
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, October 9th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 9th, 2013, 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:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks 
Planning: Les Noehre, NDDOT–Grand Forks District; and Teri Kouba (Proxy for Dale 
Bergman), Cities Area Transit; Dave Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane Williams, 
Grand Forks Engineering; Joe McKinnon, MNDOT-District 2; Patrick Dame, Airport Authority. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Kim Greendahl, Grand Forks Greenway; Nick West, KLJ; and Bobbi 
Retzlaff, MNDOT-St. Paul. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Brett Sergenian, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 11TH, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY KOUBA, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 11TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that the staff report states that NDDOT selected 
Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson to complete Phase I, and that the Citizen’s Advisory Group held their  
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first meeting on September 12th,  however few members were able to attend.  He suggested that 
for further information on the Sorlie project a person should go to the website 
www.sorliebridge.com. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen stated that there was an Advisory Committee meeting held last Thursday.  He said that a 
lot of the materials presented at that meeting were included in the packet. 
 
Noehre commented that last week he met with the Near Southside Neighborhood group to give 
them information on both the Kennedy and the Sorlie Bridge projects.  He said that he would be 
willing to do that for other neighborhoods, or other organizations if any are interested.  He stated 
that he will do this; not to take away from any public meetings, or visiting websites, but to 
actually help give people additional information so as to allow them to really understand what 
these projects entail, where the projects are today, and to encourage their further involvement in 
the project processes.   
 
Williams asked if there is a timetable as to when they might see some costs for all these different 
alternatives.  McKinnon responded that for the Kennedy the first report is supposed to be done in 
December, so he would think that there should be something available sometime in December.  
Noehre added that the alternative cost ranges, and these are very preliminary numbers, are:  1) 
replacement - from $20,000,000 to $33,000,000; 2) very minimal rehab - from $3,500,000 to 
$4,000,000; and 3) a moderate rehab – from $13,000,000 to $15,500,000.  He stated that this is 
what they covered at the Study Advisory Committee meeting.   
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen pointed out that one thing that the presentation focuses on is addressing the bike/ped 
accommodations, as most of the other things have been covered in previous presentations. 
 
Haugen commented that MNDOT, after the I-35W Bridge collapse, bonded for bridge repair 
across the State, that is what the reference to Chapter 52 in the presentation is referring to.  He 
said that within that State Law, if they are using funds out of this bonding, and if the bridge is 
located in an urban area, and there isn’t another bridge located within a quarter of a mile, they 
have to accommodate bikes and pedestrians.   
 
Haugen reported that there are two types of rehabilitation alternatives; one they referred to as 
minimal and the other as moderate.  He stated that minimal is what they can get by with as a 
short-term solution, and moderate is addressing the issue in a more robust manner by doing what 
really needs to be addressed.   
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Haugen commented that Alternatives 2B and 2C deal with different ways of how to 
accommodate bikes and pedestrians; and one is located on the outside of the trust system and the 
other inside the trust system. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide of an overhead aerial view outside the truss; and pointed out that it 
shows where they would physically, for the truss system itself, attach a bike/ped accommodation 
to the truss system.  He added that on the approach spans for various technical reasons, they 
would be building stand-alone structures.  He stated that this is just a general layout of how it 
would look.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the remaining slides discuss inside the truss system.  He stated that 
replacing the deck brings this from a minor rehab to a moderate rehab.  He added that replacing 
the deck wouldn’t change the driving lanes much, but it would create a lot of changes to the rail 
system on both sides of the bridge.  He said that the rail system itself is a large part of the deck, 
which is why they are looking at a different rail system as well. 
 
Haugen stated that there are a lot of ways that they can try to address a bike/ped facility within 
the truss system.  He referred to slides illustrating the different options, and went over them 
briefly. 
 
Williams asked, on a U.S. Highway, is there a minimum lane width when there are a certain 
percentage of trucks using it, is eleven feet okay?  Noehre responded that probably require some 
sort of design inception.  McKinnon commented that twelve feet is a standard, but they have 
gotten by with eleven feet in some instances.   
 
Haugen reported that shared bike lanes are fourteen feet wide, that is the minimum allowed for a 
designated share lane. 
 
Noehre commented that they are coordinating with bicycle groups, and that is why some of the 
early options have been eliminated. 
 
Haugen stated that the next few slides discuss replacement of the bridge, and the different types 
of replacement alternatives.  He referred to those slides and went over them briefly. 
 
Williams asked, if you require a biker to dismount and walk across the bridge on a sidewalk 
rather than providing a bike lane or such, does that address bicycle needs, or are we supposed to 
make them stay on the bike.  Haugen responded that on a historic structure you have some 
leeway, so that is one of the benefits of this now being classified as an historic structure.   
 
Williams asked, if it is cantilever, that would put the railing between the pedestrian/bicycle users 
and the traffic, correct, the railing would stay in-tact.  Haugen responded that there is the option 
of doing the minor rehab, we are not replacing the deck and doing the cantilever of the bike/ped, 
but in that case you would leave what is there and cantilever over so the separate bike/ped would 
have its own rail system on both sides.  Williams stated that she is just wondering, they have this 
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little chart for the likelihood of meeting historical regulations.  Haugen responded that is what he 
was just displaying on the last slide.   
 
Williams asked if there was another column that rates safety of these different options.  Haugen 
responded there is not.  Noehre commented that he is a bicycle rider, and he would be hesitant 
for himself to go across this bridge, much less letting his grandchildren go across.  Williams 
agreed, adding that she isn’t looking for a number, just good, better, best, or something, there has 
to be something with this historical nature of it that would kind of weigh it against something 
else, and in her mind weighing it against safety. 
 
Haugen commented that the next few slides sort of set the stage of what is next.  He pointed out 
that they indicate that bridge rehabilitation has less risk assigned to it.  He stated that if you 
decided on replacement you have to basically prove that there isn’t another feasible alternative, 
which might be difficult to show since they have already shown us several things they can do to 
the bridge, outside replacing it. 
 
Haugen reiterated that a copy of the study document should be available soon.  He stated that 
between now and then there will be some additional public input meetings, and the draft report 
will be out beforehand so people have a chance to review the draft study.  He added that the 
study wasn’t meant to recommend a specific project, it was just to lay out options.  Noehre 
commented that a minimal rehabilitation would probably offer more or less a ten-year solution so 
spending $3,500,000 to $4,000,000 for a ten year or less solution, as well as the cost/benefit of 
the other options is something that will have to be looked at. 
 
Johnson asked if there has been any talk during this, since the bikepath outside the structure for a 
large portion on either side of the river has to be a separate structure, to make the bike/ped a 
separate structure altogether.  Haugen responded that he has heard some discussion on that 
option, but it isn’t part of this study.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT 2014-2017 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P. 
 
Haugen stated that this is the Draft 2014-2017 North Dakota side T.I.P.  He reminded the 
committee that the Minnesota T.I.P. was approved back in April, and, if you recall there were 
some amendments made last month so the Draft Minnesota side has had some amendments made 
to it, but this is the first time we are considering a North Dakota side T.I.P. for the next go-
around, 2014-2017. 
 
Haugen commented that because of the amendment that just happened, most of the new projects 
in the first three years of the T.I.P. were known and identified so unless there are some specific 
questions he will be focusing on the last year, 2017. 
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Williams said that none of the dollar amounts or project descriptions have changed since the last 
meeting, correct.  Haugen responded that there are some questions that he will go through.  
Noehre stated that South Washington’s cost estimate is different.  Haugen agreed, but added that 
it was amended into the T.I.P. last month, so is already included in this one. 
Haugen pointed out that we originally said that the Sorlie Bridge project would not show up until 
2018, however North Dakota is currently showing it in their Draft 2014-2017 S.T.I.P., so in 
order to have the T.I.P. and S.T.I.P. mirror each other our Draft 2014-2017 T.I.P. shows it as a 
2017 project with all sorts of notations saying that it is put in year 2017 because  North Dakota 
may want to have some of its federal share taken out of FY2017, but the Minnesota share will be 
coming in 2018, so in 2018 we will show a flip of this so that zero dollars are shown on the 
North Dakota side and all the dollars are shown on the Minnesota side.   
 
Haugen commented that on the City side, or on the Non-State Highway System, two projects that 
were submitted for consideration, and they both received funding.  He added that there were also 
some HSIP projects that were awarded funding, and they are all showing in 2017.   
 
Johnson stated that, it should be noted that on the HSIP projects, that even though they showed 
up in NDDOT’s list, the final HSIP has not been approved by Federal Highway yet. 
 
Haugen said that there are some questions; in past T.I.P.s, and he carried it over into this T.I.P., 
they had some individual dynamic message signs along the interstate, and then with those 
projects we just amended in last month a lot of them talk about some ITS components, are those 
wrapped up into that project, or are these DMS signs still separate.  Noehre responded that the 
DMS signs are separate from the other project.   
 
Haugen reported that the public hearing for this item has been advertised to occur at the MPO 
Executive Policy Board meeting next Wednesday. 
 
Noehre commented that Sign Metro Reflectivity Projects, the way it is currently sitting it will 
most likely not touch the MPO area.  He added that they are probably only going to look at the I-
29 Corridor from the South Dakota border to the Canadian border, and then possibly Highway 2 
if funding is available, however all of the signs on Highway 2 and I-29 in the MPO area have 
already been done. 
 
Johnson said he has one minor comment on the Illustrative Project list, just a clarification thing.  
He said that he thinks that with respect to 42nd Avenue, you note that it is listed as illustrative due 
to an EA still being prepared, it is now a PCR, not an EA.  Haugen asked if it still needs to be 
listed as an illustrative project then, because it was originally included because of the need for 
the environmental documents to be signed off on, and it has been signed off on, so does it still 
need to be included.  Johnson responded that he isn’t sure that it has been signed off on yet.  
Williams said she would check to see if it has been signed off on. 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY APPROVE THE DRAFT 
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NORTH DAKOTA SIDE FY2014-2017 T.I.P. SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF ANY PUBLIC 
INPUT RECEIVED AT PUBLIC HEARING NEXT WEDNESDAY. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
Haugen said that the question that is out there is, currently the MPO has a frozen T.I.P., and we 
can’t approve anything more until we have adoption of our Long Range Transportation Plan, so 
both States are probably trying to process an approval of their S.T.I.P., and with our MPO T.I.P. 
frozen, the question is how are those documents addressing what we just adopted as a draft.  
Johnson responded that the S.T.I.P. the North Dakota side is going to send to Federal Highway 
will be all inclusive of everything they have given the MPO, and that is already in place, but the 
request for approval is going to seclude the MPO area and that MPO area will be working of the 
2013-2016 T.I.P., which is why all those projects were amended into it.   
 
Johnson added that all the projects identified in the T.I.P. amendment for the 2013-2016 T.I.P. 
will still be able to move forward, as they are all listed in the 2014-2017 S.T.I.P., but the action 
will be taken off the 2013-2016 T.I.P. until completion of the Long Range Transportation Plan.   
 
Williams asked if he is asking for automatic approval once our Long Range Plan is completed.  
Johnson responded that he isn’t asking for that, that we will need to do a secondary approval, and 
a letter will need to be sent to Federal Highway letting them know that the plan is now 
completed, and we would like to now have full final approval of the 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF PROJECTS FOR 2015-2018 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen distributed copies of the MPO 2015-2018 T.I.P. schedule.  He said that this is an update 
to the information that was included in the packet.   
 
Haugen reported that they just finished the Draft 2015-2018 T.I.P. document, and they are trying 
to get back, particularly on the North Dakota side, to what has been our traditional T.I.P./S.T.I.P. 
cycle; soliciting projects in the fall, developing a draft in the spring, and finalizing that document 
over the summer/early fall, so we are not formally announcing that we are back on that schedule 
on the North Dakota side, and also announcing Minnesota things.   
 
Haugen reminded the committee that generally everything, every project that is in the gray area 
needs to be shown in our T.I.P. document.  He said that this includes anything that involves a 
Federal Highway decision, so back to that illustrative project, it is in there because Federal 
Highway has to make a decision on the environmental document.  He added that anything that is 
federally funded, regardless of the funding source; and regionally significant projects regardless 
of funding source should be in our T.I.P. document. 
 
Haugen commented that the timeline for the different programs, that he could identify, the 
traditional street and highway type projects, both sides have begun their solicitation.  He said that 
on the North Dakota side they are due to the MPO by December 4th; and on the Minnesota side 
they are due by February 5th. 
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Haugen briefly went over the solicitation schedule for each funding source (a copy of which is 
included in the file and available upon request). 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that he included the packet, both Stephanie and Teri have been taking the 
preliminary approvals for the Bike/Ped Plan that we discussed last month.  He referred to the 
packet and pointed out that he included a copy of the presentation and other materials they are 
presenting.  He said that he did not intend to go over this information at today’s meeting.   
 
Haugen commented that Federal Highway asked for the matrix showing when everything was 
due for their meetings, and this is where we are at in that process with those documents.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the packet and available 
upon request), and went over the information. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Street and Highway side, last month we were left with the conundrum 
that we had with financing.  He referred to a slide that showed three different alternatives that 
they have been working with NDDOT District Office on, and went over each briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that they have gone through some various iterations with this, and he thinks 
they have come to some terms with Mr. Noehre on a list of projects that focused on the 
rehabilitation with the new cycle legs, making sure they have identified all possible projects.   
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF 2014 UPWP 
 
Haugen reported that it is that time of year when we are finishing up the first year of a two year 
work program, so we are asking this body to spend the next month or two to look at the list of 
projects we identified for 2014, to determine if they are still the valid project you want us to 
study, and if there is something new you would like us to consider, let us know.   
 
Haugen referred to the project list, and pointed out that the projects shown highlighted are what 
we plan on doing in 2014:  1) Transportation Plan Update and Implementation – ITS Regional 
Architecture -- he explained that in reality the Long Range Transportation Plan update is our ITS 
Regional Architecture; 2) the Gateway Drive Access Management study, potentially west of the 
Interstate to the Airport, however the boundaries have not yet been defined; and 3) Traffic 
Incident Management Plan.   
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Haugen commented that, as the staff report notes, our pavement management will be carried over 
into 2014, as well as our traffic counting program.  He stated that the funding we had for those in 
2013 will carry over in 2014, so they don’t displace any of the 2014 projects, so staff is asking 
you to consider this as what we identified in our approved work program to start next year, and 
unless we hear otherwise, it is what we will do next year. 
 
Williams asked if there was any estimation of when these will start.  Haugen responded that the 
Incident Management and Gateway Drive Access projects’ RFPs will probably go out within the 
first two months of 2014, with a consultant on board by April, and they would have a completion 
date of December. 
 
Haugen reported that we are going to be utilizing ATAC again for the Regional Architecture 
plan, however he hasn’t discussed how this fits their schedule yet, so he doesn’t have a start date 
for this project at this time, but if we go with the same schedule as last time it was a four month 
process. 
 
Haugen commented that we will need to write an amendment to carry over the pavement 
management and traffic counting program funds from 2013 to 2014.  He stated that at that time 
they will make sure that there are funds available for activities if we need to finalize the 2040 
plan.   
 
Information only 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 9TH, 
2013, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:05 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


