
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, September 14th, 2016 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Teri Kouba, in Chairman Haugen’s absence, called the September 14th, 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; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; 
Jane Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Nancy 
Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; and Mike Yavarow, 
Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
Staff present:  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; Mike Bittner, KLJ; and Diomo 
Motuba, ATAC.  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Kouba declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 10TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY KUHARENKO, SECONDED BY REISINGER, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 
10TH, 2016, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
 Kennedy Bridge 
 
Konickson reported that there were some meetings that were taking place between the NDDOT, 
the City of Grand Forks, and the MnDOT to discuss some of the concerns with the proposed  
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reconstruction of the Kennedy Bridge; and the result of those meetings, after further explanation 
as to how some of the decisions were made, how some compromises were made, was to continue  
on with the proposed project with no changes, as far as the design is concerned, and they are 
working on approvals.  He added that they are still planning on a November let date for the 
project.    
   
 Sorlie Bridge 
 
Yavarow reported that the Sorlie Bridge still has not been accepted.  He added that he received 
an e-mail yesterday stating that they completed the programming and testing of the new 
controller for the bridge, and after they have documented the results they will send it the supplier 
in Fargo, then we will find out from Strata when they can install it, and then that will begin the 
new 90-day acceptance period again. 
 
West commented that NDDOT had a press release that the bridge is up for some national award, 
correct.  Yavarow responded it was.  Konickson stated that anyone can go on and vote for it, and 
then a committee will be picking a winner.   
 
MATTER OF DRAFT VISION STATEMENT AND ADDED GOALS TO LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
Viafara reported that members of the Bike/Ped Advisory Committee and the Working 
Committee have been working on developing and drafting a Vision Statement that will be what 
guides the operation of our core element plans. 
 
Viafara stated that through a series of interactions with the valuable members of the Technical 
Advisory Committee, Engineering Staff, and the Community, they came to the realization that 
with the goals we encompassed, the reality of Grand Forks/East Grand Forks is this one; 
whereby the Long Range Transportation Plan envisions a community that provides a variety of 
complementary transportation choices for people and goods.   
 
Viafara said that participating in this vision setting exercise  is very important because it allows 
us to train in other goals that are coming more from MAP-21 and from FAST.  He added that 
those goals are the ones that are being included in our plans; and they are: 
 
Goal 1:  Economic Vitality 
Goal 2:  Security 
Goal 3:  Accessibility and Mobility 
Goal 4:  Environmental/Energy/Quality Of Life 
Goal 5:  Integration and Connectivity 
Goal 6:  Efficient System Management 
Goal 7:  System Preservation 
Goal 8:  Safety 
 
Viafara stated that as a result of FAST, a new legislation has developed two additional goals for 
our consideration.  He said that one is called Resiliency and the other Tourism.  He explained 
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that at this time there are neither performance measures, targets, or monitoring activities set for 
these two goals, that will come later within the year, so we are currently working with the first 
eight goals. 
 
Viafara commented that Goal 8, Safety, has been enhanced in the sense that through the help of 
this committee, a new set of local objectives have been proposed for further consideration. 
 
Viafara reported that now; transit, bicycle and pedestrian, and the street and highway  elements 
will be under this vision statement. 
 
Kuharenko stated that, in looking at Goal 5, Integration and Connectivity; there is a portion of it 
that makes sense, and then there is a portion that seems to just be tacked on to it – “Enhancing 
the integration and connectivity of the transportation systems, across and between modes for 
people and freight”, that seems good; but then there is the addition of – “and housing, 
particularly affordable housing located close to transit”, that second part there almost seems like 
it is tacked on, and is rather specific for a goal, so he would almost look at seeing about 
removing that “and housing, particularly affordable housing located close to transit” portion, that 
way we can maintain a more generalized goal. 
 
Kuharenko referred to Goal 7 – System Preservation; and said that with this goal as well it makes 
sense for the first three lines, but “to spur revitalization, promote urban landscapes and protect 
rural landscapes” kind of seems tacked on as well, and what does it really mean.  He commented 
that if these are the goals that we are going to have moving forward, which are going to have 
some kind of measurable applied to them, thinking towards the future how is that going to affect 
us and the goal that we are going to have to measure. 
 
Viafara responded that it is an insight of transportation to actively, to these ladders of 
opportunities in other cities, and policies, to make sure that all people, and people of lower 
income, they have access to the overall information on activities of their own communities, and 
what has been found is that despite the fact that there is transit available  not all of the services 
are available or accessible to all of the sectors of the population, so on this, what we call 
integration and connectivity, the idea is to integrate the social life of these residents into the 
social life of the community as a whole, so by affording them opportunities, that is one; on the 
other hand sometimes people with disabilities are completely unable to have access to these 
means of transportation that are available because based on connectivity between sidewalks and 
bus stops, or issues with maintenance or signage that allows for their safe mobility; so in his 
opinion this is what the text tried to summarize and when they try to do engineering work, 
engineering work should be done for the development the community. Sometimes we tend to go 
to our destination, but in the middle there are activities, there could be a school, there could be a 
hospital, there could be a recreational facility, and these are the ones where the integration of the 
community, it is guided and oriented to, so that’s kind of shedding a little bit of light for the 
reason for that particular goal. 
 
Kuharenko commented, though, that at the same time you end up bringing in the multiple 
different aspects; you have the housing, you have the hospitals, you have the schools, and in kind 
of calling out “housing” in particular, that kind of makes it more specific towards one thing, so 
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that is kind of why he is looking at this and asking if it is actually needed, and it just feels like it 
is tacked on, and if we start adding details to our goals are we going to have to start adding all 
these other details onto it as well; are we going to have to add on hospitals, schools, these other 
destinations.  He said that that is why he was looking at whether this is something that should be 
removed so the goal can remain more generalized.  Viafara said that he will take these comments 
gladly, and certainly the idea is to respond to you later, and he will bring this to his supervisor 
and then to the working committee that has been working the collaboration of these goals for 
their consideration, within the confines of FAST that is basically regulating the appearance of 
these elements, but he will certainly appreciate you bringing this to our attention. 
 
Grasser asked if there is a limit to the number of goals.  He said that he is just wondering in that, 
and of course that discussion, there shouldn’t be a separate goal that just talks about the social 
justice aspect of the system as opposed to, it kind of seems like we are capturing that by maybe 
tacking it on, but when you read it it does seem disconnected to him too, so he is just wondering 
if that means maybe a separate goal.  Viafara responded that the number of goals is limited by 
the legislation.  He stated that they originally came from MAP-21, and now that we are under a 
new set of rules, called FAST, two new goals are being added, and they are part of what we call 
planning factors, and the planning factors are a decision made by the Congress of the United 
States regarding transportation, that whenever transportation projects are advanced, those 
planning factors need to be considered, like livability, for instance.  He explained that that is why 
we only have at the moment eight, and two new ones that are under consideration, but as you can 
see they are rather broad in scope, but certainly, the comments brought to his attention today will 
be discussed, because that is what they are doing right now. 
 
Williams asked if these are the goals that FHWA has posted.  Viafara responded that they are 
based on facts.  Williams interjected – “no, not based; at one time, last time they were going 
through they were told that they couldn’t change the goals, is this the exact wording from FHWA 
on these goals?”  Viafara responded that as far as he recalls, yes, but he wants to bring this to our 
attention because this is how he recalls it.  Williams said, though, that we can’t change them.  
Viafara responded that this is his understanding.  He added that there is a situation here; we are 
given the goals by the Federal Government, and then every community is entitled to adjust them 
to their realities; and sometimes economic development is probably not necessarily a number one 
goal, there could be other priorities for that community, so that’s where we tend; in our plan, 
there is one chapter that shows interaction between the national goals and the local goals. 
 
Ellis asked then, if goals nine and ten are being proposed by the feds.  Viafara responded that 
that is correct.  He added that they are under the new legislation, but they haven’t been 
developed yet.  Kouba commented that the Transit Development Plan will be following these 
goals as well, so we will be working on those soon. 
 
Viafara referred to Goal 9 – Resiliency, and explained that we have the situation of Sandy Hook 
Bay, somewhere in New Jersey, and most recently floods in Louisiana, and all of these kind of 
disasters are impinging on the ability to maintain a safe transportation network, so resiliency has 
become now a new planning factor..  He said that East Grand Forks consideration to be taken for 
us to avoid some stormwater problems.  He cited Miami’s problem of being saddled with a big 
investment around the coast to protect the coast from rising waters because the water level is 
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almost coming onto the streets, so resiliency calls for us to be mindful of the new adjustment to 
try to address  natural disasters. 
 
Grasser stated that one of the things that caught his eye, and he isn’t exactly sure where it would 
fall under, but there isn’t a goal of meeting financial ability to provide, or financial restrictions 
either at the State or Local levels referenced in here, and to him that is part of maybe the 
economic vitality in that we have to, within your communities or your governmental entities, 
stay within those financial constraints, is that something that should be added in here someplace.  
Viafara responded that already the government has determined that in order for  plan to be 
approved, the plan has to be fiscally constrained, so that means that there has to have 
expectations of funds, particularly the plans that correspond with the localities, to be somehow 
made available, so that is what fiscally constrained also means, there must be the certainty that if 
a project is put into the plan, at least for the local government, there is a certainty that those 
funds will be available within the time horizon of the plan.  Grasser said that being fiscally 
constrained isn’t specific of this part of the goals.  Viafara responded that it isn’t, because it is 
part of the whole planning legislation.  Williams asked if this would be included in an 
introduction to the goals.  Viafara responded that that is how the MPO works, the MPO cannot 
really pass any plan it if is not meeting that particular mandate.  Williams stated that all of us in 
the room know that, but this document is being presented for people who don’t necessarily have 
all that intimate knowledge, and she knows that in the Bicycle/Pedestrian plan we are going to 
have a couple little things included in the introduction to it, so could that be included in the 
introduction to the goals, as far as “this is understanding that this is fiscally constrained.”  
Viafara responded that some kind of explanation is possible, yes, but he would not commit 
himself that it is possible for the benefit of community understanding of the constraints of the 
plan. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON I-29 STUDY 
 
Mike Bittner, KLJ, was present for a brief update on the I-29 Traffic Operations Study.  He 
referred to a power point presentation, and went over it briefly. 
 
Bittner commented that, starting from North to South, the things they are trying to solve with this 
project are: 
 
 County Road 11/Washington Street – they are seeing a lot of access and geometrical 
 issues; really no major capacity problems, but they do see some opportunities for some 
 capacity improvements. 
 
 Gateway Drive – they have talked about this for probably two years, going back to the 
 U.S. #2 Corridor Study, and so we are all familiar with capacity issues that we are seeing, 
 just related to the overall traffic going through this interchange, but also unrelated to the 
 at-grade crossing really creating a lot of congestion that spills back onto the interstate, 
 and sometimes even onto mainline I-29. 
 
 DeMers Avenue – what they are finding is that by 2025 and 2040 the two lanes just 
 won’t be able to carry the amount of traffic that wants to get through this interchange.  He 
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 added that they are seeing really low saturation conditions, up to the point where it takes 
 an additional eight minutes just to get through this interchange because there is so much 
 congestion and people are spilling back onto the interstate and that is added to the 
 existing known problem of the at-grade rail crossing on 42nd Street.   
 
 32nd Avenue – this is probably one of the most important interchanges of this entire 
 study, and that is because it is the focal point of all of our future growth.  He explained 
 that as we move into the future we are finding that  over 50% of our employment and 
 population growth is centered around 32nd Avenue, going to the south to about 47th 
 Avenue as well, so as we look at the phase that he will spend the most time talking about, 
 we are looking at ways to mitigate regional congestion and we are finding that there isn’t 
 a whole lot we can do for DeMers or U.S. #2 with these new major infrastructure 
 improvements, but 32nd Avenue is an opportunity site that they found can be improved.   
 
Bittner commented that the focus of today’s presentation is an update on what they call the 
“Macro Level Alternative”.  He explained that this is really a fancy way of saying – what are the 
high-scale, big improvement strategies; they are basically interchanges, grade separations, and 
river crossings, those are the three big ones that they can really influence driver patterns and 
where they are going to and from, and try to mitigate major pockets of congestions that we just 
talked about, and he will touch on all of these as he goes through the presentation. 
 
Bittner reported that in the past several decades Long Range Transportation Plans repeatedly 
recommended several major infrastructure improvements on the system, but they were never 
funded because they were such a large palate of improvements, so what they wanted to do was to 
narrow this down to what is realistic, and what can really benefit the system, what we can 
actually do so the first thing they did was to determine if this is an interstate improvement 
project; second was to do a benefit/cost analysis which looks at the life cycle of the project, and 
determines if the benefits outweigh the costs; but what is new is what they call the cost 
effectiveness analysis, and this really zooms in on the next twenty years to determine if this is an 
improvement that they should be looking at in the near to mid-term, because when you look at 
benefit/cost analyses, this gives credit for seventy-five years-worth of a bridge, but we are 
looking at a twenty-year span, so we need to be able to use this as a tool to prioritize, so this is a 
really powerful too, albeit complicated as well. 
 
Bittner stated that, going back to 32nd Avenue, and as he referenced before, this is a really 
important interchange; and the reason it is is because this is where we have almost $25,000,000 
worth of improvements necessary by 2025/2040, and what they found is that all the 
improvements that they looked at in this space affected this interchange most, but to different 
varying degrees, so what they wanted to do was to find solutions that could mitigate this big 
price tag for 32nd Avenue, while also providing additional value. 
 
Bittner commented that the first range of improvement strategy, that he knows is very important 
to East Grand Forks, was to look at river crossings; and what they found was that as they ran the 
model they found a lot of great benefits for these improvements, and in-fact he thinks the river 
crossing at 32nd had one of the highest vehicle miles traveled with an hour delay benefits; 
however it isn’t an interstate improvement strategy, what they found was that it really didn’t 
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affect the overall volumes, it didn’t mitigate any congestion, so in terms of an improvement it is 
great, but in terms of I-29 Corridor Study, they didn’t think it was applicable and it really didn’t 
provide a benefit to the interstate, so they discarded these from further analysis from the study, 
however they aren’t saying discard these as improvement strategies period, look at them as 
different improvements for more regional benefits. 
 
Bittner stated that the next big question was, where do the big interchanges go, and this is a 
question they really got questioned on by FHWA and NDDOT Central Office because they said 
they would like to get two-mile spacing between, one-mile is acceptable, but what does it look 
like if you put them at a variety of different locations, so they looked at 47th, 62nd, and Merrifield 
County Road 6.  He said that what they found was that if you want to do the two-mile access 
spacing you are really limiting yourself to only 62nd because you can’t have one at 47th, and then 
as a result you can’t have County Road 6 either; which creates major problems since County 
Road 6 has been basically designed for many years for it to have access at some point, and 47th 
Avenue is right in your pocket of growth so as they started to evaluate the different alternatives, 
47th Avenue very clearly provided much more benefit to the region, benefiting almost twice as 
many users and twice as many vehicles hours traveled.  He said that as part of this they then 
elected to discard 62nd Avenue moving forward. 
 
Bittner referred to a slide illustrating the Merrifield Road Interchange, and pointed out that black 
shows existing volumes, blue shows the volumes without any improvement, and red is with 
improvements; so your volume number just east of the interchange shows a gain of about 6,000 
additional vehicles with this interchange.   
 
Bittner stated that what happens when they work two interchanges at the same time, they found 
that the cost increase was not proportionate to the benefit increase; in fact the cost effectiveness 
is 45%, and what that means is that it is one and a half times more cost effective to build this 
improvement than to not build this improvement, and that is due to reduction  in delay and miles 
traveled for users, but if you add an extra interchange, because the cost goes up it is actually 
quite a bit less cost effective to do two at the same time because you have a lot of overlap in the 
people that are benefiting from this. 
 
Bittner commented that they had a good discussion of logical termini, and they ended that 
discussion with – “well, here is what the cost would be as a potential for additional growth 
improvements with these two interchanges, but they felt like this wasn’t the baseline scenario, 
this wasn’t really the direction they really would like to occur, but if it did this is kind of what we 
would be facing here; and if they did have to rebuild additional miles for each of these two 
improvements, what they did find was that 47th Avenue was the only alternative that did meet 
that cost effectiveness; and that Merrifield really has the potential to be the back door for trucks 
to kind of sneak down from U.S. #2 to hit I-29, and they felt there would be some potential 
improvements necessary on Merrifield County Road 6 and County Road 5, but their model isn’t 
really showing that type of traffic. 
 
Bittner said that they also asked themselves if they could do with the grade separation, 
overpass/underpass versus a full interchange, and what they found was that it doesn’t meet our 
cost effectiveness.  He added that an example is 17th Avenue, which we have been talking about 
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for several decades, and in the 2035 LRTP it was projected that 8,000 cars would use this, but in 
the most recent Land Use Plan, a lot of the land use has moved south, so we are now seeing only 
2,800 vehicles using 17th, so it is not a cost effective solution in the next twenty years, but, again, 
that doesn’t mean you can’t build it in the future, but they are trying to hone in on what is best 
for the metro area in the next mid to near terms. 
 
Bittner reported that they also threw out the idea of split ramps; splitting County Road 6 and 47th 
so 47th only goes north/south and County Road 6 is south, but it was pretty clear from guidance 
from FHWA that this is very rare and extraordinary circumstance that we would use this type of 
configuration, so we kind of put that in our back pocket so if we were to run into some major 
issues where we can’t get either of these solutions to work we could talk about this again, but at 
this moment it seems pretty clear with within the boundaries we have we can make these 
alternatives work. 
 
Bittner reiterated that they did see some major increases on mainline I-29, but well within our 
capacity.  He said that one major topic that FHWA, and NDDOT like to ensure is that 
interchanges aren’t designed to just move local traffic; and so to evaluate what percentage is 
local and regional, what they did was to look at all of our existing interchanges and at the two 
new locations, and asked what percentage, based on the travel demand model has an origin that 
is regional, and they found that 47th is essentially right in line with our existing interchanges, and 
Merrifield Road had a high percentage, so it is a little misleading because it has the lowest 
volumes, but it does have, percentage wise, the highest mix of regional users, and it is kind of 
separated from the metro so it does make sense. 
 
Bittner stated that what they are planning on carrying forward are three alternatives; the 47th 
Avenue new interchange in isolation; the Merrfield road in isolation; and the 47th and Merrifield 
interchanges together, so that by 2040 it is possible we could have both of these, so in their next 
phase they will really focus on will be one of these infrastructures, specifically what it will look 
like; will 47th be a quarter of a mile to the south, is 32nd Avenue going to have two loops or will 
it be a diversion diamond, what will the Merrifield configuration going to look like; so we need 
to transition from this high level of planning to more of an engineering level so we can get better 
cost estimates and a better understanding of operations, just better refining of the benefits and 
costs. 
 
Bittner said that this will then come back again to this body, and also to the public to determine 
which alternatives people like best, and how should they move forward to really start to get a 
better vision of what the interstate system will look like in five, ten, and twenty years from now. 
 
Viafara asked, on the highway forecast for the year 2040, it says that there will be an increase of 
freight around Merrifield, when you did your analysis, more or less do you find that to be the 
case.  Bittner responded that they relied on the travel demand model, which does not have truck 
breakdowns, so what they utilized was estimates, with their existing interchange they kind of 
know what type of truck percentage there is, so if we see an increase in freight analysis and 
framework they can make those adjustments, and they weren’t so dramatic that it affected the 
existing interchanges.  He added that as they looked at Merrifield they asked themselves the 
question – “what if this is a truck by-pass”, and they looked at every truck bypass around the 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, September 14th, 2016 
 

9 
 

state and found kind of a range of what percentage of truck traffic would be on there, and that is 
what they use to generate what that freight traffic could look like into the future and for 47th they 
looked at land uses, and then evaluated and assessed that it would be very similar to say a 32nd 
would, with kind of a more normal urbanized mix of traffic and vehicle traffic. 
 
West commented that at the last couple of Steering Committee meetings there was a lot of 
discussion about spacing, back and forth, especially with Federal Highway, and in particular with 
the Merrifield Road Interchange; as far as, if you do maybe that 2-mile spacing then County 
Road 6 doesn’t get utilized as an interchange someday in the future, there was a lot sentiment, 
even from himself, he thought that wasn’t very good planning and he advocated pretty hard that 
whatever configuration we pick, that it would be acceptable or allowable in the future that 
Merrifield Road could have ramps on it someday, and it could be utilized due to its County 
connection to County roads, and the network that is out there to better utilize them.  He said, 
then, instead of building new County Roads because you want to put an interchange a mile south 
of County 6, then you would have to build a new road a mile south of the existing road, so that 
was a big push from them and a big discussion with Federal Highway, but he just wanted 
everyone to know that that was something the County, particularly himself, thought would be 
good to adhere to.   
 
West stated, then that if 47th is the way to go, then that’s the way to go, but he would still like to 
see Merrifield get ramps sooner than later, but if that isn’t what is best or the most economical or 
the biggest benefit, then so be it, but at least we should have the option to do it someday. 
 
Bittner commented that he thinks that is a good point because FHWA and NDDOT Central 
Office are really pushing the two mile spacing, because that is so much better for the interstate, 
but after further discussion they were able to kind of see why this is the direction that is needed 
better. 
 
Grasser stated that one good thing if you have an interchange at 47th, because 47th becomes the 
exception, that need to cross I-29 is much more immediate and viable, so Merrifield, when it 
comes in is at a two mile spacing so you’re not dealing with the exception on the Merrifield road, 
you’re dealing with the exception on 47th, and we are kind of getting that here now, and so he 
thinks it all kind of fits. 
 
Williams referred to an illustration of the 47th Avenue Interchange, and asked; when looking at 
47th are both on-ramps needed for the northbound, you have the loop on the south and you’ve got 
the quarter diamond on the northeast, are both of those required on 47th.  She stated that she 
knows that one of the things was weaving distances and such, and the ramp on the southeast, that 
loop, adds significant distance for your weaving, and she is wondering if that ended up being 
resolved.  Bittner responded that that is really going to be the heart of our next phase; what does 
the configuration look at, what the benefits are, so at this point they are kind of working at a real 
high level, using the travel demand model, and next they are going to use the simulation model 
to see what the weaving looks like, so he will have a better look at what that looks like and what 
the model shows. 
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Grasser asked if there was going to be another level of analysis done, then; for instance on 32nd 
where you talk about widening and what not, obviously you address stormwater retention and all 
those, is that going to be addressed in the next phase, because he is assuming that this stage is 
kind of higher than that.  Bittner responded that we are basically refining those cost estimates to 
get a better understanding of what the actual cost of that improvement will be, so yes, that is the 
next phase and they will even go as far as; looking at 32nd Avenue, what should that 
configuration be, and can we improve benefits that cost more, and get a better more refined look 
at that, but now we kind of have a number of alternatives that we can actually wrap our arms 
around, before it was so big, now we can really zoom in and really evaluate these to the level that 
they need to be evaluated; 32nd, 47th, Merrifield, DeMers, etc.  Grasser agreed, because each one 
you only start looking at more detail as you gather all the different information, and a lot of time 
the higher level planning doesn’t capture the nuances, but you are planning on getting into that 
level.   
 
Grasser commented that he knows that they run into problems with scope and distance, but in his 
mind the impacts on 32nd would probably extend beyond just Columbia Road, so is there an idea 
of capturing or not capturing that.  Bittner responded that they essentially narrowed the scope 
down to what the model is showing us where the congestion is going to be located; so basically 
what the model is showing is past Columbia it should be okay, just given the ADTs and the 
capacity ratio, so that is where they zoomed in and that is their first kind of look that says it is 
okay there.  He said that they haven’t talked about movement beyond that, but he knows that the 
project in the Long Range Transportation Plan is from Columbia to the interchange, but it 
doesn’t include the interchange, but they added it as well so they aren’t totally against adding 
additional locations if needed, but the model is showing that the volumes east of Columbia 
should be at an acceptable level, but he can take a closer look.   
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 
 
Diomo Motuba, A.T.A.C., reported that he is here to talk about the Travel Demand Model 
update; including what they are going to be doing, as well as where they are right now. 
 
Motuba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over the information briefly. 
 
Motuba stated that they are trying to update the TAZ to reflect what the Base Year 2015 
conditions are, and it has been a back and forth process with the MPO.  He explained that the 
purpose of a TAZ is to determine the granularity of the supported network, and one of the things 
they are doing is to go back and look at network and remove most of the roadways that weren’t 
functionally classified along the corridors and the downtown area.  He commented that he isn’t 
sure where we are at with the land use area yet, but he doesn’t think they have received that 
information yet.  Kouba responded that they just received the socio-economic data and are still in 
the process of reviewing it so that it can be added into the TAZs.   
 
Motuba reported that they are using several ways to refine these TAZs:   
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 1) Roadway Network - He pointed out that they are looking at the roadway network,  
  but they don’t want the TAZs to go across major roadways or the interstate, so  
  these would boundaries that they use for our TAZ delineation.   
 2) Natural Barriers To Travel - He stated that these include rivers, mountains, etc. 
   3) Political Boundaries – Cities/States. 
 4) Land Use – Employment, households, special generators, sensible environmental  
  areas, freight facilities, school, and developments of regional significance. 
 5) Aerial Images. 
 
Motuba commented that they started looking at the aerial images and determined that some 
TAZs needed to be merged, and some needed to be split, and so on.  He stated that they then 
looked at the network from the MPO, and based on the new network that they have, they 
determined where the TAZ structure will be.  He added that once they receive the socio 
economic data they will input it, will do a final review of the TAZs, and will then present the 
updated information to this body for review and approval.   
 
Kuharenko referred to the staff report, and pointed out that it states that you are looking at 
possibly putting together an RFP for origin destination information, and that it is your 
understanding that we can purchase a lump of data to be used, do we have any idea what the 
status is on this or what month is being looked at.  Kouba responded that she doesn’t know that a 
specific month has been picked out at this time, and they are still working on the RFP with the 
other two MPOs, as it will be the three MPOs putting out this RFP, as the State of North Dakota 
as decided not to purchase that data.  Motuba asked if Mr. Kuharenko had a specific month in 
mind.  Kuharenko responded that they are just trying to figure things out, if they end up getting 
December versus June, versus October, versus March; we are going to have different things 
going on, we are a University town so traffic is going to be higher when the University is in 
session, so it is about trying to find a normalized month.   
 
Discussion on GPS data collection ensued. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON BIKE/PED SURVEY 
 
Viafara reported that he would first like to bring your attention to the staff report that was 
included in the packet.  He stated that it addresses the two activities that we have invested the 
most time in.   
 
Viafara said that the first is Task 2 – Building Public Support For Plan Development.  He pointed 
out that he lists the activities that have taken place under this task; the production of three 
newspaper articles, and it is important to highlight that the Exponent has been involved in trying 
to promote the plan around East Grand Forks.  He stated that there was a Community and 
Stakeholders meeting on August 29th at the East Grand Forks Library. 
 
Viafara reported that the next is Task 5 – Assessment Of Existing Conditions And Needs.  He 
explained that he is just providing you with some preliminary results from the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Survey on Survey Monkey, specifically a series of verbatim comments as they were 
received.   
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Viafara stated that he would like to bring to your attention the results of Questions 11, 12, 23, 
and 24 of the survey.  He commented that there is a kind of recurring topic, there are some 
intersections that are becoming more prevalent, in terms of improvement needs, so he will leave 
this with you so that you can start thinking about how we might be able to address the needs of 
the community. 
 
Viafara said that the community took time to provide us with those comments, so in his opinion 
it behooves us to also take time to actually seriously consider them as part of their input, so that 
is the reason he is giving you this information. 
 
Viafara stated that there are other questions on the survey, and he would like to go over their 
results briefly.  He pointed out that this is only a group of respondents, so he would exercise 
caution because it is the group from the University of North Dakota, so 26% of the respondents 
happens to be in the 45 to 54 age group; 52% of the respondents are female; and 55% happen to 
be post-grad students.   
 
Williams asked how many surveys did they get back altogether.  Viafara responded that they 
received about 104 surveys.  Williams said that that is only about a tenth of 1% of our entire 
population.  Viafara stated that he follows what is basically the practice round because this 
survey isn’t randomized as it costs a considerable amount of money to do that.   
 
Grasser said that he is wondering about a couple of those questions that caught his attention, 
specifically about there not being enough sidewalks; and it might make some sense, and maybe 
it’s possible, but it also makes sense if they are students and there really aren’t as many 
sidewalks on campus, because he wonders how do you differentiate that kind of a comment from 
the public versus maybe a mall or shopping center on private property, so how do you interpret 
that need, especially on the Grand Forks side because we have a sidewalk and/or bikepath on 
virtually 98% of our streets, so that comment wouldn’t make any sense in his mind, but, again, if 
it is on private property it might make more sense, but it makes him wonder, then, does that 
private property versus public platform follow through on any of the other questions also, and 
that is more of a rhetorical question, but he is struggling on how to draw conclusions when he 
sees them like that jumping out, it doesn’t make sense to him.  Ellis stated that she doesn’t think 
they are referring to Grand Forks, but rather to East Grand Forks. 
 
Williams commented that that is a good point though, because we are meeting with that 
transportation group over there at UND, and one of the things that people talked about was a 
sidewalk along campus down there, just on the north side of the railroad, and that isn’t on-street 
at all, so if this is UND students… 
 
Grasser said that another one is the lack of connectivity to the bus stops, and again that may be, 
he isn’t sure how to define that, bus routes, there isn’t one that he can think of in town that 
doesn’t have a decent sidewalk, if not a bikepath, so, again, that one, when they say lack of 
connectivity, his head just kind of tilts on that because he doesn’t know how they can say that. 
Viafara stated that one of the things that happens sometimes is that we sometimes become 
blinded to the concerns of some citizens.  He said that we don’t know about their realities, we 
don’t know about where they live, and when somebody happens to be so general, brings us these 
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kind of findings, it surprises us, no.  He added that they were biking and took 6th Avenue by the 
University, and it was very strange because the sidewalk is very narrow, and then it comes to 
end, and then, which is a paradox going across in front of the School for the Blind, there is no 
sidewalk, but it is on campus, close to a very heavy intersection, but then blind people, we don’t 
have a blind person nearby ourselves at the moment probably for us to be completely relate to 
that kind of reality, however, probably other social services may be aware of that, and the 
comment has been brought to our attention, what are we planning to do, what is the University 
planning to do, whether to widen, whether to continue, whether to signalize so people can make 
it a way to go to 42nd, that’s where this all becomes important to us, at least for us to have 
another look, what are they really thinking, and then perhaps to reassess whether those 
conditions that we are afforded are the ones that they are really observing.  He stated that 
sometimes the same issues are mentioned several times, such as the connectivity between 
sidewalks, and sometimes they stop, now, transit has been working on that, but probably there 
must still be a couple that those are the ones that come to our attention.   
 
Kuharenko commented that in regard to a sidewalk in front of the School for the Blind, there is 
one there, so he is wondering if Mr. Viafara is actually referring to a bikepath or shared use path 
instead.  Viafara responded that one of the sides it comes to an end, becomes a very narrow 
sidewalk, and then ends.  He said that then when we go across the street, there is none, or at least 
they did not observe any when they were there.  Williams asked if he was talking about down by 
42nd Street.  Viafara responded he was.  Williams commented that that is the confusion, because 
you were talking for the institute for the blind, and then you jumped right into that, so it was 
difficult to figure out exactly what you were referring to.  Viafara said that the site that he is 
communicating is the one on 42nd.  Kuharenko asked if it was in regard to the last block on 42nd, 
so from 42nd to probably 40th there is no sidewalk in there.  Williams suggested that it should be 
noted that there isn’t going to be a sidewalk in there unless they can get a crossing at the railroad, 
because you can’t take people right down to the road and then just dump them, so until they get a 
crossing there it doesn’t make any sense to put in a sidewalk. 
 
Grasser commented that he knows that’s one of the anomalies of doing a survey, but to him, as 
an operation, if there is one spot that we are missing then it would be much more helpful then 
saying there is a deficiency in the system and you have to try to punch through a hole of 250 
miles of sidewalks out there to figure out which one they might have had in mind, that is why he 
kind of struggles with some of these. 
 
Viafara stated that we have this, not because of needs or wants, we want to do something.  He 
said that there are new techniques now days that can do more complete surveys, and he would 
like one day to do something for geo-coding for the service, that means that when somebody 
says there is a problem with connectivity, it doesn’t have to tell us the closest intersection to this 
house, so now we know that, and of all of these locations,  but unfortunately we have to go with 
the things we have, we are constrained, and so then this is basically what can give us some 
information to start working on updating the plan. 
 
Williams asked if Mr. Viafara was going to go through these because one of the comments she 
just glanced at was talking about downtown where vehicles pull into the crosswalk, well the 
crosswalks are marked, everything is done, and it is an enforcement issue, so are you going to 
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kind of go through some of these and get them to where this is enforcement related.  She added 
that another mentioned, and she agrees, DeMers and Washington was mentioned again and 
again, but they already looked at that and it is in the Long Range Transportation Plan, and it is a 
matter of funding, so there is really no need in regurgitating all that again, other than saying that 
improvements have been listed in the plan, and that covers a lot of these; a lot of them are good 
ideas in here, but we are aware of some of them and they are already in a plan somewhere, so it 
would be good to divide it up into something that is a little more meaningful so that it is easier to 
determine what we can and can’t do.  She added that another was a complaint that they had to 
ride on the sidewalk, well they are supposed to be riding on the sidewalk, it is allowed to ride on 
the sidewalk in Grand Forks, and if they feel that is the safest place to ride than that is where 
they need to ride. 
 
Viafara stated that that is the importance of a survey like this; you are engineers so then we take 
only one “E” (engineering) but there are five more “Es” that we haven’t touched, and you 
mentioned enforcement, that is a very important one; Enforcement is s a very important one; 
equity is a very important one; so we can give or produce some kind of responses to community 
by addressing these comments, either through a program, or a policy, or something else. 
 
Grasser said that when you get into the actual transportation model do you consider things like 
this for drivers.  Viafara responded that they do.  Grasser asked how they improve transportation 
systems, do you do surveys and go around town and ask drivers as to what their comments would 
be.  Viafara responded that he doesn’t do that., it is a common practice.  Grasser asked if he was 
planning on doing that with this one because he would be curious where two different groups 
may compare and relate with each other; if you are a car driver you might say – look at all those 
bikes, I don’t like them out there.  He said that there is criteria by which we evaluate vehicular 
traffic and stuff, and here it’s – what would I like.  Viafara responded that that is one of the 
oddities, remember it isn’t a good thing to have the single son, or daughter, they develop all the 
privileges of being alone; for years motor vehicles have been the ruling transportation mode, 
they don’t relate to a bicycle or pedestrian, so now we are asking them – how do you guys feel 
about a bicyclist – what they would say is – oh, my God, send them to hell because they slow 
traffic.   
 
Viafara stated that in addition the modes are becoming more integrated.  He said that the one 
consequence of that is reduction of neighborhood speeds, now people are becoming more aware 
that there kids playing street hockey and other things, but if we continue planning only for the 
motor vehicle, the other modes won’t be considered seriously from the point of view of safety.  
Grasser responded that he isn’t suggesting that we only plan for one mode, he is just saying that 
we need to be consistent as to how we gather information on the different uses.  Viafara said, 
thought that this is what we can do at the moment, with the resources that are available.  Kouba 
added that this will also affect how we gather data for the Street and Highway Plan when we 
update that next year.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2016 Annual Work Program Project Update 
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Kouba said that, again, Mr. Viafara has submitted his report about the various activities that we 
have going, so you can review it as well. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY GENGLER, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 14TH, 
2016, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 3:04 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 


