
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, June 10th, 2015 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the June 10th, 2015, 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:  Ali Rood, Grand Forks Public Transit; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Becky Hanson, NDDOT-Transit (via conference call); 
David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson (Proxy for Brad Gengler), Grand Forks 
Planning;  Darren Laesch, MNDOT Planning Director; Richard Audette, Airport Authority; Dale 
Bergman, Grand Forks Public Transit; and Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District. 
 
Guests present were:  Larry Zitzow, UND and Craig Collison, MNDOT-District Engineer. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen said that, since there are some new people present today, he would ask that everyone 
please introduce themselves and state who they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE MAY 13TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE MAY 13TH, 
2015, 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 asked Mr. Laesch if he had anything to share on the Kennedy Bridge project.  Laesch 
responded that they have established that the project will be funded in FY2017.  He stated that 
the letting date is set for August 2016, at least that is what is planned at this point, and added that 
the focus is to get some early SHIPO approval before they get too far into the process. 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that he hopes that everyone has noticed the Dynamic Message Boards that 
have been sit up in both communities informing the public that the Sorlie project will begin next 
week, June 15th.   
 
Haugen said that he assumes that the bids came in favorably, as they were lower than the 
engineer’s estimate. 
 
Noehre reported that a pre-construction meeting is scheduled tomorrow.  Yavarow added that 
there is still no contract, it hasn’t been signed, and they don’t know when it will be signed as the 
contractor has still not provided a license in North Dakota or amended his insurance to include 
the State of North Dakota, so that is still on hold at this time. 
 
Haugen stated that he noted in the staff report that Bob Christensen from the NDDOT Cultural 
Resources Section is leading the process on the development of the lighting agreement.  He 
asked if there is a schedule for this yet.  Noehre responded that there isn’t, adding that he talked 
to Mr. Christensen a couple times over the last several weeks trying to get it set up, but they have 
been pretty busy with the bid openings so nothing has been done on it yet. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF EGF FUNCTIONAL RECLASSIFICATION 
 
Kouba reported that, basically this is something that has been brought before the Technical 
Advisory Committee and the MPO Executive Policy Board a few times, with many iterations 
going back and forth between MnDOT and the MPO, but now they have finally made 
agreements on what should everything be called, basically. 
 
Kouba commented that the changes that they went through the last time have stood, and she 
believes the last time we were talking we were still trying to get the Bygland Road and 220 to 
stay Principal Arterials, and they went through arbitration, but it was determined that both 
roadways would be classified as Minor Arterials, so that change has been included on this map, 
as have all other changes that were previously discussed. 
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Williams asked how many tenths of a mile in classified streets did we lose.  Haugen responded 
that we didn’t lose any classified streets.  Kouba added that it just changed the designation, from 
either Principal Arterial to Minor Arterial or Major Collector to Minor Collector, as there are a 
few Minor Collectors within the city limits now as opposed to last time when there weren’t any. 
 
Haugen commented that another thing this map does not display is future designations.  He 
explained that in the past the functional class showed what was the existing class and also 
highlighted future roadways that might become classified or are planned to become classified at 
a later date, and this map is not showing future designations.  He said, however, that the Long 
Range Transportation Plan still has a map that does that, so we still have a map that shows future 
classifications, but the one that is out for signatures and approval by us, MnDOT and the Feds 
will only show existing designations. 
 
MOVED BY ROOD, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 2015 FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION FOR THE CITY 
OF EAST GRAND FORKS. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE U.S. #2 ACCESS MANAGEMENT REPORT 
 
Haugen reported that included in the staff report were all of the public comments they received 
after the last open house.  He said that they all primarily addressed Airport Road, there was one 
that did not address Airport Road, but all of the rest of the comments specifically made 
connection to the Airport Road/County 5 intersection. 
 
Haugen stated that the Airport Authority did submit a second letter.  He said that, as you may 
recall, at the very beginning of this study the Airport Authority submitted a letter voicing their 
concern with the R-Cut alternative being the de-facto decision, and since then they sent a second 
letter with revisions.   
 
Audette reported that the Airport Authority Board held discussion on this topic and they did 
submit a new letter to Grant Levi, NDDOT Director, and, again stated their concerns.  He 
explained that one of those concerns was the desire of the Authority Board of Directors to retain 
the intersection.  He said that there was some question about possible alternatives that weren’t 
researched to keep the intersection in place, and the concern for the service of the passengers and 
their clients to retain the intersection, so they wanted that explored more fully, to not rule it out; 
and in terms of a long term alternative, understanding justification funding was the desire for an 
underpass, the true desire over the next forty to fifty years long range plan.    
 
Audette commented that in the short-term, they identified stoplights, acknowledging that 
stoplights may contribute to the accidents at the intersection, but both of the options presented in 
the study eliminated the stoplights and replaced them with some form of dynamic signage; and 
other options added some acceleration lanes, and the Authority Board feels that a combination of 
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some dynamic signage and acceleration lanes added to the existing intersection would be a 
measureable first step to improve safety. 
 
Haugen stated that on that specific letter they received, the final report in the section that 
addresses the Airport Intersection, concludes the stakeholder involvement comment section, they 
did point out what they grasped as the three major points of the Airport Authority, in that.  He 
said that the Airport Authority did offer to pay for an engineering firm to look at some of these 
possible alternatives, and there will be a meeting following today’s Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting with Les Noehre, Rick Audette, KLJ, and himself to discuss alternatives that 
haven’t already been considered, and whether or not we should amend the KLJ contract to 
incorporate those alternatives so that an analysis for each can be included in the report. 
 
Haugen commented that their initial hope was that they would be able to finalize and recommend 
approval of the report as it was submitted, but because of the Airport Authority’s letter, and the 
option that we might amend the contract, we will not seek action by the Technical Advisory 
Committee today.  He added that if they are able to identify alternatives, and agree to amend the 
contract, that may be something that will just be presented to the Executive Policy Board next 
week so that we don’t lose too much time in the process, so be on the lookout for our Executive 
Policy Board packet when it is released tomorrow or Friday to see whether or not there was a 
recommendation to amend the contract.   
 
Williams said that if we are going to amend the contract there is one thing that she did not see an 
analysis of; FHWA recognizes that retiming of the traffic signals has a certain level of improving 
intersections and percentages of accidents that could be reduced, and she hasn’t ever seen that 
computation in the report, as far as what retiming the signals would actually do to help the 
situation.  She said that she knows that that was something that was recommended to be done, 
and maybe already has been done, but she did not see the computation as far as the percentage 
and such of improvement at the intersection based on the retiming, and that was in the FHWA 
briefs that was put out concerning different things that can be done at intersections, and that is 
where that information was contained.  Haugen responded that he is trying to remember if this 
was addressed previously, how Mike was going to address it.  Williams said, though, that it isn’t 
in the report.  Haugen reported that the report is going through all of the different divisions of the 
NDDOT for review and comment, and they still have Federal Highway’s review and comment 
forthcoming so it isn’t too late to make sure this gets addressed in the report. 
 
Haugen commented that in the staff report the Executive Summary was added, and all the other 
comments they received, again most of them dealt with suggesting that we should look at 
lowering the traffic speeds on U.S. #2 to 40 or 45 mph, and don’t remove the traffic signal.  He 
said that they did add some language into the report to document that, but the speeds were 
already lowered from 70 to 55 mph, and traffic is still going roughly 70 mph out here; and they 
also documented that research studies and case studies have shown that posted speed limits don’t 
necessarily achieve the speed reduction that the speed limit sign suggests, so they are trying to 
further education everyone that just changing the speed limit sign doesn’t mean people will 
follow it.   
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Haugen reported that the one comment that didn’t specifically address Airport Drive, and is 
something that perhaps Grand Forks Planning and Engineering give consideration.  He explained 
that it is a comment from Whitewater Truck Wash concerning their interest in trying to have 
either a frontage or backage road created between 47th Street and 51st Street.  He said that 
Whitewater Truck Wash is located on 51st Street so he is suggesting this to help ease some of the 
traffic from the truck stop to his truck wash that would eliminate the need to go back out onto 
Gateway Drive or U.S #2, there be some sort of frontage or backage road.  He referred to an 
aerial photo of the area and went over how this could be accomplished. 
 
Haugen stated that the report is in its final draft form, out for review and comment, and, again, 
they will be meeting later today to discover if there are alternatives, and whether the cost 
estimate would be reasonable to investigate them and amend the contract.  He said that the other 
option they will discuss is that there is no project programmed for that intersection in either the 
TIP or STIP currently.  He added that when a project is programmed, then, of course, the more 
detailed project development process will take place, NEPA will be engaged, and other 
alternatives might be better addressed then then in this report.  Williams asked if this would be 
included in the report, a disclaimer or something like that.  Haugen responded that the section he 
highlighted earlier, in the final report, the Stakeholder involvement section, there will be an 
added paragraph should we decide not to amend the contract; but if we decide to amend the 
contract then there will be a whole lot more included in the report about any additional 
alternatives and analysis.   
 
Williams asked, once the report is finalized by the Executive Policy Board, where does it go 
from there, what is the path this will take.  Haugen responded that it is an MPO study so there 
isn’t any formal action being sought by any other agency or local jurisdictions in the report.   He 
said that it does become, as most of our corridor studies do become, a sub-plan to the Long 
Range Transportation Plan, so as these intersections or areas are requesting being programmed in 
the TIP we will look at consistency with our planning documents.  He added that there is 
somewhat of a timing element as well, so we will look at whether it is ripe for being 
programmed, or if it is a longer term solution that can wait. 
 
Williams referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it states that the MPO Unified Planning 
Work Program identifies the study for completion in 2014, should that be 2015.  Haugen 
responded that it should be 2015.  Williams pointed out that this should be changed in the 
findings as well, for consistency. 
  
MATTER OF THE FY2015 WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
 
Haugen reported that a while back the MPO got a request to highlight our Work Program and all 
the different activities that are taking place, the schedules that are connected with all those 
individual activities.  He said that this is one of Jairo’s first jobs to get acquainted with our work 
program, he asked him to fulfill that request, and this is the document he prepared to present to 
you today. 
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Viafara commented that everyone should have received a copy of the work program activities, 
the ones scheduled for completion in the year 2015.    
 
Viafara referred to a slide presentation (included in the file and available upon request), and 
explained that the idea behind this is to provide all of stakeholders and members of the 
committee with an update on each of the projects we are working on.  He pointed out that the 
information includes the Project name, description, objective, cost, product, timeline, and who is 
responsible. 
 
Viafara stated that he hopes that this information serves the purpose you were seeking, however, 
if you find that you still need further information, that could be an opportunity for them to work 
on the main table and add any other information you require. 
 
Williams commented that she thinks this is really nice, it is very very helpful as far as knowing 
what studies are coming up.  She said that perhaps, maybe what would also help is if we could 
squeeze another column in there that give the current status of the project; such as preparing the 
RFP, or out for bids, or such so we can know where we are at with each project.  She added that 
if you can add the status of each project, it would be nice, then, if you just stick the information 
in under other business each month, and then if there is something that we need to discuss we 
can, but at least we would have a new status on each project each month.   
 
Viafara stated that what you are requesting can be done, so for the next meeting he will provide 
an updated version. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON UPCOMING MEETINGS 
 
Haugen reported that this is just to highlight three meetings that are scheduled to occur before the 
next Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
1) East Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update 2045 – Public Open House will take place over 
 at the Riverwalk Centre on June 18th, 2015, from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 
2) Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update 2045 – This is not a Public Open House format, this 
 is a sub-committee of the Planning and Zoning Commission, it is a kick-off meeting with 
 the consultant and will take place in Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 on 
 June 18th, 2015, starting at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Haugen commented that there is some time overlap with the two Land Use Plan meetings, but 
they feel that the audience is pretty unique to each so that there wouldn’t be much public overlap. 
 
3) Glasston Railroad Crossing Study – The Steering Committee kick-off will take place on 
 July 8th, 2015, at 10:30 a.m. at Dakota Hall at 1015 North 43rd Street in Grand Forks. 
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Williams asked what the difference is between the Railroad Mitigation Study and the Glasston 
Railroad Crossing Study, are they going to be kind of run together, or separate.  Haugen 
responded that it is really just an inconsistency in titling, it is the same project. 
 
Noehre asked if the meeting invite has been sent out for the Glasston Study already.  Haugen 
responded that he sent an email out notifying people of when and where.  He explained that there 
was a Doodle Poll that went ahead of it and this was the date that seemed to work best for the 
majority of those involved, but there will be a full meeting packet sent out later, he just wanted to 
let everyone know of the date and time.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1) Sorlie Bridge Closure 
 
Ellis commented that she just has a question about the Sorlie Bridge project that might have been 
covered when she wasn’t here; the East Grand Forks Public Works and Fire Departments were 
wondering if, with the Sorlie Bridge Project starting on June 15th, they should maybe be routing 
ambulances that come over a different way.  She asked if they were planning on shifting people 
from one side to the other, or if there was only going to be one lane opened.  Noehre responded 
that there would only be one lane open to the signal.  She said, then, that they should probably 
block off the parking areas on the wet side of the flood wall on both sides of DeMers.  Noehre 
commented that he would direct those kinds of questions to the Project Engineer, Jesse Kadrmas.  
He said that he would get her Mr. Kadrmas’ phone number. 
 
Haugen asked about the pre-construction meeting that Mr. Noehre discussed earlier that was 
taking place tomorrow at 10:00 a.m., and whom from East Grand Forks might be attending it.  
Yavarow responded that the Public Works Director was notified of the meeting.  Ellis asked 
where it was taking place.  Noehre responded that it would be taking place in his office at 10:00 
tomorrow.  Ellis said that she would talk to Jason about this.  Noehre commented that that would  
be a good place to bring these questions up, not that they can necessarily be answered, but that is  
the place for everyone to see everyone else and get everyone’s contact information.   Ellis 
agreed, adding that they have Art Fest going on so they will have some areas blocked off 
anyway, so it might be something that they leave up. 
 
 2) MAP-21 Extension 
 
Haugen commented that at our last meeting we discussed congress almost taking action to extend 
MAP-21 two months, and they did do that, through July 31st.   
 
Haugen stated that last night the House adopted an Appropriation Bill for 2016, that is about 
status quo, but with a few tweaks.  He said that at least they are funding next year, starting the 
process to fund next year, but authorizing the money is another question.  Noehre commented 
that this means that the State of North Dakota hasn’t received a federal aid package. 
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Haugen reported that this means that we have two more months of appropriations, we just don’t 
have a full year of 2015 appropriated yet.  He said that the money is available, it just has to have 
the authorization to take it all the way to Denver. 
 
 3) 5339 Funding 
 
Haugen said that Mr. Bergman is waiting for 5339 awards, which might not happen until after 
July.  He asked Ms. Hanson if she has a timeline on when they might make those transit awards.  
Hanson responded that later this week, or next week, they should be getting the 5310 funds out, 
it has been approved, just haven’t been released yet.   
 
Haugen asked about the 5339 funds as well.  Hanson responded that the 5339 funds are still 
scheduled to roll out for advertising in October just like last year.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY YAVAROW, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 10TH, 
2015, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:10 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 
 


