
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, March 8th, 2017 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the March 8th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:35 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; 
Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; 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; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; and Brad Bail, East 
Grand Forks Consulting Engineer; and Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Brandyn Heck, GF/EGF MPO 
Intern; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering; Jason Carbee, HDR Omaha; and Ken 
Demmons, HDR Fargo.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that, because there are some new faces here today, everyone please state their 
name and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 8TH,  2017, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 8TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the handout from the open house that was held 
last Wednesday.  He asked if Mr. Konickson could give a brief overview on the results of that 
meeting. 
 
Konickson stated that the open house generated some basic questions as to what is going on, 
with the main concern being traffic, and specifically the movement of large farm equipment 
during the project.  He said that this issue is still being discussed internally, as well as with the 
local police departments on both sides, to try to figure out what and how we can accommodate 
larger farm equipment. 
 
Konickson commented that they are looking at beginning the project on March 15th, with a 2018 
conclusion date.   
 
Haugen referred to the information in the packet, and pointed out that you can get more detail 
and maps of the project at:  www.mndot.gov/d2/projects/kennedybridge .  He added that you can 
also sign up there for e-mail updates or by sending a request to:  tj.melcher@state.mn.us.    
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that there are no updates on the Sorlie Bridge at this time. 
 
MATTER OF  SPRING FLOOD/BRIDGE CLOSURE CONTACT LIST 
 
Haugen reported that back when we first developed the Bridge Closure Plan it was agreed that 
each spring, during the February/March timeframe, we would provide a synopsis of what the 
Corps is forecasting our flood outlook will be.  He referred to a slide and explained that it was 
just released last week.  He pointed out that it shows that there isn’t much of flood threat at this 
time, but in any event we also need to ensure that all of the contact names and numbers are 
correct in the event that should change, therefore he would ask that you please take a look at the 
list and let MPO Staff know if there are any changes required. 
 
Riesinger asked who actually makes the calls to these various entities as part of this.  He said that 
he is relatively new to this process and he is just wondering whether we should add a contact or 
two for the airport on here because it would probably be good for them to have this information 
as well.  Haugen responded that we certainly can add the Airport Authority to the list if you 
wish.  He added that this list is not only for flood fights, but also for when maintenance on the 
structures occurs as well.   
 
Discussion on the various methods of getting information out during flood or maintenance events 
ensued. 
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Haugen asked that Mr. Riesinger get him the Airport contact information for inclusion on the 
list. 
 
MATTER OF U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2 STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet were slide from the last Steering Committee 
meeting.  He explained that one of the first things was that they wanted to get a better feel for, 
and be able to inform MnDOT and our consultant, was for the beet harvest’s impact on the 
corridor. 
 
Haugen commented that during the four to six week beet campaign there are a lot of trucks going  
in and out of American Crystal, with, more or less a third from the west, a third from the east, 
and a third from the south, and a very few from the north.   
 
Haugen stated that last fall American Crystal did build a second scale, which has helped pretty 
much eliminate the stacking of trucks waiting to turn off of U.S. Business #2.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request) and went over the top three alternatives. 
 
Haugen commented that the first alternative is the “do nothing” alternative, which was the 
preferred option when the study began, however that is no longer the case.  He stated that the 
preferred option now is Alternative 2b – West bound alignment shift and eastbound acceleration 
lane. 
 
Haugen stated that now that we have narrowed the alternatives, SRF will begin fine-tuning some 
of them; looking at street signage changes, and even looking at the advance warning light system 
maybe being used to indicate to drivers that there might be crossing traffic in their path, etc.   
 
Haugen said that the next public meeting is tentatively scheduled for April 4th, which is a 
Tuesday.   
 
MATTER OF I-29 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS STUDY UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was a draft implementation plan.  He said, however, 
that before we get to that he would like to focus on something he forgot to put in the packet.  He 
explained that a lot of time was spent at the Steering Committee meeting on Monday afternoon 
discussing the question of where should the north/south roadways be, and how far away should 
they be from the actual interchange on and off ramps at 47th and Merrifield.  He stated that the 
intent is to try to avoid having spacing too close, such as what we currently have at 32nd Avenue, 
so that it doesn’t impede the operation of the interchange.  He added that KLJ is using a couple 
guidance tools from TRB; one is more for rural type interstate designs, and the other is for more 
of an urban developed area to look at this issue.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide that shows the approximate location of those roadways, and explained 
that the study is going to discuss instead of using a specific distance to use 34th Street as the full 
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access full point.  He added that it is also going to discuss that there will be other available 
access points but there likely won’t be full access points, three quarter access with right in and 
right out between the State 50 and 34th Street, similarly on the west side as well. 
 
Haugen referred to the Implementation Plan, and explained that it is trying to lay out, by using 
staging, when improvements, from a technical point of view, might be the best fit and 
approached for construction; short-term, mid-term, and long-term projects. 
 
Haugen went over the project list/timeline briefly. 
 
Grasser asked who came up with the timeline.  Haugen responded that it was developed by KLJ, 
and the Steering Committee is now being asked to digest this and provide feedback on it.  He 
added that the meeting on Monday was just KLJ presenting, from what they felt was their 
technical point of view, the timing of these improvements. 
 
Grasser said that his first thought, when he looks at this, is that there is a state of synergy and 
impact between 32nd and the 47th Interchange, and if we are running into operational problems by 
2025ish, and we’ve got 32nd and 47th both in the same timeline of 2026-2030 he is wondering 
how they are going to do them both in that timeline.  He added that the thinks you will need to 
have the interchange done before you really get into heavy construction on 32nd because you will 
have to have an alternate route, so his thought is that we should probably put advance project 
development into that first grouping opposed to the second grouping so that we are in a position 
to advance 32nd in the second grouping, otherwise he would think you will have a problem 
getting it done in that timeline.   
 
Haugen commented that the Steering Committee talked about a sort of  “chicken and the egg” 
scenario with this.  He explained that there is a lot of development that is needed to be done to 
support the 47th Avenue Interchange, and there is also that road network, and development that 
would cause 32nd Avenue to get to this level of congestion.  He added that Mr. Kuharenko and 
Mr. Johnson were at the meeting; and didn’t they talk about trying to have a kind of “cheat 
sheet” that could help give a sense of when 32nd is past capacity to help guide the investment 
decision as to which one should be done first.   
 
Kuharenko responded that that was something that Mr. Noehre brought up, if memory serves, 
about that they are trying to figure out when 32nd Avenue reaches a Level of Service “F”.  
Johnson added that they have these ideas where we have a 2025 model run and we have a 2040 
model run and we know what 32nd is going to look like at each of those levels, but Mr. Noehre is 
trying to determine a better idea of what is the actual year that it is going to fail, or have major 
issues, and have a more linear idea of when it is going to have an issue; but also compare that to 
having an ADT value at the 32nd Avenue Interchange so that if KLJ goes through a scenario to 
try to come up with a linear progression based on traffic projections through the model, that it 
could say that in Year 2032 it is going to completely fail based on these traffic numbers, Mr. 
Noehre was trying to get to a point where he could see those traffic numbers and then compare 
them to actual traffic numbers year by year so that in 2032 if the model is showing the numbers 
are going to be this, but we are in 2032 and this is where they are actually at, we can see if we 
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are tracking and can determine if we are on track or if we need to fast track things or slow things 
down. 
 
Kuharenko stated that he thinks this conversation was also started a bit because of Table 2, 
where it is showing the 42nd Street Railroad Grade Separation being a higher priority in the 
current year versus in 2025 when 47th Avenue Interchange became the higher priority, so he 
thinks that is kind of how the conversation started, they are trying to find out when is it actually a 
factor. 
 
Grasser said that his point is, he thinks if you started adding construction years into this thing; if 
you are only programming during the 2026 to 2030 timeline, if you found that your problem is in 
2025, 2026, or 2027 and a half, you could put that information on your projections, so when is 
construction, that is part of his question, because he thinks it would lead you back, and we could 
probably get earlier starts on a couple of these things, even if we are still talking about 
constructing it in 2025-2030.  He stated that he thinks that as part of that exercise when we look 
at that targeting, at least for planning purposes, what years might we be doing that.  Haugen said 
that this is good feedback to provide KLJ. 
 
Haugen reported that none of the improvements currently have any identified funding source, 
other than the things in these categories, but all of this money is already locked up in other 
projects in our Long Range Transportation Plan, so all of the dollar values you see here are 
beyond our current fiscal constraint. 
 
Grasser asked, going back to the access points, does it make a difference what kind of traffic 
control or geometry you have.  He said that in the back of his mind it is somewhere close to 
where 38th would be; so could one consider a round-about or something, and if so would it help 
alleviate some of the traffic backup that might otherwise be driving that half mile distance.  He 
stated that a half mile here would put us right on a street that this would make it a major street 
that goes right by a school again, and he would rather not see that happen, so he is wondering if a 
round-about or some other geometry, besides a right-in/right-out, would help. 
 
Haugen responded that they didn’t talk about round-a-bouts specifically, but they did talk about 
¾ access, and about right-in/right-outs.  Grasser commented that a round-a-bout kind of scares 
him on a multi-lane road but it is something that we may need to think about.  Johnson added 
that Mr. Haugen is right, they didn’t get into that detail, but he would say that a round-a-bout 
would constitute a full access intersection, and the way the guidance document is laid out is that 
is about full access intersections, so it falls under the same guidance as a standard intersection 
with turn lanes.  He added that it isn’t necessarily related to how well it can maybe move traffic 
through a certain area, it is about having that instantaneous location of traffic needing to bottle-
neck. 
 
Grasser commented that the other wheels that are in motion here is where they are trying to do 
some initiatives to get more lots on the market and they will be building really close to the east 
side of 34th this year, and there are some concepts floating around on the west side that will 
markedly impacted by the change in access there, so they will have to sort some of this out fairly 
quickly.  Johnson said that the conversation that was dominated was looking at 32nd Avenue and 
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the existing issues on both sides of the interchange; and the comment he made during the 
meeting was that this wasn’t the only interchange in the State with this issue, there is at least one 
in every community, where intersections were put in too close, and at the time it probably looked 
like 47th Avenue, when the road was put in and there wasn’t anything out there, but then it built 
up and it turns into a mess, so we have one guidance document that says that for that urban dense 
interchange, about 900 feet for minor arterials and collectors, but for a more rural design it is 
more like a half mile, so as a group it was more along the lines of maximizing that opportunity as 
best as possible and then looking at anything intermittent as giving it as much access as we can.  
He said that this would mean that if you have the three quarter you have everything except the 
left out because that is typically the intersection that isn’t controlled, that is the one that causes 
the most problems, the left out; but you have the right in/right out and left in.  
 
Grasser asked if a three quarter acceptable, because this one said right in/right out, which is 
different.  Johnson responded that this is something that KLJ will be looking at; so if 34th is a full 
access, and we move 38th in, obviously you would probably have to move to the east a little bit, 
the question is how far, or maybe it does line up there, but it would be looked at as a three 
quarter, and that is what KLJ was going to start on.  He added that they talked about something 
similar to this with 42nd Street, which would basically follow the interstate like it does, but then 
swing over to a three quarter location.  Grasser stated that an advantage with 42nd is that we have 
more flexibility on how to line up some of these streets.   
 
Kuharenko commented that he imagines that if we are looking at other options, if we move 38th 
over and frame it into 34th, kind of what we did on 38th and 42nd north of 32nd, that is information 
that we should have sooner rather than later, as that area, particularly east of 34th develops.  
Grasser stated that the problem is that 34th should come into 38th so that 38th is still the main one 
but the alignment with 34th is so off.  Johnson agreed, commenting that that was a thought he had 
during the Steering Committee but he couldn’t find a way just looking at a map to make it work.  
He added that there are potential ways to make that work if this thing gets shifted a quarter mile 
south and you chase 38th Street to the east, that opportunity is there.  Grasser agreed, adding that 
it gives us more distance for alignment, because otherwise we will end up having to do 
something like we have at 24th and 34th, and we tried to solve that problem with a round-about, 
which isn’t out of the question here either.  Johnson agreed, adding that that might be another 
benefit, besides interchange spacing, to move it further to the south for that future arterial 
connection. 
 
Haugen stated that they are asking for comments on the draft report so it can be approved.  He 
commented that the next steps in this study have been slightly modified, per NDDOTs request, 
and some activities will be delayed until after the presentation has been done.  He added that the 
draft report should be out by the end of March, giving everyone an opportunity to view and 
comment on the full draft document; which he thinks will be the 30-day review timeline.  
Johnson agreed, adding that you can use the draft report for the Steering Committee, the DOT 
and Federal Highway’s reviews.  He added that for corridor studies they actually only require a 
15-day period, unless they should request more days.  Haugen stated, then, that sometime in mid-
April we should have a good idea of what all the comments are. 
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Haugen reported that once they have given the management presentation, which should reflect 
all of the comments on the full draft report; then, based on whatever reaction they get from the 
presentation, they will go back and do the updates to the City Council, County Commission, and 
then hold a public open house, and then try to get final adoption by the end of June. 
 
Haugen commented that an open house was held February 16th, at which the Merrifield 
proponents were present in full force. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen pointed out that the updated monthly progress table was included for your information.   
 
 b. TDP Steering Committee Meeting – March 9, 2017 
 
Haugen commented that the Transit Development Plan Steering Committee will be meeting here 
tomorrow morning.  He stated that if you look at our website you will see materials for this study 
including the Draft Coordination Plan, draft Goals and Objectives, draft Route Alternatives, and 
a little “white paper” report on Bus Rapid Transit. 
 
 c.         Transit Performance Targets 
 
Haugen reported that they are still trying to understand the transit targets; and hopefully 
sometime soon Federal Transit or either State will give us some idea of what their targets are so 
that we then can start working on our targets for them.   
 
Haugen commented that this was on the agenda last month, but there hasn’t been any new 
information provided since, other than they are working on it on the Minnesota side, and he isn’t 
sure what is happening on the North Dakota side.  Johnson responded that they are talking about 
it now, so they hope to have some information available for the MPO Directors meeting next 
week. 
 
 d. Corridor Impacts 
 
Grasser asked for some clarification; if you did Merrifield Interchange and not 47th – did we 
have zero impact on 32nd or minimal or can you characterize what Merrifield Road’s relative 
impacts on 32nd.  Haugen responded it would reduce traffic slightly is what the model suggests, 
but it wouldn’t resolve the capacity issues on 32nd by any means.  Grasser asked if it would get 
us to a six lane section on 32nd.  Haugen responded that that would be a question to follow up 
with KLJ.  Haugen stated we would with 47th, and we know that there is enough traffic reduction 
on 32nd that it could be left as is.   
 
Haugen said that he doesn’t think the study ever proposed the question of what would 32nd have 
to be with just the Merrifield Interchange.  Johnson commented that he doesn’t think directly, but 
through some of the iterations that KLJ went through you could probably surmise what that 
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would mean, because early on they talked about alternatives; just Merrifield, just 47th, you could 
maybe get there.  West said that his gut feeling is is that it wouldn’t solve the problem with 32nd; 
it helps a little bit but he doesn’t think it helps enough. 
 
Grasser said that they are running into a host of other issues, a host of poor choices, and he 
doesn’t know what’s getting funded.  Johnson responded that the only thing it could potentially 
help is; you know the model that we see right now, that we are using, is based off of projected 
land use patterns that we have in place and that shows a lot of that growth by the future 47th 
Interchange, so if you put in Merrifield first that development may change a little and your 
request to change that development might change those patterns a little bit to where it may 
indirectly drive that traffic off of 32nd, and you could probably control it a little more if you did 
do a Merrifield Interchange first.  He asked, then is it the same type of development or might it 
be more keen to having the larger commercial industrial type land uses down there rather than 
the shopping centers and those types of things.  West suggested that that certainly could be 
asked.  Grasser responded that he doesn’t like asking that.  West said though that it is a valid 
question, and we should maybe take a peek at it.  Johnson added that he would bet that Mr. 
Bittner has done enough work to be able to answer it pretty quickly.   
 
West commented that even when they ran the eight lane scenario it just didn’t even come close 
to working.  Kuharenko commented that he thought that the major benefit from Merrifield was 
more the hours traveled, the vehicle hours traveled.  Grasser stated that from a zoning standpoint, 
if you can build one in the next ten years versus not building one in the next ten years, not having 
interchanges does impact on 32nd also.  He added that there could be an argument about changing 
land use plans, but he doesn’t know how you could do all that.  Johnson responded that you 
would have to change your focus, and it would be an undertaking, but you could go that way and 
say that you are now going to put all your eggs into Merrifield now because of these other items.  
He added that it is currently a county road and it connects to another road that could potentially 
serve this whole by-pass thing that they want, but you would have to change a lot of that 
background. 
 
Grasser stated that each alternative has attributes that are good in one aspect but bad in another, 
and he isn’t suggesting anything, he is just asking the question.  Haugen said that he would just 
mention that at the macro-level stage we were talking about, and federal highway wanted us to 
add 62nd Avenue as a location, and there was discussion about phasing this, any of these as do 
the grade separation, and then later on add the ramps, so, again he isn’t sure what the cost 
difference is, if it is adding the ramps with the grade separation is minimal compared to the grade 
separation costs, but it is a way to stage it that currently isn’t in the implementation plan and that 
is to provide the grade separation which gets you a lot off of 32nd Avenue, and then later add the 
ramps as a way to approach it.  Grasser said that with what he just heard you are going to have 
significant developer concerns and school district concerns.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 8TH, 
2017 MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:30 P.M. 
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MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


