
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, January 11th, 2017 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Teri Kouba, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the January 11th, 2017, meeting of the MPO 
Technical Advisory Committee to order at 1:36 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; 
Darren Laesch, MnDOT-District 2; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dale Bergman, 
Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; Nancy Ellis, East 
Grand Forks Planning; Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport Authority; Jane Williams, Grand 
Forks Engineering; and Brad Bail, East Grand Forks Consulting Engineer. 
 
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; Mike Bittner, KLJ Engineering; and 
Wade Kline, KLJ Engineering.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Kouba declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 14 TH,  2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 4 of the minutes and pointed out that the 5th paragraph, 4th line, 
should say 40th instead of 42nd.  
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO APPROVE THE DECEMBER 
14TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO 
THE CORRECTION AS NOTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Laesch reported that he doesn’t have anything really new to report.  He said that they are still 
working on finalizing the contract for the project.  Williams asked who got the award.  Laesch 
responded that a firm from Milwaukee submitted the winning proposal.  He added that they have 
not worked with them before, but they submitted the best proposal. 
 
Information only. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Kuharenko reported that he talked to Mike Yavarow to get an update on the Sorlie, and he said 
that a new controller should be here tomorrow.  He added that the new controller will be 
supplementing the existing controller, and he doesn’t know much more about that. 
 
Information only.   
 
MATTER OF 2018-2021 T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS – MINNESOTA SIDE 
 
 a. FTA 5339 Capital Grant Program 
 
Kouba reported that for the FTA 5339 Capital Grant Program Minnesota does things a little bit 
different than North Dakota, they don’t solicit for projects.  She said that they actually request 
their projects through their application process for transit providers, so they will be making their 
project choices at that time. 
 
Viafara reported that he has a presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request) that he would like to go over briefly.   
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
 b. TA Program 
 
Viafara stated that the City of East Grand Forks submitted two projects: 
 1) Infrastructure – Sidewalk Extension on 20th Avenue S.E. and 13th Street S.E./Safe  
  Routes to School. 
 2) Non-Infrastructure - Safe Routes to School East Grand Forks Educational   
  Program that targets improving driver behavior when they drop off and pick up  
  the children. 
 
 c. ATP Sub-Targets 
 
Viafara explained that federal funding is given to the State, and they in-turn subdivide it to seven 
regions, plus two metro areas, and we belong to Region 2.  
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Viafara said that the ATP develops a Transportation Improvement Program annually; they assign 
the funding; they go through the selection process; and finally they develop a four year State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 
 
Viafara reported that the counties are expected to contribute 74% and the cities are expected to 
contribute 26% of the overall project costs.  He stated that currently the amount of funding that is 
available for us as sub-target, is $3.5 million, so that is the amount of funding that will be 
distributed for all the projects that are being considered.   
 
 d. Recreational Trails 
 
Viafara stated that there isn’t any information for discussion on Recreational Trails at this time. 
 
Laesch commented that he would like to add that the ATP sub-targets are for road and bridge 
projects in our region.  He added that this is cost shared between the eleven counties in the 
northwest and four cities; East Grand Forks, Thief River Falls, Crookston, and Bemidji.  He said 
that each city takes a turn receiving the city portion of the funds, and East Grand Forks is 
scheduled to get it in 2018.   
 
Laesch stated that as far as the TAP funds go, they receive $400,000 each year for TAP projects.  
He said that this last cycle, they didn’t use all the funding from the previous cycle, so we actually 
have $930,000 available for projects, and the ATP is expecting seven applications, and they are 
hoping they can award two-thirds of those projects. 
 
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE TAP PROJECTS AS BEING CONSISTENT WITH OUR LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN, AND IN THE PRIORITY IDENTIFIED. 
 
Laesch asked if this for both TAP projects.  Ellis responded that they actually combined the two 
projects.  She explained that there were two letters of intent; one for non-infrastructure and one 
for infrastructure; but it was suggested by the MPO that we combine the two because they need 
each other.  She added that another thing is that their non-infrastructure programs run through 
Safe Kids and they cannot apply on their own, it would have to come through the City, and they 
are already in the process of contracting with them to do work that they previously had been 
awarded funding for, so in order for them to do the non-infrastructure work it was thought that if 
the City has to apply for both we might as well apply for them in one application. 
 
Voting Aye:   Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Bergman, Ellis, Riesinger, Laesch, and West. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Noehre, Gengler, and Sanders. 
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MATTER OF AMENDMENT TO THE 2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
 a. Public Hearing 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WEST, TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
There was no one present for discussion. 
 
MOVED BY WEST, SECONDED BY JOHNSON, TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Viafara reported that there are two project amendments.  He referred to the tables included in the 
packet, and pointed out that the first project is a Grand Forks County project in which federal 
funds have been awarded to complete a mill and overlay to a segment of Grand Forks County 6 
(Merrifield Road) between Grand Forks County #5 and Grand Forks County #17.  He added that 
because these are newly awarded federal funds it will not impact fiscal constraint. 
 
Viafara stated that the second project is to move a preventative maintenance project on North 
Washington Street that was programmed in FY2018 to F2017.  He added that the scope of work 
also changed from a slurry seal to a chip seal, however the cost estimate and funding sources do 
not change, and thus does not impact fiscal constraint. 
 
West said that he would like to comment on the County project.  He stated that he did send the 
numbers to Mr. Haugen, as far as the dollar amounts, as he sees that he just has placeholders for 
the project as he didn’t have those final numbers.  Viafara asked if the numbers would increase 
by more than 25%.  West responded that what happened is that the County has decided to 
advance federal aid up to three and a half years, and this project was the last one added which is 
why it is so late in being amended, and he just got the numbers a couple of days ago.  Viafara 
explained that he asks this because there is a requirement that if the project costs go over 25% we 
have to readvertise the project.  West responded that the costs do not increase by over 25%. 
 
Kuharenko asked, since this is an advance construction with payback, does that change how it 
would typically be laid out in our T.I.P.; where it is showing the expenditure in 2017, but the 
project was in 2016, and then we are paying the funds back in 2018 and 2019, so because it is 
different than all of the other projects, is it shown appropriately.  Johnson responded that it is.  
Kouba added that this is when the money is being spent. 
 
West commented that 90% of the project is outside the MPO area; and this is just one segment of 
35-miles that are being done, so you are just getting a snippet of a bigger project.  Kuharenko 
said that his question is more in the line of, it is shown in 2017, but we are getting a payback in 
2018 and 2019, so is it shown properly, and it appears it is. 
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Williams asked how the S.T.I.P. lists this.  Johnson responded that it probably doesn’t list it at 
all.  He explained that County projects are usually lumped together at the back end unless they 
reach a really large dollar amount. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE AMENDMENTS TO THE 2017-2020 T.I.P., AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye:   Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Bergman, Ellis, Riesinger, Laesch, and West. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Christianson, Magnuson, Noehre, Gengler, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY UPDATE 
 
Mike Bittner, KLJ, was present for a presentation on the I-29 Traffic Operations Study.  A copy 
of the presentation is included in the file and available upon request. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Grasser asked if this presentation was going to be given to the MPO Executive Policy Board 
meeting next Wednesday.  Bittner responded that he was not asked to.  Grasser commented that 
he thinks it might be good if they saw it, and actually, he would leave the decision up to Mr. 
Vein or somebody, but he thinks it would be good for their City Council to see this.  He said that 
it touches on a number of thing that kind of keep popping up with the City relative to Merrifield, 
47th, and what is more important the interchange or the underpass, and you are touching on a lot 
of things that kind of just keep popping up on them that would be beneficial to be discussed in a 
holistic approach, so he will bring this up to Mr. Vein, but he sees value with having this 
discussion at maybe a Committee of the Whole or working session, as well as having as a lead-in 
to a public input meeting so they can get some discussion going.  Bittner responded that that 
makes sense, and added that they did talk about this after the macro alternatives, so there is a lot 
of information that he didn’t keep in there so he agrees that it might be worthwhile to sit down 
and talk about what information they should show and what they don’t need to if the decision is 
to do this so they can concentrate the meeting on what is most important to everyone. 
 
Viafara referred to a couple of slides that showed the addition of traffic signals and asked what 
the purpose of those signals was.  Bittner responded that they just can’t get acceptable traffic 
operations without those traffic signals at those particular locations.  He added that based on the 
traffic they are forecasting, they do forecast warrants to be met and so those signals allow them 
to maintain that acceptable level of service at those locations. 
 
Laesch commented that it seemed like a lot of the alternatives of roundabouts didn’t operate as 
well as a signal, and he has always been taught that that was the opposite, that you actually got 
more capacity with a roundabout.  He asked if Mr. Bittner could highlight why that isn’t the case.  
Bittner responded that it definitely isn’t a general statement that that is always the case; it just 
has a lot to do with the traffic volumes and patterns that they are seeing.  He explained that with 
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the traffic signal, for example, they can start looking at double left turn lanes and coordinating 
the signals through the tightly spaced interchange location; and roundabout interchanges are very 
effective at lower volumes because you don’t have to worry about the cueing between the two, 
but he can’t tell at what volumes that occurs because it is so pattern related.  He stated that given 
their context and their modeling they found that at these locations and patterns it just wasn’t as 
effective. 
 
Kuharenko asked about the Steering Committee’s thought that the future 38th Street was too 
close to that access, so are you looking at either realigning 38th Street or are you looking more at 
an access at 34th.  Bittner responded that they talked about both, and the thought was at least 
1,000 feet, so they could probably push it out, but they will look at both options further, but most 
feel that 34th is a long ways away, and probably isn’t realistic for that area because it is a half 
mile.  He explained that they looked at it on Google Earth to see where it should be and most 
everyone felt that we just have to push this out a little bit.  He said that you see that often at 
interchanges where there is a push-out, and with the open field they would have the ability to do 
this.  He added that they basically just didn’t want to end up with what we are seeing at 32nd with 
that west frontage road being so close, and that is kind of what they are laying out there, so they 
are learning from that mistake in order to add efficient operations in the future. 
 
Grasser asked how long it might take before there is a consensus on what the distance should be 
at 38th.  Bittner responded that their guidance at this point has been to not do anymore micro 
level analysis, and that is why they haven’t fixed the graphic.  He said that there is some DOT 
guidance that they utilized and he thinks it is 1,000 feet.  Johnson commented that they tied it 
back to the Access Management Manual, and when you are on the upstream side of entering a 
ramp, it is somewhere around 900 feet is where the closest intersection should be, and it may be 
longer for a signalized one.  Grasser stated that that is going to be pretty important as they have 
development that is pushing on both sides of that, so they need to change some mind sets here.  
Johnson agreed, adding that you won’t find a lot of interchanges in North Dakota that even meet 
that criteria, but that shouldn’t be used as a guidance to say let’s do it again because they are 
having major issues across the state at every interchange that has these too close, the farther the 
better, and in reality that might be why 34th is perfect, it’s a half mile away.  He said that 47th is 
going to be a major arterial and you need to keep it at a higher speed so you have to have signals 
every half mile.  Grasser commented that 34th is going to be difficult because that is a street that 
aligns with the school, and they are always getting some pretty extreme views on how to handle 
safety issues there, and if you start mixing school traffic with what would otherwise be business 
and whatnot, the pedestrian aspect is going to go up, so he has some concerns with safety.  
Johnson stated that this was just a proclamation looking at Google Earth as a generic statement, 
maximizing those distances as much as possible is the ultimate message. 
 
Bittner commented that, just to give you some kind of context they are looking at about 600 feet 
to 39th right there he believes, so they are pretty close on the west side, but as soon as they get 
the green light they can make those adjustments so you can see what it looks like and provide 
comments on what you think about those potential alignments. 
 
Bittner asked if Mr. Johnson had heard anything on the status of the study going forward.  
Johnson responded that they should know by the end of this week or early next week. 
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West asked is there are any strong opinions on the campground as far as definitely not impacting 
it, or maybe impacting it.  Williams responded that it is for sale.  West said, though, that the 
thing is is that it is used, a lot.  Grasser commented that the catch with that is going to be political 
because of exactly what you are saying, it is a Four-F so it doesn’t have those protections and 
can be acquired, but as a community we are going to say, where do we put those folks, and he 
can see that being a concern.  Bittner said that it would be a relocate and not a purchase.   
 
West commented that long term he would rather see it straight.  Grasser agreed especially from 
the discussion that they had here and the operational aspects of it, and that is why he thinks there 
would be some value if the City Council starts thinking about what some of these things might 
look like even though the decisions aren’t finalized, we need to start seeing from a perspective 
what the most likely scenario will be.  Bittner added that he also thinks that if you add an 
interchange and commercialize the rest of that interchange, which is the land use plan, that 
campground is going to go away, and then you have an interchange that doesn’t operate as well 
because you made the decision to save a campground that is no longer there, so that is an 
important consideration, particularly when you consider the number one concern is mainline 
operations, and the previous alternative he showed had better mainline operations so it is good to 
get these discussion going. 
 
Grasser reported that, this is a minor detail, but we should probably also show that somewhere 
along the line we are going to end up having to enlarge that box culvert onto the interstate to take 
the water from drain #9 at Merrifield.   
 
 Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Kouba stated that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WEST, TO ADJOURN THE JANUARY 11TH, 2017 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:36 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


