
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, August 10th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the August 10th, 2016, 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:  Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; 
Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck (via conference call); Ryan Riesinger, Grand Forks Airport 
Authority; David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities  
Area Transit; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Les 
Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; and Brad Bail, East 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 Peggy McNelis, Office 
Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Dean Braseth, GF Library Foundation; Joyce Fries-Brune, Architectural & 
Engineering Services; and Ryan Sundberg, KLJ Engineering.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that everyone please state their name and the organization they are representing. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 13TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 12 under the Matter of Approval Of Glasston Railroad Crossing 
Study, third paragraph, second line, and explained that he talked with Mr. Grasser this morning, 
and he pointed out that it says:  …at the document it says adopt on the agenda instead of “who” 
but the word “who” should be “approve” instead . 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE JULY 13TH, 
2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, SUBJECT TO THE 
AMENDMENT DISCUSSED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that, as indicated in the Staff Report, there is another draft for the aesthetic 
lighting, or decorative lighting plan, and as noted there are a few comments so it is still being 
worked on.   
 
Haugen stated that North Dakota did receive a regional award in the 2016 America’s 
Transportation Awards competition for the Sorlie Bridge project.  It was selected as the regional 
winner in the Under Budget, Small Project category.  He added that it is now competing for a 
national award with several other projects as well. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen reported that MnDOT provided an update to the City of Grand Forks.  He referred to a 
letter from Roger Hille, MnDOT, and pointed out that they are now targeting a November 2016 
bid letting for the project, with a two to three year construction timeframe, and a cost estimate 
currently at $23,000,000.  He added that no City share is appropriate for both sides of the river. 
 
Haugen stated that the rest of the information in the letter is something that we have already been 
made aware of, including closures, lighting, etc.   
 
Noehre commented that he feels that combining the aesthetic lighting plans together into one 
plan instead of two plans should be considered.  Konickson responded that it would make sense 
that the all parties. 
 
Haugen stated that he knows there are some in the audience that came because they have 
questions regarding this project, so he will put up an illustration of the latest cross-section for the 
project.  He explained that there was a presentation given at the Grand Forks City Council of the 
Whole meeting on Monday night, and it included this cross-section.  He pointed out that it shows 
that nothing is going outside of the existing truss system, so everything is being reconfigured 
inside the truss system.   
 
He stated that on the north side, or on the left of this drawing, is a multi-purpose trail, with a bit 
of a rail attached.  He added that the center median that is currently there is not planned on being 
replaced. 
 
Dean Braseth commented that people are a bit concerned about the median not being replaced, 
that there maybe should be something there separating the traffic, as they feel it is unsafe without 
it.  He asked if separation between the pedestrian walkway and traffic would be just a rail.  
Noehre responded that there will be a barrier placed there.  Braseth asked if it would be a 
concrete barrier.  Williams responded it would.  Braseth asked how high it would be, roughly.  
Haugen responded that it will be 2-feet, four-inches high.   
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, August 10th, 2016 
 

3 
 

Noehre stated that MnDOT is the Lead Agency on this project, so he won’t answer for them; but 
he can tell you that there are many bridges that don’t have a center median; and he personally has 
fielded quite a few complaints about a center median from people that don’t like it. 
 
Braseth asked how much space a center median, or “Jersey” type barrier would take up.  
Williams responded that it would take up about 4-feet; and then there would be an additional 3-
feet on each side of the shy, so you would have to have at least 10-feet.  Konickson commented 
that that is why there were a lot of compromises with the trail being added, including lane width.  
Braseth stated that one of their members mentioned that the lane widths are being reduced from 
12-feet to 11 ½-feet wide, is that correct.  Konickson responded that it is, that they are looking at 
11 ½-foot lanes and a 4-foot three-inch shoulder on one side and an 8-foot nine-inch pedestrian 
walkway on the other. 
 
Braseth asked if there is currently a walkway on the bridge.  Konickson responded that there is 
currently just an extended curb on either side of the bridge.   
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that at our last meeting we did have discussion on the Draft Communication 
Plan, and concluded with a request that any further comments on the plan be submitted by that 
Friday.  He stated that staff only received one set of comments from the Grand Forks 
Engineering Department, and it was distributed to the Technical Advisory Committee members 
to comment further on, and nothing else was submitted; therefore it appears we have a document 
that ready for adoption.   
 
Haugen referred to the document, and explained that he distributed it showing the proposed 
changes, so whatever you adopt today would incorporate those changes.  He added that he does 
know that Federal Highway was comfortable with this new draft. 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
ADOPT THE DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF 
REVISIONS AS SHOWN. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Noehre, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,  
  and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,  
  Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that this item was on the agenda last month, but because the Executive 
Summary was not attached to the report, we had to delay to today’s meeting.   
 
Haugen commented that the Steering Committee has had this document for a couple of months, 
and the only comments received were some editorial things that Ms. Williams provided, 
otherwise it is as it has been for several months.   
 
Haugen stated that, as discussed at the last meeting, a couple of major premises that this study 
was built around were major facilities going up on the northerly end of the Glasston Subdivision, 
and the status of those facilities are still questionable, so there are some good concepts in here 
that may never need to be implemented. 
 
Williams referred to Page 4 of the Executive Summary, and commented that the traffic count 
they are using for the 2040 projected on University Avenue is way out of line with everything 
else on University.  She said that there should be a note of some sort added that that number is in 
question. 
 
Williams stated that she has a question on the Options; Page 11, concerning the issue of the fence 
being on both sides of the railroad.  She said that that is mentioned in Option 1 and then in the 
text it says that it will also be included in Option 2, but there seems to be some sort of a conflict 
with the language that is there because it says that for Option 2 there is no positive societal 
benefits to offset the costs since the option assumes no crossings will be closed, thus there is no 
reduction in potential fatalities at the crossings, nor any reduction in idling time…so if there is 
no reduction why would the fence still be included; so does this need to be reworded as it seem 
to contradict things.  Haugen responded that the fence is being included, not so much because of 
it figuring into the cost ratio, but that’s what the Steering Committee was recommending be 
included.  Williams said that maybe they just need to include that because the way it reads right 
now is that there is no benefit, so maybe just add something onto the last line.  Haugen added 
that they could add that they aren’t assigning any benefit in the cost benefit analysis to the 
fencing.  
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE GLASSTON RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY SUBJECT TO INCLUSION 
OF THE REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Noehre, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,  
  and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
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Absent: Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,  
  Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF SELF-CERTIFICATION 
 
Haugen reported that, as noted in the Staff Report, typically every year we need to, as part of the 
T.I.P. process, self-certify that we are meeting all of the rules and regulations.  He said that every 
third year we need to do a more in-depth certification with more than a one-page resolution, and 
this is the year we have to do that. 
 
Haugen stated that included in the packet is a copy of the Draft Self-Certification document to 
allow us to Self-Certify that we are doing the 3-C MPO Planning process and are meeting this 
list of requirements and regulations. 
 
Bergman referred to Page 4, fifth line, and pointed out it should say Cities “Area” Transit, not 
Cities “rea” Transit.   
 
Johnson asked if Mr. Haugen could highlight in the document where he has addressed the new 
ADA Guidance that Federal Highway has bestowed upon us in terms of ADA Program Access 
Plans for the group’s knowledge.  Haugen referred to the document and highlighted the areas 
pertaining to Mr. Johnson’s request.  He asked if Mr. Johnson would like this information beefed 
up to include a statement that we seek statements of compliance with ADA where we have our 
meetings outside of City Hall.  Johnson responded that he thinks this is where we need to be, but 
Federal Highway will have to review and comment on this as well.  He added that he just wanted 
to bring this to this group’s attention. 
 
Bergman asked if this pertained to the regulations they just come out with recently.  Haugen 
responded that they weren’t.  He explained that Federal Highway is emphasizing more that 
common knowledge of ADA is the structures and facilities, and the MPO really doesn’t build or 
construct or own, so they are emphasizing that our programs need to be accessible so, for 
instance we have asked both City Halls for a statement that their building that we rent space in is 
ADA compliant; and when we have meetings in other facilities, such as the Grand Cities Mall, 
we ask for similar statements from them as well, so people know that we make our programs 
accessible, and that ADA isn’t just about curb cuts and striping on a corridor, the height of water 
fountains, and larger stalls in bathrooms, as we don’t do those things but we still have to give 
assurance that our ADA stuff we do do is compliant.  He added that we do this with our meeting 
notices, our meeting locations and those types of things. 
 
Haugen said, though, that it wouldn’t really hurt for us to beef up this one line sentence about 
accessible locations.  Johnson agreed.     
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING 
A RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
ADOPT THE 2016 SELF CERTIFICATION DOCUMENT SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF 
THE REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS. 
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ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Noehre, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,  
  and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,  
  Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE 2017-2020 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that this is the first time in many years that we are adopting one T.I.P. 
document that covers both sides of the river, adding that a copy of the full T.I.P. document was 
included in the packet. 
 
Haugen referred to the summary tables of what is being financed on each side of the river and 
went over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side, on the bottom, you will notice that because of 
the Kennedy Bridge project it is an atypical funding year, otherwise, because East Grand Forks is 
on a four year rotation schedule, most years out of the three year T.I.P. are primarily transit 
program dollars, but in 2018 East Grand Forks is on their rotation so they will be making a 
federal investment, that he will go over later, of $858,000 Federal Dollars into a project. 
 
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side we have the total budget shown, then each 
individual year as well.  He pointed out that you will notice that it is substantially different than 
the Minnesota side. 
 
Haugen then referred to the individual project tables and went over them briefly, explaining that 
they are funded in the sequence of transit projects first, then street and highway, and we will go 
over all of those for the first year, which is called the Annual Element, and these are basically 
projects that are as assured as any future thing can be to be done in the next year, or as described 
in the description.  He said that they then list the next three out years in the same sequence 
schedule for both sides. 
 
Haugen stated that on the North Dakota side the only significant change that has occurred since 
our draft document approval were the projects that were scoped for U.S. #2, starting at 69th Street 
and continuing out west, which was originally estimated to have reconstruction costs of over 
$23,000,000, but North Dakota has done additional scoping and that amount has been reduced to 
just over $9,000,000.  He commented that it is noted that only a portion of this project is located 
in the MPO Study Area, so using a ratio of total mileage, and how much mileage is in the MPO 
Study Area, the federal portion is just under $2,000,000.   
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side the one major revision that has been made was that 
the City Council decided to replace the previously programmed project that was going to use 
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2018 funds, which was to urbanize 10th Street N.E., with the roundabout at Bygland Road and 
Rhinehart Drive instead. 
 
Haugen commented that, as discussed last April, with the decision that MnDOT made 
concerning transit vehicles, the City Sub-Target increased to $858,000, which is about a 
$100,000 increase, so that is the only other significant change that has been made to the project 
listing from the draft document. 
 
Williams asked, when there is a local share, is there a share that comes from Grand Forks and 
from East Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that there was.  Williams asked if there was any way 
that they can show which is which, because it is all just lumped into the local column.  Haugen 
responded that on the Grand Forks project listings it is listed as “other” so we know what the 
East Grand Forks total contribution to Grand Forks is for operating the system for East Grand 
Forks; and then on the East Grand Forks side it is broken out by the different funding sources.  
He added that there are some costs that East Grand Forks administers that they don’t pay Grand 
Forks for since they are a transit operator, and they still have to do some administration work as 
well.  Williams asked if “other” here, then, is Grand Forks.  Haugen responded that it is 
Minnesota State Transit Funds.  Williams said that that is where the confusing part comes in, 
because if “other” always referred to the partner city it would be okay, but sometimes it refers to 
one thing, and sometimes it refers to another thing.  Haugen responded that that is correct, and 
added that that is why they try to highlight in the remark section what the “other” amount is 
referring to.  Haugen stated that even though these are State funds, MnDOT requested that they 
not be listed under State.    
 
Haugen reported that the public hearing has been advertised to occur at the Executive Policy 
Board meeting next Wednesday.   
 
Haugen pointed out that there are no Illustrative Projects listed, there are tables that show the 
status of the 2016 projects and the obligations that have been provided that does not include 
Grand Forks transit numbers. 
 
Haugen stated that they identify, specifically the public participation, the notices that are in 
place.  He said that he will have to add another appendix as MnDOT has asked that these project 
listings for the Minnesota side be provided in a spreadsheet format as well, so as an appendix he 
has to reformat these into a MnDOT format. 
 
Haugen commented that they also included the Environmental Justice Analysis.  He pointed out 
that the map shows the project locations in reference to our identified EJ areas, and there is a 
corresponding write up to those projects as well.   
 
Haugen stated that there are a lot of things being identified in the T.I.P., but the basic purpose is 
to show these listings of individual projects, with the amounts currently programmed for them; 
the federal amount involved; the status of previous year projects; and the EJ analysis that is done. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Page 17, the PDF, under the Bikeway Section; and explained that you 
have the Bikeway Section and the Pedestrian Section, 1st paragraph, the last sentence, where it 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, August 10th, 2016 
 

8 
 

ends up saying “with the use of federal transportation funds to build streets comes the 
requirement to construct facilities appropriate to accommodate bikes”, he doesn’t think that is 
necessarily the case, that we are required to construct, but instead we are required to “consider”, 
so he would like to see that changed. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the third paragraph of that same section; where it says “This section does 
recognize that all streets are used by bicyclists”; and stated that after the word “bicyclists”  
“where not prohibited” should be added because we do have various bridges where bicycles are 
prohibited, DeMers is an example.   
 
Kuharenko referred to the following page, where we have our Planning Factors, under Factor 4, 
and pointed out that the first paragraph says “All street projects include provisions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists”, but it is also shown as a single sentence that should be removed.   
 
Kuharenko referred to the next page, under Factor 6, and asked if the first paragraph, where it 
says MAP-21 needs to be changed to FAST.  Haugen responded that it could be changed to add a 
slash so it would be MAP-21/FAST because there might be some old TAP money yet.  
Kuharenko responded that that would be fine, he just wanted to make sure we at least address it. 
 
Kuharenko commented that after Table 2, where you get into the operation and maintenance 
financial summary, in the second paragraph, last line, it says Table X, and that should be 
changed. 
 
Kuharenko stated that in our actual T.I.P. document that has all the breakdowns of everything, 
we have the DeMers Avenue Shared Use Path, and it is still showing that it is on the North side, 
when it should be on the South side as we received the executive decision to move it to the South 
side.   
 
Kuharenko referred to the Washington and 44th project listing and pointed out that in the 
description section it says that this project will make an intersection improvement at a specific 
intersection that will be identified at a future date, and stated that that description should be 
changed as we know where it will be, so probably shift the remark section over into the project 
description.  Haugen responded that he would have to seek direction from the NDDOT on that 
because this is how they asked us to word this in the past, that we use this language and then 
over in the remark section we identify the specific location.  Kuharenko said that he just wasn’t 
sure if that was something that needed to be changed.  Haugen added that that is how all of those 
projects have been handled.  Kuharenko stated that it just kind of give you a little bit of different 
information there. 
 
Kuharenko stated that under the obligated project listing, again the DeMers Avenue project 
needs to be changed from the North side to the South side. 
 
Williams referred to Operation Maintenance Financial, second page, under Grand Forks and the 
State of North Dakota, and pointed out that in one section we use centerline miles and the other 
we use lane miles; and she is wondering if there is any way to make those consistent with each 
other, and she doesn’t care which, but people may not understand what a lane mile is.  Haugen 
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responded that it is possible, but this is how the NDDOT reports their information, it is what they 
typically provide is.  Williams asked, then, if we could convert the City to lane miles instead of 
centerline miles.  Haugen responded that he is sure it could be done, but he would defer to his 
GIS person.  Noehre commented that, just as a side note, the lane miles from the District are 
incorrect.  Haugen asked how they got the number shown. Noehre responded that he doesn’t 
know.  He added that there is a place on their web-page that might have that number there, but it 
hasn’t been changed for years.  Haugen stated that they didn’t get it off the web-page.  Noehre 
said that someone must have just given you the wrong numbers.   
 
Williams said she is just curious; previously you listed Illustrative Projects, but this document 
has none, is that because funding has been identified for the project that we had listed as 
Illustrative.  Haugen responded that the only project that we had listed as Illustrative in the past 
was the underpass at 42nd Street, and he isn’t aware of any requests to application seeking 
money.  Kuharenko commented that the last one that we actually got funding for he can’t 
remember what it was.  Haugen reiterated that the only project that we traditionally carried was 
the 42nd Street Underpass, and traditionally you have grant applications out for it seeking monies 
still out for review and approval, so he isn’t aware of any grant requests that are still out.  
Bergman commented that there is the one for the Bus Barn remodel.  Haugen agreed that there is 
one; the National 5339 application request for the remodel of the bus barn, and he can list it 
under the Illustrative Projects.  
 
MOVED BY GENGLER, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
ADOPT THE 2017-2020 T.I.P., SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF THE REQUESTED 
CHANGES/CORRECTIONS, AND ANY PUBLIC INPUT. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Konickson, Bergman, Williams, and  
  Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: Noehre 
Absent: Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,  
  Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF ADOPTION OF THE 2016 UPWP AMENDMENT 
 
Haugen reported that this is a proposed amendment to our current work program.  He explained 
that MnDOT updated their district-wide safety plan, and in their latest version they identified 
that the intersection of U.S. #2 and Business #2 would be a good candidate for improvements. 
 
Haugen stated that in the planning document they have a concept of closure of the intersection; 
and the possibility of rerouting and utilizing the current Polk County 17 intersection.  He added 
that this project is also being contemplated because MnDOT is going to be rebuilding or 
rehabbing U.S. #2 from Fisher into East Grand Forks in 2021, so they are looking at the 
opportunity to make safety improvements. 
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Haugen commented that MnDOT approached East Grand Forks City Council and the community 
to get feedback, which they got a lot of, so discussing it with MnDOT District staff they need 
more work and study to be done on this intersection, and so the first thing we would need to do 
would be to bring this activity into our work program. 
 
Haugen referred to information included in the staff report was the activity itself, a brief 
description of the activities, and then, the main thing is to show that we have funding available to 
do it.  He said that Minnesota is providing the local share, and the main funding source is from 
the Consolidated Planning Grant and labeled as FTA 2015. 
 
Haugen commented that, as you recall, in March we had to make a major amendment to the 
work program; we identified then that there was a likelihood that there would be additional funds 
made to us, but we had to make those budget decisions back then, and the funding was this 
$100,000 of planning funds, so you will notice that we are actually just programming $56,000 of 
that $100,000 to include this study into our current program, otherwise everything else remains 
the same, and, again, MnDOT will be providing the local share. 
 
Haugen stated that this is the request you currently have before you to amend our work program, 
and in order for us to entertain our next agenda item we do need to have it identified in our work 
program as something that we are undertaking. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the Annual Work Program, the last page, where you show hours; and 
asked with this it looks like you are shifting 65 hours from line item 300.1, the Transportation 
Plan Update Improvements down to this new item; what kind of delays are we looking at then 
for the Transportation Plan Update.  Haugen responded there would be no delays. 
 
MOVED BY BAIL, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
ADOPT THE AMENDMENT TO THE 2016 UPWP, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Noehre, Konickson, Bergman, Williams,  
  and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,  
  Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF RFP FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS 2 STUDY 
 
Haugen reported that in talking with MnDOT staff there are a couple of things they would like to 
see provided in this RFP; they like the idea of going the PEL route to get them to put the project 
into a streamline process; and then they also are interested in the 3D type animation being used 
as well after they saw the work that was done with our U.S. #2 Study on the North Dakota side, 
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and because the intersection of U.S #2 and Business #2 is challenging as to what other 
alternatives might be there, and as they work out alternatives they feel the animation will help 
tremendously convey what those alternatives are trying to do operational wise and safety wise; 
instead of a static drawing like shown previously, this would have something that would give 
people a better visualization of what it is that alternative concepts are trying to do to their 
movement, and so this RFP is incorporating those items. 
 
Haugen commented that the study limits, working again with MnDOT staff, the northerly 
boundary would be Polk County Highway; the U.S #2/Business #2 intersection; they are 
including, because of its close proximity the intersection of the old River Bend; and then using 
the 220 South intersection as the southerly limit as well.   
 
Haugen stated that, getting back to the RFP, working with MnDOT staff, because the month of 
August is traditionally family vacation month, they have been going back and forth in spurts.  He 
said that the one thing they would like to see modified in the RFP is little more write-up when 
we get into the alternatives about the 3D animation so that people are more aware of the fact that 
we are asking be part of the proposal. 
 
Haugen said that the last two things are that the also felt that the first two meetings could be 
combined into one meeting; and the last two meetings could be combined into one meeting so 
there would be a total of three instead of five meetings as identified currently.  He stated that the 
other has to do with emphasizing safety more than is currently emphasized, so they want to 
include some safety improvements as well. 
 
Noehre referred to the selection committee section and pointed out that a correct is required there 
as well.  Konickson pointed out a couple of additional typos also. 
 
Williams referred to the staff report, and asked if it was correct that they would be utilizing the 
NDDOT qualified base selection process, or should it be MnDOTs.  Haugen responded that it is 
correct as NDDOT is our lead state so we follow their process for our MPO planning projects. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Section 7, Background and Scope-of-Work; and pointed out that there are 
two “i’s” in intersections, and then under Scope-of-Work, General Considerations, under Future 
Land Use, segment a, last line should read:  This plan will “be” adopted in 2016. 
 
Haugen said that what we haven’t talked about, but probably will be talking about at some point 
during this discussion would be “jurisdictional transfers”, depending on the outcome, a turnback.  
He stated that, obviously if there is no intersection between U.S. #2 and U.S. Business #2, and 
MnDOT wants people to use Polk County Highway, there will probably be discussion about 
jurisdictional re-alignment of who owns those roadways.  He commented that U.S. Business #2 
would probably go through a re-designation.  He said that at one point U.S. Business #2 was 
going to be completely turned back to the City, but right now the only discussions would be this 
short segment. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Section 9 – Map of the Project area, and asked if it will be the map used 
today.  Haugen responded it would. 
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MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY BAIL, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE RFP FOR U.S. #2/U.S. BUSINESS #2, SUBJECT TO INCLUSION OF 
REQUESTED REVISIONS. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Voting Yes: Gengler, Johnson, Kuharenko, Bail, Noehre,Konickson, Bergman, Williams,  
  and Riesinger. 
Voting No: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Lang, Boppre, Brooks, Audette, Hanson, Yavarow, Rood, West, Christianson,  
  Laesch, Magnuson, Ellis, and Sanders. 
 
MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2017-2018 UPWP PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that as indicated in the staff report, and as we have been discussing, these next 
couple of years will focus heavily on our Street and Highway Element, and then the ultimate 
goal will be to combine everything into one multi-modal Long Range Transportation Plan that is 
due at the end of 2018. 
 
Haugen said that, as everyone should be aware of by now, FAST, and the implementation of the 
new Planning Regulations behind FAST, has a timeline that requires that our T.I.P. document 
and our Long Range Transportation Plan, as well as any action based on the Long Range 
Transportation Plan have to reflect compliancy with the FAST Planning Document.  He 
commented that all funds are going to be geared towards those activities, however there is 
roughly about $60,000 total that might be available for us to do things like the U.S. #2/U.S. 
Business #2 Study, or a Glasston Study, or such; so we are soliciting those project ideas. 
 
Haugen commented that ideally we would like to have them in by the end of September so that 
when we have our October meetings we can have a draft that we can consider and get to the 
NDDOT by November.  Williams said that this requires City Council approval, correct.  Haugen 
responded that it does. 
 
Haugen stated that he isn’t aware of any real funding increase, so this is assuming our current 
funding status, maintaining that for the next two years.   
 
Haugen said that no action in required on this, but he did want everyone to be aware that the next 
two years we really don’t have a lot of money as we typically would to do additional studies, and 
for the foreseeable future we will have, in a five year cycle, maybe three out of the five years 
where we do have a little larger pot of money for some of these other studies than we will for 
those two main years that we are updating the Street and Highway Element. 
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen said that, again, this is just the monthly report on where the MPO is at with its different 
activities in the Work Program.   
 
 b. Scheduled Activities  
 
Haugen reported that these are some activities being schedule by our State partners.  
 
He stated that, so you are aware, MnDOT has Drafts of their Multi-modal Transportation Plan, 
their Highway Investment Plan, and their 20-Year Greater Minnesota Investment Plan available 
and are providing webinars on them.  He referred to a slide with the dates and times of those 
webinars and asked that if anyone is interested in attending them to let him know.  He added that 
these sessions will also be advertised to our Executive Policy Board as well, so some of them 
may be attending as well. 
 
Haugen reported that the NDDOT, through Federal Highways, is providing training on 
administering planning grants.  He said that this training will be held October 18 and 19 in 
Bismarck, and MPO staff is required to attend, but they asked that we extend an invitation to our 
board members as well.  He added that all three MPOs will be attending this training, so 
depending on the number of seats maybe not all board members from all three MPOs will be 
able to attend, but those that are interested we will cover the cost of our board members.  He said 
that they also asked that we invite our Technical Advisory Committee members, however, again 
because there are three TACs, not everyone may get a seat, and we will not be covering the cost 
of any TAC members that attend.  He asked that if anyone is interested in attending, please let 
him know as soon as possible. 
 
Johnson commented that they are still working on setting up a block of rooms for this event, 
which will be held the afternoon of the 18th and the morning of the 19th of October. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 
10TH, 2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:43 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


