that if you are going to be on DeMers Avenue, 
and this is your solution for several years out, that it shouldn’t preclude them from doing some of 
the other amenities that are eligible for federal funding, and have been requested be done, 
particularly that as part of the mill and overlay they will put in the truncated domes, but won’t 
touch the rest of the sidewalk system whether they are ADA compatible or not, so he is 
suggesting that they should look at it as perhaps a limited opportunity, or an opportunity whether 
it is a mill and overlay or a reconstruction project. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the bigger factors, from an MPO perspective, would be that when you 
look at a reconstruction, and how we do things in a long range transportation plan, is that if we 
are starting to talk about reconstructing curb-to-curb, we also have to address capacity issues and 
safety issues, and other things, so when you look at DeMers Avenue, we are right on the cusp of 
a level of service D or less with our 2040 forecast, but when the Sorlie Bridge EIS process was 
going on, and a Draft Traffic Operations document was prepared, they were identifying between 
2044 and 2057 as a timeline, based on the 2040 model, and we are about to go into 2045 with our 
travel demand model, so we are right on the edge of the draft document’s timeline.  He 
explained, though, that land use will be slightly different then in the 2040 Travel Demand Model, 
so our 2045 Travel Demand Model will have slightly different results that could cause the 
timeframe to be moved up or down. 
 
Haugen reported that the timeline that the NDDOT will be making on the DeMers project is right 
around October/November of 2018, and our next Long Range Transportation Plan will be going 
through preliminary final approval at that same time, so, he isn’t suggesting that they need to 
wait, but would suggest that they be aware of that our 2045 Travel Demand Model will be out, 
and we will have other opportunities to discuss whether we should put the capacity at DeMers or 
if we want to maintain our historical desire to have capacity invested elsewhere. 
 
Discussion on past plan documents’ recommendations concerning parking, biking, bulb-outs, 
etc., ensued. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and explained that it is intended to be the basis for a letter that 
the MPO would write to the NDDOT in response to the questionnaire, so he would appreciate 
any input from the Technical Advisory Committee on the letter. 
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Kuharenko commented that, because we are in a northern climate, and we do have snow, when 
looking at on-street parking as well as bicycle facilities, we end up in the winter months with a 
natural narrowing of the roadway so people end up parking a little bit further out into the road.  
He said that he knows that when they ended up looking at bicycle accommodations on 
University Avenue, bike lanes and sharrows were looked at as to which would be the better 
option, and just because of how much the road narrowed, then ended up coming to the realization 
that if they added bike lanes they would end up having vehicles parking in the middle of the bike 
lane, which could be a ticketable offense, and effectively would remove all the parking on the 
street.  He said, then, that he would probably suggest when looking at this is because we do have 
a number of larger vehicles, a lot of pickups and suvs, we try to avoid that minimum of a seven-
foot parking lane, and he saw that DeMers has an eight and a half foot parking lane, but possibly, 
if we are looking at on-road facilities, we look at a sharrow as well as a bike lane because they 
would have a little more flexibility in that regard. 
 
Haugen stated that last month we discussed that there was a desire to fix the approaches to the 
Sorlie Bridge on both sides; and when the MPO Executive Policy Board approved the changes to 
the T.I.P. programming to do the painting, they would do some temporary solution to the 
approaches, and that we would try to address it with a 2019 project, thus he didn’t highlight it 
this month, but he would remind our North Dakota friends, but primarily our MnDOT friends 
because they might not have 2019 project to build out of. 
 
Laesch responded that MnDOT has no intention of doing a project in 2019 on DeMers, and they 
did put that investment into doing that overlay to give it a temporary fix; but when they need to 
do a project on DeMers they will address the problem at that time, but he doesn’t anticipate them 
doing much more than another temporary fix if it keeps settling. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that we did an RFP for the conceptual drawings but did not get any responses, 
so in working with the NDDOT we went through a quote process, and received one quote from 
CPS.  He stated that the quote was reviewed, found to be responsive to the RFQ, and was 
approved by the MPO Executive Policy Board so we are now waiting for the NDDOT to give us 
the go-ahead to proceed. 
 
Haugen commented that another thing that came up since the last Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting was the strong desire of the neighborhood to have a different type of speed study done 
than the trailer system that was previously done.  He explained that they felt that the trailer was 
too noticeable and impacted the driver behavior.   
 
Haugen reported that A.T.A.C. proposed, and the board approved, for them to install some more 
stealth speed radar capture equipment on the corridors.  He said that that collection of data was 
done over the last several weeks and A.T.A.C. has the data and are analyzing it now. 
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Haugen stated that one other thing that came up was interest in doing what is being termed as a 
“walkability survey”.  He explained that he did present the request to the board without adequate 
information and they asked that it be tabled until their next meeting after bringing through this 
body, so included in the packet are some survey examples, some rationale on why you do these 
types of surveys, etc.  
 
Williams asked if this information would be divided into a couple of different categories; 
engineering, enforcement, and aesthetic issues.  She stated that some of these we can’t do 
anything about, but they are notable, so would you do something like that with it.  Haugen 
responded that they would.  He explained that the group that has been meeting on this has 
enforcement people there so it has all of those components and aesthetics.  He said that they are 
going to being the Park District in to help with them, but the homeowners themselves might be 
willing to assess themselves or take the onus on themselves to do some of the aesthetic things. 
 
Williams commented that some of these are good and some are kind of subjective; like too much 
traffic, and how do you judge what is too much traffic.  She said that if there is information that 
goes along with it, as to why they felt a certain way, that would be helpful in trying to resolve 
something.  Haugen agreed, adding that once they go out and do the survey they will come back 
and do a debriefing of what the survey found, so the same people who went out would be able to 
debrief on why they provided the responses that they did. 
 
Haugen stated that some of these surveys are used where there are no sidewalks, and there isn’t 
an area in this neighborhood that doesn’t have one, in fact there is one on both sides of the street.  
He added, though, that they are older sidewalks so there are some condition issues.  He said that 
in order to augment this, they have provided A.T.A.C. with our Safe Routes to School map for 
the two schools that are in this neighborhood.   
 
Haugen reported that the question before the Technical Advisory Committee is whether you 
would recommend adding in the task of A.T.A.C. work at a cost of just over $2,000 to do this 
walkability survey in the Near Southside Neighborhood. 
 
MOVED BY ERICKSON, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING 
A RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE ADDENDUM TO THE A.T.A.C. CONTRACT TO ADD A WALKABILITY 
ACTIVITY. 
 
Kuharenko commented that public input, especially in neighborhood areas, can be some of the 
best data you can get.  He said that last evening the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
met and the got a lot of good information from that group as to various conditions of the trails we 
have out there.  He stated that this is something that is really good to get information from the 
general public.   
 
Kuharenko said that one thing he would like to throw out there is that he wants to make sure that 
when we are going through and getting these surveys, that we are also managing the expectations 
of the people who are doing it so when you are going through and training these individuals, we 
don’t want them to pick the pie in the sky, and we aren’t looking for flashing beacons and 
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underpasses everywhere, we do have limited resources so he wants to make sure that when 
something like this happens, and suggestions and recommendations go out there, that it is still 
within the ability for us to deal with with our limited resources, and so that down the road people 
aren’t coming and saying that they gave us all this input and ideas and nothing has been done, he 
wants this to be successful.   
 
Grasser stated that one of the things he is curious about, when we do these kinds of things, is 
when doing the survey, and one reads something about there being too much traffic, is there a 
section that follows up that tells us what would be the right amount of traffic; or what are your 
expectations of walkability, are they reasonable, achievable.  He added that he kind of struggles 
with not having that in the information, because we have survey data that says “I am unhappy 
about something”; well, to what level would it take to fix that.  Haugen responded that that is 
something that we will need to determine, what the survey instrument will be.  Williams added 
that we need to know the rules ahead of time as to what we can and can’t do.   
 
Voting Aye:   Johnson, Laesch, Bergman, Audette, Kuharenko, Erickson, and Lang. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Emery, Ellis, West, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF MNDOT FREIGHT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that Minnesota is updating their Freight Plan and have asked for participation.  
He stated that included in the packet was a questionnaire (a copy of which he distributed for the 
Technical Advisory Committee members to fill out).   
 
Haugen reminded the committee that two years ago MnDOT updated their freight plan; and 
FAST ACT is now causing the need for an update to that plan.   
 
Haugen stated that some of the things that are going on are that FAST identified critical freight 
corridors, and right now the freight program, prior to FAST, was a program unfunded and FAST 
provided money to the program, and also identified that the funds would need to be spent on 
identified freight corridors, and the interstate system is the initial freight corridor.   
 
Haugen commented that there is opportunity now to designate urban freight corridors and rural 
freight corridors.  He said that they set a cap as to how many miles of those corridors can be 
done. 
 
Haugen stated that as part of the updating of the Freight Plan, MnDOT is asking for input on 
what type of freight system, or where this new money that is set aside specifically to address 
freight issues, should be spent.  He referred to the backside of the sheet has MnDOTs famous 
pie-charts, A, B, and C, and explained them briefly, and asked that everyone please fill out the 
survey and it will be collected at the end of today’s meeting. 
 
Haugen reported that another bit of news for the Minnesota side is that they will be soliciting 
soon for candidate projects to access this freight money. 
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Haugen commented that MnDOT has had discussion about where to designate these 75 miles.  
He said that the approach they are taking is to allow the candidate projects to sort of inform them 
as to where those 75 miles are, thus allowing the candidate projects to provide the input to 
identify what geographical area these freight corridors are at. 
 
Laesch asked if the Freight Office ask the MPO to recommend some routes, and are there certain 
routes that have been identified.  Haugen responded that he doesn’t remember being asked 
anything about the critical freight corridors on the Minnesota side.  He added that many months 
ago they asked us about NHS Connectors, which is a similar but separate issue, and we did 
submit a couple of roadways.  Laesch asked which roadways they were.  Haugen responded that 
they are U.S.Bus#2 and 5th Avenue N.E. 
 
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side they are beginning to talk about the Freight 
Program, and have Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute under contract now. 
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen pointed out that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY ERICKSON, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 10TH, 
2017, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING AT 3:04 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 
 


