
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, January 13th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the January 13th, 2016, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks 
Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Brad Gengler, Grand Forks Planning; 
Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Mike Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck; Rick Audette, 
Airport Authority; and Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering; Larry Zitzow, UND Facilities 
Management; Clayton Harrington, UND Parking & Transportation. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; and Peggy McNelis, Office 
Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was not present.  He stated that he would seek direction from the 
members that are present as to their wishes on whether or not we should adjourn the meeting, or 
agree to listen to the agenda items as if you could take action, or a combination of something 
between. 
 
Grasser suggested going through the agenda and making suggestions as warranted.   
 
As there were no other suggestions, and no objections to Mr. Grasser’s suggestion, Haugen 
stated that he would continue going through the agenda at this time, knowing that no action can 
be taken. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen welcomed Ryan Riesinger, Executive Director of the Airport Authority, and Clayton 
Carrington, Director of UND Parking and Transportation,  He asked that everyone please 
introduce themselves and state what agency they are representing, and then if Mr. Riesinger and 
Mr. Carrington would please give a brief history of themselves for the committee. 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9TH, 2015, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
No action. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report, included in the packet, and explained that it includes the 
Draft Decorative Light Event Schedule approved by the Lighting Committee.  He pointed out 
that currently they are using the winter theme of blue, and will typically follow the pre-identified 
schedule as shown throughout the year, however they can deviate from that schedule for special 
events if desired. 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Haugen commented that there will also be aesthetic lighting on the Kennedy Bridge, but added 
that the Kennedy doesn’t have quite as stringent of stipulations in the NEPA document as the 
Sorlie did, so to some degree there will be a little more freedom with its lighting schedule.  He 
stated that it will also be left up to the local communities to decide if they want to default to the 
Sorlie lighting schedule, or if they want to come up with a complete different planning document 
for the control of the Kennedy lights. 
 
Haugen reported that there was a maintenance issue on the east side of the Sorlie that had to be 
rectified, and he thinks that has been completed.  Yavarow responded that there is still a 
problem, and it is something that will need to be taken into account because it can be expensive, 
it isn’t just putting in a new light bulb.  Haugen suggested, though that it is still under warranty.  
Yavarow responded it is.   
 
MATTER OF MINNESOTA T.I.P. CANDIDATE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that last month they looked at the North Dakota side T.I.P. 
Candidate Projects for federal funding, and this month we are looking at the Minnesota side. 
 
Haugen reported that, as is the norm, there is a lot less to discuss on the Minnesota side than the 
North Dakota side.  He added that FAST is a month old, but there is still a lot of information that 
isn’t known about it yet in terms of how it is going to impact us, so the caveat, as noted last 
month is the same in that what we do today is subject to change as things come down from 
FAST. 
 
Haugen commented that last month we did have some discussion on North Dakota Recreational 
Trails, so before he goes on with the Minnesota side he would like to highlight what the North 
Dakota Trail Program is, and what it can do.  He stated that there is an 80/20 cost split; the 
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project can be for both motorized and non-motorized facilities; and there is minimum and a 
maximum amount for project cost - $10,000 to $200,000.     
 
Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side their Recreational Trails Program is administered 
differently than on the North Dakota side.  He pointed out there is a 75/25 cost split; the project 
can also be for both motorized and non-motorized facilities; and there is a minimum and 
maximum amount for project cost of $1,000 to $150,000.   
 
Haugen commented that, as always we are supposed to look at the T.I.P. Candidate Projects to 
ensure they are consistent with our planning documents, and to provide a priority order.  He 
referred to a map and pointed out that all projects within both the purple and the orange areas can 
be submitted to us for consideration.  He added that this is a twelve month process, and, again we 
still don’t know the impact FAST will have on this. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side the year of expenditure is the same as the North Dakota 
side with a revenue increase of 1.2%; the inflation though is 5% on the Minnesota side versus 
4% on the North Dakota side. 
 
Haugen said that the projects we are looking at are the TAP applications, and for the regular 
Street and Highway side.   
 
Haugen stated that the Minnesota TAP program is very similar to the North Dakota TAP, and 
they did get one project from the City of East Grand Forks, and that is to do an on-street bike 
facility in the “Point” area, mainly along Bygland Road, at a total project cost of $484,392.00, 
with the federal portion being $344,436.00.  He said that MPO Staff found this project to be 
consistent with its planning documents and give it a priority ranking. 
 
Grasser commented that earlier he thought he saw it stated that the Recreational Trails were not 
part of the T.I.P. process, is that correct.  Haugen responded that they are not part of the T.I.P. 
process on the Minnesota side.   
 
Haugen reported that on the Street and Highway side, current T.I.P. projects for 2017, 2018, and 
2019 have had no notification of any changes made.  Ellis commented that at last night’s 
meeting, when they were discussing their annual street improvements for the City, the discussion 
of the full reconstruction of Rhinehart came up, and with it the discussion on whether or not we 
want to move forward because of the roundabout, etc.  She stated that WSN said that they would 
get together to see if we can come up with a design for the roundabout in that area to see how 
much would be involved, so she is kind of backing up the process and are meeting on Friday, so 
until they put a lot of time and effort into designing the roundabout there, or discussing it and not 
moving forward on another project, the council has to commit to a determination on whether or 
not they want the project to be done, and when they want it to be done because it will have to be 
done with federal aid dollars, so they are probably looking at using the City’s Sub-Target funds, 
so they will bring this issue forward at next Tuesday’s Council meeting, because she doesn’t 
want to go through the process of delaying a construction project, for having an engineer put a 
lot of time and effort into a roundabout and then have them say they were just interested in it, we 
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don’t want to do it right away, so the Council needs to make that decision up front and she 
doesn’t think they have been presented that, so there is still some confusion on how they are 
going through candidate projects for federal dollars. 
 
Haugen said that, just for some background information, on the Minnesota side East Grand Forks 
is on a rotation with three other cities for federal funds, and 2018 is when they are next to receive 
the funding.  He added that it is for roughly $750,000.   
 
Haugen stated that East Grand Forks is also looking at reconstructing a portion of Rhinehart 
Drive next summer, a complete reconstruction, so the question was raised about implementing 
the reconstruction portion that would work towards assisting them in building a roundabout, and 
the timing of things, which is why Ms. Ellis is questioning about buying into the roundabout at 
this time.  Ellis added that it a full reconstruction at about a $230,000 cost, and they don’t want 
to spend that money in state aid dollars only to have to come back in three or four years and tear 
it all out again; and even if they do it in 2022, which would be their next round of funding, it is 
still only six years away, so the City has to do a little bit more planning and need to be vetted a 
little bit more on what future projects they want to do.  She said she just wanted to give a heads 
up that they aren’t fully invested in the T.I.P. project. 
 
Haugen commented that with this information, there is potentially a change in the existing year, 
but the deadline was for the Year 2020 and neither MnDOT or Polk County submitted anything, 
and East Grand Forks itself couldn’t submit because it is 2020 and outside the next funding 
rotation.  
 
Haugen stated that MnDOT does have a ten year investment plan that they maintain now, and it 
is a fairly new document; whereas, as you heard last month, North Dakota does the T.I.P. years 
plus one, so think of Minnesota as the T.I.P. years plus six. 
 
Haugen reported that there are two projects that MnDOT is identifying in this time frame:  1)the 
reconstruction of a segment of U.S. 2, from 5th Avenue N.W. east towards Fisher; and 2) the 
overpass or bridge on U.S. 2 over River Road or 4th Street.  He stated that we are trying to work 
with MnDOT on getting those projects into our Long Range Transportation Plan, and to program 
within this ten year window.  He added that we are also working with them on this because they 
were just thinking of reconstructing the bridge that exists, but there has been discussion by the 
City of not having the grade separation there anymore as during nuisance flood levels that 
underpass does flood out, and so there is some talk of raising River Road or 4th Street up. 
 
Haugen commented that basically the projects on the Minnesota side beside the Transit Capital, 
include: 
 
 2017 – Kennedy Bridge Rehab 
 2018 – Urbanizing a segment of 10th Street N.E. with City’s Subtarget 
 2019 – None 
 2020 - None 
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MATTER OF APPROVAL OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE RFP 
 
Kouba reported that among our two projects for our Long Range Transportation Plan, this is our 
Transit Development Plan Update. 
 
Kouba stated that they are focusing in on some rationalization of services, and making the 
system more efficient in how it serves the public, but also how it works all across the system, as 
well as internally.  She added that they are looking for a lot of help from their consultant and 
have set aside, in our current budget, $100,000, and are requesting an additional $50,000 from 
MnDOT so we can do a thorough job of getting the necessary information to improve our transit 
system in both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks and outside the area as well. 
 
Haugen reported that about fourteen or fifteen months ago when we set our two-year work 
program, the TDP was looked at being a more traditional update, but since then the service 
providers have identified that business as usual shouldn’t be the norm in the future, so they are 
asking for a potential major overhaul of the current service, therefore working with them on the 
scope of service, they identified and we identified the need for more funds as our budget is 
fiscally constrained, so the State of Minnesota, through Ms. Ellis, is trying to trying to offer and 
reach an agreement on additional State monies to allow us to reach this budget level.  He stated 
that as of today they have not committed any funds, and may not have done so next week, but 
initially when Ms. Ellis brought this to him a week ago it seemed like their process would be a 
lot faster and easier to navigate, but just yesterday we received a form that we need to fill out 
now that will then be vetted through a process, so it isn’t quite as clear now.  Ellis added that she 
wasn’t told our chances are good, but they did say that we asked for the least amount of money, 
so that is encouraging.   
 
Grasser commented that, concerning budgets; it came up at Service Safety when they talked 
about bringing the extra dollars in there for the I-29 Study, and he thinks it would be helpful for 
staff , and you think of this, you know, to translate back to the, our council people could translate 
back to the executive committee, he is assuming, and this is probably a good example.  He said 
that it would be nice when something like this comes in if we could actually see the budget 
breakdowns so, as opposed to referring back to our work document that was done fifteen or 
sixteen months ago, we talked about adding one, and certainly there are some people that know 
what that means, but to a lot of the others they really don’t know then what the budget 
breakdowns are; they know that the council is probably going to put a little more pressure on us 
to keep tabs on some of that and he is looking for an easier way, so he thinks that when the RFP 
goes out, and certainly when the award comes in, it would probably be a good time to rework 
that budget, so if we could do some of that and think about adding that to even this report to see 
what the budget breakdowns are, it would be helpful. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Task 2 (data collection and analyses of the existing transit services), third 
bullet (number of passengers and passenger trips by fare category); and asked if would also be 
beneficial for that to be broken down by route, or is that information being gleaned some other 
way.  Ellis responded that they know how many passengers there are per route.  She added that 
that is how they would look at the service as a whole because some routes have very few 
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passengers, and some have higher numbers, but they need to know if the ones that have fewer 
numbers are still a needed service; it may only serve a few but it may be very important that we 
serve them, so that is why they are looking at each route as a whole, to see if there is a way they 
can combine or change routes so that they can meet the thirty minute timeframe and still get 
people where they need to go in the most efficient manner. 
 
Haugen referred to Task 7 (transit asset management plan), and commented that both States do 
have asset management.  He said that he knows that North Dakota received an FTA award a 
couple of years ago to implement asset management in all transit properties.  He added that they 
are trying, and have asked North Dakota, how these two systems are going to inter-play with one 
another, and they are still trying to figure that out.  Johnson responded that he doesn’t think 
anyone has really gotten that far on this issue yet; he shared the RFP, but hasn’t received any 
comments back yet. 
 
Haugen commented that they started with Fargo/Moorhead’s RFP for their Transit Plan Update, 
and they are about two-thirds done with theirs, so a lot of the language you see in our RFP comes 
from utilizing a lot of what they released with theirs, but we had to augment a little on the TAM 
because they were a little lighter on it and he thinks one of the issues they are having is that their 
staff is in a turn-over so they weren’t even aware that the State had the project in place. 
 
Kuharenko asked if the Fargo project had any amendments made to it, or any additions that you 
are aware of.  Haugen responded that he isn’t aware of anything.  
 
Haugen reported that they did work with both Mr. Bergman and Ms Rood throughout the 
drafting of the RFP, and worked with our State and Federal agencies so the draft has been vetted 
through all of them.  He said that in terms of the language, the one issue that is still outstanding 
is that in order to do the entire scope of work we really do need to have that additional $50,000 
from Minnesota, so we are keeping our fingers crossed that we will receive it.   
 
Grasser stated that his question is, what do you cut out if you don’t get the $50,000.  Haugen 
responded that that is a good question.  He added that we will have to cross that bridge if and 
when we come to it, but the indication is that we will get it.  Ellis said that she hopes to know 
whether or not we will get the funds before the next Technical Advisory Committee meeting.  
Haugen added that he actually hopes we know before next week’s Executive Policy Board 
meeting. 
 
MATTER OF AMENDMENT OF TO I-29 STUDY FOR ALERUS TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
 
Haugen reported that we do have KLJ under contract to help us through the I-29 Study.  He 
stated that the Steering Committee met in early December, and one of the discussion points was, 
beside all the background and existing information we had, a couple of questions were asked 
about additional count data.  He said that one of the big questions was do we do a count of a 
large Alerus Center event taking place. 
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Haugen commented that the current traffic information we had for I-29 doesn’t really address 
how event traffic is operating on I-29.  He said that all of the Alerus Center event studies, plans, 
etc., are focused mostly at the site itself, and then to DeMers, 42nd, 32nd, and 38th intersections, so 
through a series of developing a scope of work KLJ and the committee are processing the 
attached scope of work that was in the document to take from primarily the video camera 
captures that we have to see what a major events traffic does to background traffic that we have 
along I-29.  He added that there is a larger event planned for the end of January which gives us 
the tools to complete this analysis.   
 
Haugen reported that in terms of financial impacts, again you just heard that we are trying to 
scramble to find $50,000 to really do a transit plan, and we identified that we didn’t have the 
$17,000 available to add this to the scope of work, but the City of Grand Forks has agreed to pay 
100% of this cost, but we have been receiving feedback that they will continue to attempt to have 
the MPO participate.   
 
Haugen stated that, even though the financing for the amendment may end up being 100% City 
funded, it is an amendment to the MPO contract so that is why it is going through the MPO 
process for an amendment to our existing contract with KLJ.  He added that implementing the 
scope of work for the amendment will delay the study by about three weeks; but if we weren’t 
able to get this amendment in he isn’t sure when the Alerus Center will have another event of 
this magnitude scheduled in the future, so if this is really vital event data to have for the study, it 
would mean our study would be incomplete until it is done, and we should take advantage of this 
event if possible. 
 
Haugen commented that there are a couple of other things the Steering Committee discussed that 
didn’t result in the need for a lot of additional action, but one thing had to do with the video 
cameras, particularly on 32nd Avenue, where we are seeing some unique traffic patterns, and the 
question was, what is all the different traffic events we should be studying, and there are some 
minor variations between a Friday P.M. versus a Saturday Peak versus a Monday through 
Thursday Peak, and the committee has kind of worked through those issues.   
 
Haugen stated that the existing conditions report has been commented on, and all the revisions 
should be done to it, and KLJ should be issuing a revised existing report within the next week or 
so.  He added that KLJ does have the 2040 volume scenarios, if you will recall the scope of work 
we have under contract, there are a bunch of “what if” scenarios for different traffic volumes.  
He said that a couple of them, that he can recall, are:  “What if we are able to get 5% reduction in 
trips via other traffic management tools”; and another was “What if we suddenly got a windfall 
in revenue and could build all the projects we have in our illustrative list that could potentially 
influence traffic on I-29”, so those scenarios were run.  He added that there are a total of six 
scenarios, but those are the two he can think of off the top of his head, but we should be getting 
the analysis from KLJ soon as to what those scenarios may inform us with the I-29 Traffic Study. 
 
Kuharenko asked if, with the Existing Conditions Report at the back, will we see a list of 
comments on how they were addressed.  Haugen responded they would. 
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MATTER OF DRAFT PERFORMANCE MATRIX REPORT 
 
Viafara reported that he has been working on producing the Draft Performance Matrix Report, 
and has addressed comments he received on his previous drafts. 
 
Viafara referred to the report, and briefly went over the information (a copy of the report is 
included in the packet and available upon request). 
 
Kuharenko stated that he sent a number of comments a month or so ago, and he sees that several 
have been addressed, and that some will be addressed on the back end of the report, but he is 
wondering if there is any way to get a collection of the comments that have been submitted.  
Viafara responded that he does have all the comments submitted.  Kuharenko suggested that it 
would be helpful if the list of comments submitted could be included in the back of the report, as 
well as how they were addressed.  Viafara responded that he would incorporate the comments 
and responses into the report, and will also address them in a memo. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT EGF 2045 LAND USE PLAN UPDATES 
 
Haugen reported that we are informing you that the East Grand Forks Draft Land Use Plan is out.  
He said that included in the packet were some of the maps that are from the latest results of the 
update, and the full draft report is available on the website. 
 
Haugen referred to the report, and went it briefly. 
 
Kouba commented that a public meeting has been scheduled for January 20th, here in the 
Conference Training Room in East Grand Forks City Hall from 6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.  She 
stated that they hope to get interest in this as we would like to get comments from both staff and 
the public, and now that the entire plan is available they can get a better visualization of the 
results. 
 
Haugen reported that in February East Grand Forks will formally process the document through 
adoption. 
 
Grasser asked how much of the growth is influenced by the availability of a 32nd Avenue South 
Bridge, is that a significant player.  Haugen responded that it isn’t the extent of the growth.  
Grasser asked how that would be handled in the next Long Range Plan as it has always been a 
source of contention and is something that nobody wants to talk about.  Haugen responded that 
that is probably a question that is unanswerable, but his guess would be is that it will be treated 
the same way it was last time.  He explained that the MPO Executive Policy Board picked two 
sites for future bridge locations, and we aren’t going to revisit that issue, those are the two sites.  
Grasser asked how they are going to monitor their transportation system; he would guess you 
will have to plug it into the model, but is there a question of when and what happens in the 
meantime before the bridge comes in.  Haugen responded that just like in the I-29, where they 
are currently running nine scenarios, the 2045 model will have a lot of scenarios in it as well, and 
some of those scenarios will include both bridges, some will include one versus the other, two 
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separate scenarios, and then they will have to figure out towards the end is there a way to afford 
them, and if there is can we afford both or one or the other, or none.   
 
Grasser explained that what he is trying to, or hoping that we can somehow produce is, and he 
knows we aren’t going to maintain two models, but he wants to see what our transportation 
system looks like if the bridge isn’t there, or in the interim until the bridge does get constructed, 
because he is assuming that everybody will throw the bridge unto the edge of the planning 
horizon, so in the meantime our transportation system, until say 2039 or so, we will operate 
without a bridge, assuming the bridge goes in in 2040 or so, so he thinks it is important for them, 
as transportation managers, to understand how our system may work without that bridge, so that 
is what he is trying to get a sense of, and maybe capture as we move forward.  Haugen responded 
that every future 2040 traffic volume that you are working with currently is designed without 
future bridges.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2015 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Kuharenko asked if the Glasston Study final draft report has been received yet.  Haugen 
responded that we have not.  He explained that Olsson Associates are still working on the final 
draft report.  He said that they have all the comments, and are just doing the final edit. 
 
Kuharenko asked if the I-29 Traffic Operation Study’s completion date reflect the three week 
extension.  Haugen responded it does not, adding that that amendment formally hasn’t been 
adopted yet so it could not be included. 
 
 b. Land Use Plan Update Public Meetings 
 
Haugen asked if a final date had been scheduled yet for the Grand Forks Land Use Plan Update.  
Gengler responded that he thinks that they are for February 10 through 12th and he is actually 
meeting with Water Works Director after this meeting at the Water Treatment Plant to see if it 
will be available for one of the three public meetings to be scheduled.  He added that he also 
talked to WSB yesterday and she indicated that she is getting closer to finalizing dates as well, so 
he hopes that early February is still the timeframe they are shooting for. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
HAUGEN ADJOURNED THE JANUARY 13TH, 2016 MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:45 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 


