
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, April 12th, 2017 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the April 12th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:31 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; 
Darren Laesch, MnDOT-District 2 (via conference call); Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area 
Transit; Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks 
Engineering; and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks 
Planning; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson, Grand Forks Planning; 
Steve Emery, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; 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 Brandyn Heck, GF/EGF MPO 
Intern. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that Brandyn Heck, MPO Intern, give a brief introduction of himself to the 
committee.   He then asked that the committee state their names and the entity they are 
representing.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 8TH,  2017, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 7, under “Corridor Impacts”; and pointed out that the word “if” 
should be placed in front of “you did Merrifield Interchange…”.  He then referred to Page 8, 
second paragraph, fourth line from the bottom, and said that he believes Mr. Grasser would like 
everything after the word “that” stricken from that sentence.   
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MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE THE MARCH 8TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO THE 
CHANGES DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Laesch reported that updates are on their website:  www.mndot.gov/d2/projects/kennedybridge .   
 
Laesch stated that they will be starting the drive pile today, and on Friday morning traffic will be 
switched over to the southside of the bridge so the westside on-ramp from 4th Street will be 
closed for the next two weeks, then traffic will be flipped back to the northside and the off-ramp 
to 4th Street will be closed, and then that will be the traffic control for the rest of the summer as 
they do the deck on the southside of the bridge, so a lot is going to be happening the next couple 
of weeks in terms of shifting traffic around, but nothing should be detoured until sometime in 
June.    
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Yavarow reported that as of now the acceptance date will be May 22nd, that is assuming that all 
the spare parts are provided, because they switched out a bunch of lights. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF  PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2017 ANNUAL ELEMENT OF 
THE 2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that we do have a proposed amendment to the Minnesota side of our Annual 
Element and to the 2018 project listing.   
 
Haugen stated that included in the packet was a couple of items; first was an award letter from 
the Minnesota Office of Transit.  He pointed out that the Office of Transit had a special 
solicitation take place for 100% State funding if Greater Minnesota Transit Agencies were able 
to expand service coverage in their community.  He stated that East Grand Forks submitted a 
request to add night-time hours, and also some additional day-time hours as well to their service, 
and a purchase of one additional coach.  He said that Minnesota did authorize an award funding 
100% of the request. 
 
Haugen commented that later on the agenda, for the Transit Development Plan Update, you will 
see how this fits in with what is going on on the transit planning side. 
 
Haugen stated that he will note that it is 100% funding, and it is for a two year period.  He added 
that it is a bit of a pilot project, and MnDOT is requiring that there will be an assessment done so 
if, for whatever reason, it isn’t attracting a ride the funding can be pulled prior to the end of the 
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two year period; however after two years there is a little uncertainty as to whether MnDOT will 
provide further funding for it, but there is some expectation that they will fall back to their 
normal state aid percentage for funding transit services in Minnesota, and that is basically an 
80/20 split, so East Grand Forks is gearing up toward trying to budget for that additional 20% 
match that they don’t have to pay the first two years this would be in service. 
 
Haugen reported that the second amendment that East Grand Forks is proposing is; originally in 
2018 their City Sub-target was going to be used on a round-about on Bygland Road and 
Rhinehart, but as they got into some project development they started having concerns about the 
timeline for delivery of the project by 2018, so they decided, working with MnDOT, that it is 
best to swap out that project to 2022 which is in the next four year cycle for East Grand Forks, 
and deliver some other projects in 2018. 
 
Haugen referred to a graphic showing where the amended projects are located and went over 
them briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that a public hearing was advertised for the proposed amendments.  He added that 
they did ask that if someone couldn’t be here in person that they provide written comments by 
noon today, and no such comments were received; and there isn’t anyone present for discussion, 
thus staff is recommending that the Technical Advisory Committee forward a recommendation 
to the MPO Executive Policy Board that they approve the proposed amendments as submitted. 
 
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FOWARDING A 
RECOMMENATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2017 ANNUAL ELEMENT OF 
THE 2017-2020 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO CHANGING THE REMARKS SECTION OF 
PROJECTS 10A THROUGH 10E TO STATE MUNICIPAL STATE AID.   
 
Kuharenko referred to East Grand Forks Project 10e, under the remarks where it says “Other is 
State Aid”, and asked if that is the correct way to list this because if it is State aid shouldn’t it be 
shown under the State column.  Haugen responded that it should be deleted.  He added, however, 
that under the East Grand Forks Transit Projects they don’t want their Transit State Aid to show 
up in the State column because to them State is for State Highway Funds.  Kuharenko said then, 
that because this is Transit State Aid monies, now it makes sense.  Haugen apologized and 
explained that in looking at this closer it is their Municipal State Aid account.  He said that they 
are using their Municipal State Aid as their match, and not using local resources, so it is actual 
State Aid, but it isn’t the State’s financing of their State Highway System.  Bergman asked if it 
should be listed as Municipal State Aid.  Haugen responded that he would check to see how he 
has to list transit projects, other than Municipal Transit, and maybe clarify that this is not 
Municipal Transit but Municipal State Aid.  Emery pointed out that this listed as dollars under 
the Municipal State Aid, and if the City had local dollars, it could use a combination of both 
couldn’t it.  Haugen responded that they could.  Emery stated that they wouldn’t have to do this 
with State Aid.  Haugen agreed, adding that you are capped at your federal amount, that is the 
main thing, and you have some leeway as to how you match it, this is just identifying how he 
was informed the match was being covered.   
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Voting Aye:   Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Bergman, Gengler, Riesinger, and Laesch. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Lang, West, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT MINNESOTA SIDE FY2018-2021 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that in the next four years this is a draft on the Minnesota side only.  He stated 
that North Dakota is delaying their drafting of a T.I.P./S.T.I.P. document.  
 
Haugen said that this draft assumes that the Executive Policy Board will take similar action to 
the recommendation you just gave the previous agenda item. 
 
Haugen referred to the draft document, and pointed out that there is a listing of all the projects.  
He said that, just to again mention, the current draft is just showing the second year of the special 
state funding, and between now and August, when we do a final document, this may change.  He 
added that we may have to show a lot of those 2017 dollar amounts here in 2018 and shift some 
2018 to 2019. 
 
Haugen pointed out that in 2018 are the individual projects that we just recommended be 
amended into the document, other than that there isn’t much going on in East Grand Forks other 
than transit projects in 2019 and 2020.  He stated that in 2021, beside the transit project there are 
a few things that are taking place that will be added as this is the new year to the draft document.  
He said that the big project is U.S. #2, the westbound lane will be having some pavement work 
done and he was just notified an hour ago that the dollar amount for the project has increased to 
$10.8 million dollars, so this draft will be modified to show that increase.  He added that there 
were also a couple of applications for some T.A. funds that were successful in being awarded in 
East Grand Forks.   
 
Haugen asked Mr. Laesch for a little background on the cost increase on the U.S. #2 project.  
Laesch responded that they are trying to add some additional safety improvements along with 
that projects so we will looking at some additional turn lanes, trying to incorporate that 
improvement at Business 2, whatever the study recommends, and then they are also going to 
look at some turn lanes on the east-bound lane at the same time they do the west-bound lanes so 
they won’t have to do any additional grading. 
 
Haugen reported that this is the draft with the one known change of increasing the U.S. #2 dollar 
value, and that amount was less than the 25% threshold we have that would force an amendment, 
so what has been presented to the public has not been substantially changed, therefore staff is 
recommending approval of the Draft T.I.P. document as presented. 
 
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
REDCOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT MINNESOTA SIDE FY2018-2021 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO THE 
INCREASE IN COST FOR THE U.S. #2 PROJECT IN 2021. 
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Voting Aye:   Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Bergman, Gengler, Riesinger, and Laesch. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Lang, West, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF SUBMISSIONS TO STREET/HIGHWAY PLAN UPDATE RFP 
 
Haugen reported that yesterday several Technical Advisory Committee members were part of the 
interview process.  He stated that they had four submittals, identified in the staff report along 
with the cover letters from the consulting firms submitting the proposals.  He thanked those that 
assisted staff with the interview process. 
 
Haugen stated that the proposals were well written, and the presentations were really good, but in 
the end the Selection Committee is recommending we move forward with Kimley-Horn/WSB to 
perform the Street/Highway Plan Update for us. 
 
Haugen commented that their proposal; when they opened their cost estimate, was roughly 
$288,000, and as we do have a $300,000 budget set aside for a consultant, they were within that 
parameter.   
 
Haugen reported that they had a good public engagement process, but they also identified three 
optional things that if the budget would allow we move forward with.  He stated that the 
selection committee is interested in finding out the particulars of those options.  He explained 
that those three options are: 
 
 1) Using an on-line survey tool, some of you might be familiar with Metroplex – it is 
  an on-line mapping tool that allows people to go and pick their particular   
  intersection or street corridor and a comment box pops up and they can write what 
  they feel is important  for us to know about it. 
 
 2) Having their team participate in pop-up events throughout the communities. 
 
 3) When we get into alternatives, having what they are naming these project sheets,  
  which would mean there would be one sheet that would provide almost all the  
  basic information you need to know about a specific alternative; what the cost  
  estimate is, graphics showing where it is located, what it is trying to accomplish,  
  etc. 
 
Haugen stated that they have asked Kimley-Horn to provide cost estimates to do these things as 
separate items in the event we want to do one of them, or two of them, or all three.  He said that 
they responded that they felt that all three could be done within the budget as identified still. 
 
Haugen said that they also asked those present yesterday to take a more fine-tuned look at the 
tasks as identified in their proposal, and send any additional language clarifications or other 
items they would like addressed to him by Thursday afternoon so that they can work them out 
with Kimley-Horn in order to draft a scope of work, and identify the costs.  He added that 
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Kimley-Horn did feel that this was something they could do.  He said that they were also going 
to do the same on their end as well.  He stated that the intent is to have a final draft available 
Monday so that when the Executive Policy Board meets on Wednesday, we will have completed 
our negotiations with Kimley-Horn/WSB, and have a draft scope of work with the optional add-
ons identified as to which ones we may want to pursue. 
 
Grasser stated that he has some concerns regarding whether or not Kimley-Horn can handle the 
bi-state differences involved with a multi-state Long Range Transportation Plan.  He added that 
he also has concerns regarding how much should be reserved for change order type activity that 
he thinks may be an issue with this study, with expending resources up front that we may be 
looking for later on in the project.  Haugen responded that they will do their best to have the 
proposal that goes before the MPO Executive Policy Board show how these concerns might be 
addressed. 
 
Haugen added that on the issue of their familiarity with North Dakota, North Dakota are just 
about to hire them to do one of their state-wide plans as well. 
 
MATTER OF ND FTA 5310 AND 5339 CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Kouba reported that North Dakota began their solicitation process for projects for the 5339, bus 
and bus facilities funding, and the 5310, individuals with disabilities and the elderly funding 
programs.   
 
Kouba referred to the staff report and explained that the applications received for both funding 
sources were from Cities Area Transit, and the priority listing for each is shown in the report.  
She went over the projects briefly. 
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE CANDIDATE PROJECTS FOR THE ND FTA 5310 AND 5339 
PROGRAMS IN THE PRIORITY ORDER SUBMITTED.   
 
Voting Aye:   Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Bergman, Gengler, Riesinger, and Laesch. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Lang, West, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND TRANSIT ASSET 
MANAGEMENT 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that it included sections that were new to your 
eyes in the document, and explained that part of it was the Transit Asset Management section 
and the other was the financial portion.  He said that Ms. Kouba does have a power point 
presentation that she will now walk us through. 
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Kouba reported that we are in the final stretch of the Transit Development Plan update, and are 
bringing forward the draft report, first to this group, the MPO Executive Policy Board and then 
to both City Councils and Planning Commissions for both preliminary and final approval.   
 
Presentation ensued (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Kouba gave a summary of the recommended improvements including:  1) proposed new route 
structure,  2) coordinated human service transportation, 3) performance measures and targets in 
support of goals, 4) transit asset management; and the financial outlook including 1) limited 
revenue and 2) getting to cost.  
 
Kouba commented that staff is looking for preliminary approval of the draft report, although 
there may be some changes in the future. 
 
Bergman stated that one of those items can be corrected now if you want to make note of it and 
that is that they spent the money locally to operate the radios.  He explained that they used to 
have the 800 Trunking System radios and they no longer make parts for them so they had to 
change them. 
 
Haugen commented that he was just going to mention that when you look at the route structures, 
you will see some familiarity with the existing, but you will also see a lot of change.  He pointed 
out that when you look at the headway, the frequency, it may give you some pause that we might 
not be servicing some areas as frequently as we currently are, but he thinks that perhaps the only 
place that is true would be Route 3, because it is currently a 30-minute trip to Altru and back 
downtown, but the proposed route is adding and East Grand Forks loop to that.  He stated that 
what they are trying to accomplish is less need to sit at a transfer center, and to be able to get off 
the bus and continue on to your destination.  He said that on the west side they are maintaining 
access to the southern part of Grand Forks to UND Campus, however south of 17th it is actually a 
30-minute service.  He added that, although it might look like the frequency of service is being 
cut back, we are actually, in some cases improving service where we felt the demand was and 
scaling back a little where there wasn’t.  He pointed out that Route 4, during peak hour only, is 
where we provide a similar service to what downtown to UND is enjoying right now. 
 
Haugen stated that as you hear us present these things you might hear people trying to figure out 
how it is impacting their frequency; there are some give and take taking place with the 
frequencies.  Williams said, then, that now there will be several routes for the night service rather 
than just one.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  He added that with the East Grand Forks 
State awarded funds, night service will now be available to East Grand Forks residents, both 
fixed route and demand response services. 
 
Grasser asked if they continue to feel that there isn’t enough demand out in the Industrial Park to 
run a bus out there.  Bergman responded that their honest opinion is that there isn’t.  He 
explained that they did a survey again out there and the results indicated less of a demand than 
previous surveys.   
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Grasser asked if he heard that, as part of this proposal, you would be eliminating the tripper.  
Kouba responded that that is correct.  Grasser asked if that would be a political hot potato.  
Bergman responded that as of right now it wouldn’t.  He explained that they have shifted that 
route so many times now that they are losing people every year on this right now.  He said that 
they used to have 17 to18 people on the rider, now they are down to 6, and from one stop to the 
next you are probably talking about a 5-mile trip because it is so far from where they are going. 
 
Further discussion on the tripper route continued. 
 
Kouba reported that they are holding an open house on April 20th, a Thursday.  She explained 
that the main open house will be held at the Grand Forks City Hall Council Chambers, and in the 
morning and early afternoon they will be at the Transit Center as well. 
 
Haugen commented that in the draft document they are showing the cost-plus to highlight the 
deficit that they are trying to find revenue for in order to implement the more frequent service.  
He stated that they aren’t quite sure about the whole TAM process; is it in a sponsored plan, who 
is the sponsor, is it a stand-alone plan, so it is the best we can do based on the information we are 
currently enjoying.  He said that they were just notified yesterday that the FTA is hosting a TAM 
workshop for Tier 2, for small transit operators, in Minneapolis on May 23rd, so hopefully we 
will know more before we finalize this document, as it will need to be modified to address the 
unknowns of the TAM, from the federal regulatory perspective as well as whether the States are 
sponsoring TAMs or not. 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
GRANT PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
UPDATE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:   Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Bergman, Gengler, Riesinger, and Laesch. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Lang, West, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF COMMENTS ON ANNUAL BIKEWAY MAP 
 
Haugen reported that Mr. Viafara is working on updating the Bikeway Map.  He referred to the 
packet and pointed out that included was the 2017 Map, and then Mr. Viafara also included a 
critique survey and has a power point presentation he would like to give today. 
 
Presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available upon request) ensued. 
 
Viafara stated that for the last seven or eight months a small group of people, including a 
stakeholders committee, staff from the Engineering Department, and staff from the Planning 
Department have been working together to try to address a portion of the plan development, 
which is existing conditions.   
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Viafara said that two activities are being advanced; one of them was three rides going around 
selected portions of the network in order to verify the conditions that make rideability more 
appropriate.  He said that what he is trying to do here is to provide you with a brief summary of 
the things that are taking place. 
 
Viafara commented that the whole purpose of these rides was to do an assessment of some of the 
conditions or characteristics of the system, where there is cohesiveness, where there is directness, 
where there is access, and where there is opportunity to have alternative routes; and then to link 
the existing map to concerns that are brought to us either through plan development or through 
stakeholders. 
 
Viafara referred to the 2017 Bikeway Map, and explained that it entails the comments that were 
brought to them by engineering, by planning, and by the stakeholders, they are included.  He 
commented that there is still the opportunity, however, for us to improve the map for the 2018 
map. 
 
Viafara cited some examples of issues that can be seen either driving by the bikepaths, or by 
walking or riding on the bikepaths; including at the corner of 1st Avenue and 3rd Street where 
there is a stop sign, however there are flowers and plantings around it so it is difficult to be seen; 
and at Columbia Road and 10th Avenue where it is felt there is a need for a pedestrian crosswalk.   
 
Viafara stated that he believes, as indicted in the report, that these things happen in the fall and 
summer, so the expectation is that by now many of them have been addressed, or they are 
already in a plan to be addressed, or they are no longer a concern or issue. 
 
Viafara reported that there were a number of meetings held with engineering and planning staff 
trying to determine what the real purpose of the map is; if we want to have a map that represents 
certain elements of the plan, what should be included.   
 
Viafara said that in this case he wants to bring to your attention two points; on is that part of the 
discussion with engineering and planning had to do with our plan network,; but then we also 
reviewed what is existing, so today he is talking about the existing conditions of the map.   
 
Viafara referred to the critique survey and explained that these are the questions that more or less 
guide the map critique, it is an exercise for us to become a little more familiar, to bring new eyes, 
and to try to center the map in relation to the overall plan.  He stated that a survey was produced 
in order to be able to improve the map for the Year 2018.  He added that more importantly, the 
purpose of this overall critique is to try to link closely the purpose of the map and main 
objectives of goals of the overall bike/ped plan. 
 
Viafara pointed out that if you read those carefully they are “proposed”, because when he wrote 
this report he had not received some comments from the engineering staff, so they are 
“proposed”, and the comments he has since received from engineering staff will be taken into 
consideration. 
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Viafara reported that there are a couple of issues that they have been dealing with including the 
name of the bikeway system.  He explained that previously it had been named the Andy 
Hampsten Bikeway System, but apparently the ordinance doing so was repealed, therefore it has 
been determined that the 2018 Map will not show any name, and in agreement with the Planning 
Department, either reinstatement of that name, or assignment of another name will be looked into 
for future maps.  He added that there is also a situation with the map size as well.  He explained 
that our current map is 11x17, but we have received criticism, specifically with the back-side of 
the map because the information is not very clearly elaborated and people would like to see more 
information, so it is being proposed that the map be enlarged.  He stated that other issues include 
the readability of the map, as some people have expressed that they are unable to read it clearly; 
and the contents of the map, such as adding a ledger indicating which paths are in historical 
neighborhoods and other tools to establish a better relationship between the parks, the transit 
stuff and other public facilities that allow people to feel comfortable.  He said that the last issue 
is the consideration of a new platform in addition to the paper-based map; probably a web-based 
map using Google or an application that would provide people with the ability to have these 
things in their mobile devices. 
 
Williams said that she has one question, as far as clarification, her understanding is that there are 
two different maps; there is the user map and then there is the one that is in the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and those are not the same, so there are two different maps, and is this map 
for the users, and is what you showed today what the proposed size will be.  Viafara responded 
that there are two different maps and the map he is discussing today is the user map.  He added 
that the map he showed today is what is being proposed via input from the User’s Group.  
Williams stated, though, that she wouldn’t be able to print that size at home so it doesn’t do her 
any good.  Haugen responded that this would be similar to the size of the bus map, so if you get 
your bus map and see how it is folded, it compresses down quite well but he agrees it isn’t 
something that you would be able to print, and that is why some other platforms are being 
explored. 
 
Bergman asked if they would be putting these maps at various locations around town.  Viafara 
responded that that is something that they may consider.  He commented that in other cities he 
has been to, if you go to their bus stops and you will see a large poster size bike map, and that is 
something that they would maybe discuss doing here, although he doesn’t know if there is an 
agreement with another company that runs the stops or something.  Bergman responded that it 
might be something that could be done at the Transit Center.   
 
Williams asked when they needed corrections for the 2017 Map.  Kouba responded that it is 
already at the printer.  Williams stated that there are a couple of things on it that are wrong.  She 
said that she doesn’t remember getting that to review.  She added that they talked about it a long 
time ago that we were mixing up the two maps, and she was told that they would get the 2017 
map to review before it went out and she doesn’t remember seeing it.  Kouba responded that 
notice was sent out in March about the comment period.  Williams said that she must have 
missed it, adding that they will just have to catch it on the 2018 map.  She asked, since you 
already sent it to the printer, what size are you having it printed at.  Kouba responded that they 
are having it printed on 11x17 paper.   
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Haugen commented that right now we print about 10,000 maps, at a cost of just under $1,000, so 
going to a larger sized map will result in more cost, thus less maps will be printed, or we can go 
to a combination, we don’t have to only have one size printed.   
 
Kuharenko referred to the staff report, under the existing facilities map, and commented that they 
did do some bike rides this summer, which were all initiated by a resident and avid biker, and 
they did listen to some concerns he had, but in looking at the report, where it discusses the 
suitability of the existing bike network for travel, and that if left unattended could significantly 
reduce bicycle ridership, he is concerned that that is something that could make people think that 
there is something terribly wrong, and it could keep people away from riding bikes.  He added 
that this is something that didn’t come up at all during any of the bike rides, so he does take 
exception to that statement.   
 
Kuharenko stated that some of the other comments that they got during the ride, such as the stop 
sign over at 1st and 3rd that you mentioned, that was a question, it isn’t that is isn’t visible, it is 
there, it isn’t hiding behind a plant or anything, it was just a question as to whether it can be 
moved out to the street, and that is something that they can do.  He added that this is the same 
with the cross walk at 10th Avenue North, and those are both things he brought to Ms. Williams 
shortly thereafter. 
 
Kuharenko commented that there are just a number of things in here that seem to be very 
negative, that these are terrible and they must be fixed, but in reality they were more questions 
about whether or not it is something that can be done, and this is something that should be 
looked at.  He added that a lot of them they already went through and talked about and 
addressed.  He said that they are always trying to improve their bikeway system as they can, so 
additions to the system do happen on an annual basis, and they just end up incorporating them 
into the next map as they do them. 
 
Viafara asked Mr. Kuharenko asked what he would suggest he do, he may be able to correct the 
report.  Kuharenko responded that all in all this is, in general, the staff report based on the map, 
and the information they got on the bike rides is all well and good, but it is information that is six 
to eight months old, it is all stuff they did this summer and early fall, and so that portion of the 
report is odd to him.   
 
Williams said that the comments weren’t aimed at the map, they were aimed at the system in 
general, not on the map.  She stated that there is stuff in here that is for the pedestrian element,  
that you could probably just do another whole staff report on, because economic vitality and 
accessibility don’t have anything to do with the map, which is of existing facilities.  She added 
that those have something to do, and this gets back to her original questions, those definitely 
have something to do with the map that is going to be in the Long Range Transportation Plan, 
but not to the existing facilities map.  She stated that she would also like to expand a little bit on 
Mr. Kuharenko’s comment that says that the existing…if left unattended could significantly 
reduce bike ridership, as she isn’t sure where that comment came from, because they have a line 
item every year in their budget for bicycle maintenance, there is no reason that it would be left, 
but you could make that statement about anything, but we have programs that ensure that that 
doesn’t happen so she isn’t sure why that comment would even be in there. 
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Viafara asked if she would suggest that that line be removed.  Williams responded that it isn’t 
relative to the map, and anything that isn’t relative to the map shouldn’t be in there.  Viafara 
asked if she would like another report.  Williams responded that if he wants to do another report 
on the update to the Pedestrian and Bicycle, that would be great, because that is actually what we 
are working on right now, but as far as trying to give us direction of what needs to be attended, 
we already know what needs to be attended to and we have budgets to take care of it. 
 
Viafara stated that these comments are not being made to the detriment of the Engineering 
Department.  Williams asked who it was made to then.  Viafara responded that it is to the 
conditions that we are seeing on the ground.  Williams asked whose responsibility it is.  Viafara 
responded that it could be your responsibility, but he never mentioned the name of the 
Engineering Department.  Williams said that he doesn’t have to if you say something like that 
because it is the public agency where the facility is that is responsible for the maintenance and 
such, it’s not an individual that you have to keep reminding the individual to do something, this 
is directly aimed at their agency.  Viafara responded that if you read carefully the first paragraph, 
it is commendation to those involved in the process.  Williams suggested that we turn this around 
the other way, and asked what relevance that statement, how does that support and give positive 
direction or in some way add more information to it.  Viafara responded that it is commendable, 
all the work you guys are doing.  Williams said then, that he should say that, if that is the 
inference, that, if they were left unintended, however both cities and agencies are doing a good 
job of maintaining, but she thinks that if that was the intent, it was kind of left hanging there, 
with an incomplete thought.  Viafara responded that he would confer with his supervisor and 
address your concerns. 
 
Kuharenko said that he has two other minor corrections.  He referred to Page 2 of the staff report, 
the second set of bullets; 11th Avenue South (Garden View Drive Cul de Sac to South 34th 
Street), and said that it should actually be just Garden View from 42nd to 34th; and then South 
20th Street you have it from 40th Avenue South to South 19th Street, and that should be looked at 
and clarified better.  Kouba responded that the South 20th Street bullet is correct.  She explained 
that it curves around and is South 19th, so it is confusing, but it is correct. 
 
Williams asked when they were looking for comments on the 2017 map so corrections can be 
made to the 2018 map.  Viafara responded that they would like comments by May 30th.   
 
Kuharenko said that he would like to thank Mr. Viafara for making a number of those revisions 
they talked about.  He referred to the map and pointed out some of the revisions made. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen pointed out that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.   
 
Williams asked where the Near Southside Neighborhood Study, where does it fit in.  Haugen 
responded that it should be under Corridor Planning.  He added that we have ATAC under 
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contract and will be doing some counts next week.  He said that the RFP for the second 
consultant got zero response, so we are now following a quote-based selection process.  He 
stated that there are fifteen requests for quotes out, so hopefully we can get three submittals so 
that we can select a consultant to help deal with the conceptual drawings.  He added that he set a 
deadline for submittal for noon Monday, April 17th, so that they are available for board action on 
Wednesday.7 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
HAUGEN DECLARED THE MEETING ADJOURNED AT 3:10 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


