
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 15TH, 2017 – 12:00 NOON 

EGF CITY HALL TRAINING CONFERENCE ROOM  
 
DeMers_____     Malm  _____    Vein  _____ 
Mock  _____     Strandell  _____   Grasser  _____ 
Powers  _____    Vetter  _____ 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. CALL OF ROLL 
 
3. DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
4. MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 18TH, 2017 MINUTES (12:03)  
 
5. MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE .............................................................. HAUGEN 
  a.     Kimley-Horn 
  b.     Project Management Discussion 
  c.     Bridge Discussion 
   
6. MATTER OF SOLICITATION OF 2019-2022 T.I.P. ................................................................................... HAUGEN 
  a.     Minnesota T.A.P. Letter Of Intent 
  b.     North Dakota Urban Road Program 
 
7. OTHER BUSINESS 
  a.     2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
  b.     Bill Listing For 10/14/17 To 11/10/17 Period 
   
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANY INDIVIDUAL REQUIRING A SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION TO ALLOW ACCESS OR PARTICIPATION AT THIS MEETING IS ASKED TO NOTIFY EARL 
HAUGEN, MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AT (701) 746-2660 OF HIS/HER NEEDS FIVE (5) DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING.  ALSO, MATERIALS CAN BE 

PROVIDED IN ALTERNATIVE FORMATS:  LARGE PRINT, BRAILLE, CASSETTE TAPE, OR ON COMPUTER DISK FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES OR WITH 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY (LEP) BY CONTACTING THE MPO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (701) 746-2657 FIVE (5) DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING. 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD  
OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Wednesday, October 18th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the October 18th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board 
to order at 12:00 p.m.  
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Marc 
DeMers, Gary Malm, Warren Strandell, and Ken Vein.   
 
Absent were:  Jeannie Mock and Al Grasser. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; and Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner . 
 
Guest(s):  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 20 TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY DEMERS, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 20TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
 Kimley-Horn 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation and reported that included in the staff report, which he is 
showing, are three different topics that we will try to address today.   
 
Haugen stated that the first topic for discussion is a presentation that our consultants, Kimley-
Horn, presented to the Technical Advisory Committee last week.  He said that a copy of the 
presentation was included in the packet for your review. 
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Haugen stated that, just to recap, they held their first public meeting at the Empire Arts Center at 
the end of August, and the next one is scheduled to occur in November, sometime before 
Thanksgiving. 
 
Haugen reported that they had around twenty-two people attending, or signed-in.  He referred to 
a slide that illustrated the demographic information from that meeting; including sex, disability, 
age, race, language spoken, income, and where they heard about the meeting. 
 
Haugen commented that we do have our on-line mapping tool up and running, and stated that the 
next slide is a snapshot of what data they have received via that tool.  He pointed out that you 
can see that they have had 61 individuals complete the demographic survey, and have received 
145 comments on different areas in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, and there is the ability to 
converse back and forth with some of the comments being made. 
 
Haugen stated that this on-line mapping tool will be available until the end of October and, again 
they are using it as a way to help identify what issues should be looked at. 
 
Haugen reported that at our next Technical Advisory Committee meeting we will be spending a 
considerable amount of time going over our goals and objectives, most of which will be based on 
the performance measures, and we will also begin discussion on targets as well. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and explained that it is just giving you a snapshot; and on the left side 
are the ten goals/statements that we have in our Long Range Transportation Plan, on the top are 
the federal goals that they are trying to achieve with the specific performance measures that they 
are making us do, so we are showing how our goals fit with those federal performance measures. 
 
Haugen stated that this identifies within, again, those ten goals in terms of what measures we 
identified.  He said that on the far right you will see that we have a different number of measures 
to reach the goals.  He added that some of these measures are ones that are in our current 2020 
plan and we need to decide if we want to carry them over into the 2045 plan as well.  He 
explained that the current ones we have were done at the insistence of our Federal Partners prior 
to the Feds telling us what their performance measure requirements will be so we have identified 
the we will have to consider adding some of the federal requirements in addition to the ones we 
have. 
 
Haugen commented that we are trying to build a foundation as to what the different definitions of 
things are.  He pointed out that a goal is not a performance measure, and a performance measure 
is not a goal, that is the big take away here.  He stated that a performance measure is something 
that you use to gage how you achieve your goals and a target is what you are specifically trying 
to achieve with the goal.   
 
Haugen stated that he thinks we do have the requirements available to, at a minimum, address the 
performance measures that the Feds set for us to do.  He added that we have to have close 
coordination with both States, and how they set their targets so that when we consider setting our 
targets, we have a good grasp of what is going on.  He said that the important thing is that the 
Feds do not define what the targets will be, but they do tell us what the measures are and what  
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data we should be using, or if we want we can ask them for acceptance of equitable data, but 
they do give us requested data 
 
Haugen reported that one of the struggles that is taking place is that these federal measures are 
very short term, and of course we are adopting a long range transportation plan, so trying to fit 
how these short term measures can work with a long term vision that we are trying to achieve is 
difficult.  He added that there is no State Statute in either state about performance based planning 
so it is directly a federal policy that we are trying to include. 
 
Haugen stated that ultimately what they are trying to achieve is to develop a report that we have 
to produce for the federal requirements, and to make it as simplistic as possible yet give people a 
sense of how we are progressing towards those targets we identified. 
 
Haugen commented that the next couple of slides discuss safety targets.  He stated that both 
States have adopted their safety targets for next year.  He pointed out that the table shows how 
our data compares to their data.  He added that in February we have to make a decision on 
whether we want to identify our own targets or go with the State targets.   
 
Haugen reported that the good news is that locally we have very few fatalities, and also relatively 
few serious injuries.  He stated that at a local level we aren’t being asked to adopt a local number 
for the North Dakota side and a local number for the Minnesota side, we are being asked to adopt 
a local number that covers the whole metro area so the next iteration of these will be showing 
just the MPO statistics. 
 
 TDM 2015 Base 
 
Haugen commented that the next topic is just to update you on our Travel Demand Model.  He 
explained that we use this to give us some sense of where our future hot spots might be, as far as 
congestion, and if we do this type of project at this location how will it affect our traffic patterns. 
 
Haugen stated that the first thing we do is to make sure that we have a model that is calibrated 
and validated to base year observations, with 2015 being the base year.  He referred to the full 
report that A.T.A.C. has produced, included in the packet, and went over it briefly, focusing on 
places where we are showing we have fairly good model results versus observed results.   
 
 Red River Bridge Study 
 
Haugen stated that the next topic is just a bit of information based on discussion the two Cities 
had last month about future river crossings.  He said that the way this is being set up at this point 
in time, and in talking with both City Administrators as to how to proceed, is to first try to 
identify a scope of work that covers what we really want to be looking at, and how much past 
locations do we want to bring forward to today.   
 
Haugen commented that what he has put together is, in this package you will see a lot of past 
work we have done, and we can do similar work, but he want to make sure that from the State 
and Federal perspective that they are still allowing us to do this type of work as some rules have  
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changed since this work was done in 1999, 2000, and 2001; so he is trying to make sure that 
before we get too far down the road we know whether it is an eligible cost or not.   
 
Haugen stated that we will be holding a special Technical Advisory Committee meeting, most 
likely it will be held two Wednesday’s from now, so that they can also go through this 
information. 
 
Haugen commented that one of the first basic questions is how many locations are we going to 
bring back to the table.  He stated that at one point we had narrowed down potential locations to 
six after having looked at probably a dozen locations.  He said that some you are not seeing here 
are all Grand Forks City Street referenced – 8th Avenue South, 13th Avenue South, 62nd Avenue 
South, Realignment of the Point Bridge (a true 4th Avenue Bridge instead of the Point Bridge), so 
we are asking the Technical Advisory Committee for assistance on, because of other 
development that has occurred since the flood protection system was put into place, whether we 
want to look at some of these locations further to determine if they are still feasible. 
 
Haugen referred to information on the proposed sites included in the packet, and went over the 
various development/changes for each briefly. 
 
Haugen pointed out that when you look at the 17th Avenue South location you can see that the 
bike/ped bridge has gone in place where the initial straight line shot assumption or direction was 
at that time.  He added that the development in East Grand Forks at this location does not allow a 
straight shot anymore, a direct connection to Rhinehart Drive or Bygland Road, so part of the 
question would be do we still think 17th Avenue South is still feasible at a reasonable cost. 
 
Haugen stated that another decision or recommendation we will try to get from the Technical 
Advisory Committee is, this drawing shows the profile that penetrates the dike system.  He said 
that we do have other alternatives that we did develop profiles that showed any future bridge 
being high and dry, so the difference is when we look at the 17th Avenue crossing, this 
alternative analysis that shows the change in volumes and the change in traffic use.  He added 
that it also has a cost estimate, so the high and dry one would typically double the cost of one 
that penetrates the dike system, so 15 or 17 years ago, one of the early decisions was that these 
additional bridges would be ones that would penetrate the dike system and we based the cost 
estimates on that. 
 
DeMers asked if Alternative 1 is the one that goes through the dike and Alternative 2 is the one 
that is high and dry, or vice versa.  Haugen responded that Alternative 2 is the one that goes 
through the dike and Alternative 1 is the one that is high and dry.  He added that Alternative 1’s 
cost estimate is $30,000,000 so you have a lot longer bridge span, so it is more expensive. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide and commented that this just gives an example of, from our Travel 
Demand Model, if we did a bridge at these different locations, how they would impact the three 
existing bridges.  He added that the reason Merrifield is included in all of these scenarios, is 
because back then the decision was that the Merrifield Bridge would be the recommended 
project out of the transportation plan, and the only discussion was then that if a second bridge  
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should be located and where it should be, so all our analysis included Merrifield as part of the 
base decision making. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the base-line shows four bridges; the three existing ones and then as you 
add a bridge at 17th Avenue South, does it change the Kennedy Bridge much, no; does it have an 
impact on the Sorlie, yes; and does it have an impact on the Point Bridge, yes, considerable. 
 
Haugen said that, just to explain a little bit about Elks and 25th Avenue South; 24th Avenue 
South, of course (referring back to the aerial photo) would be where we have continuous 
east/west roadway, and we would try to locate a bridge where there is continuity, but once we 
started getting into the modeling at that time, the reaction was that that loads traffic up on those 
corridors considerably, so then the thought was that maybe if we had a river crossing that would 
connect with the through street on the other side, then people would have to decide to turn left or 
right on the North Dakota side, how that would impact traffic, so that is how it got to Elks and 
25th, it forced people to make a decision to go right or left instead of carrying traffic all the way 
through at that location.  He added that the other benefit was that when the flood protection 
system was still being designed, Elks was the only location that had an opening as part of the 
design, and we were trying to minimize the number of openings in the dike system. 
 
DeMers asked, then, if these are for 2020 put together in 2002.  He asked how they accounted for 
growth outside of just traffic because, obviously, if you put a bridge somewhere it is going to 
affect where development will occur, is that part of that model.  Haugen responded that it is part 
of the model.  He added that at that time, with the flood recovery, we were working on six 
different types of growth scenarios, and how these future crossings impacted those growth 
scenarios.  He said that this last go around we just updated both Cities Land Use Plans, and in 
Grand Forks there was a lot of discussion about whether their land use plan change, particularly 
with or without a 47th Avenue Interchange, but future river crossings weren’t discussed much; 
but on the East Grand Forks side there was a lot of discussion as to whether or not a future bridge 
would change their plan, but he doesn’t believe that in the end their Land Use Plan changed 
because of whether there would be a bridge or not, it was just trying to account for where one 
might be located and how the City would grow around it. 
 
Haugen commented that the last bit of information in the packet specifically addresses the 
Merrifield Bridge, and again we can go to this level of analysis more deeply if we have more 
focused locations.  He stated that cost-wise it is a little bit prohibitive if we are still looking at six 
locations to do this type of analysis, but he included an example of an early agreement of 
Merrifield being a location, so we should look further into this to make sure it is a good location, 
and it gives us a good return on our investment.  He referred to a slide illustrating an example of 
the benefit/cost analysis that was done.  He pointed out that it shows that it is 2.2 ratio of benefit 
over cost, so it is a pretty good transportation facility to install. 
 
Haugen summarized that this is the approach we are trying to take; first we are trying to make 
sure that our State and Federal partners are comfortable with the level of analysis we have done 
in the past, so before we do down that road we know whether or not this is something we can 
finance.  He stated that if we find out that they have changed the rules and we cannot do these  
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things, then it will revert back to both Cities and Counties to see if they want to have an analysis 
done and if they are willing to put their own dollars in to pay for it.   
 
DeMers asked if Mr. Haugen could remind him of the I-29 Corridor Study, did it suggest 
anything at 62nd Avenue for an interchange.  Haugen responded that it was looked at but in the 
end it said that a 62nd Avenue Interchange really did not provide much bang for the buck.  
DeMers stated that, with that, he agrees that it seems like taking a limited study approach is the 
best model, and it appears that Merrifield is a consensus of where a by-pass would be, so it 
doesn’t make sense to include 62nd in it, or any type of additional local bridge to him, because he 
thinks we would get into the same type of problem we right now where we have all of our 
bridges within a mile each other.  He said that he would still look at 32nd and 47th, and keep 
Merrifield in there, then we would only be looking at three locations.   He added that we should 
also look at two different types of bridges; you look at one as more of a high capacity, and then 
build the Merrifield as your flood plan accessible bridge, and then potentially a 47th or 32nd as a 
low volume, local bridge that is closed during flood events. 
 
Vein commented that it seems like he is hearing that we should study at some level, he doesn’t 
think it is a reconnaissance level, which is really a high high level to find if you have really 
studied things which are obviously not going to work and then narrow it down to some level that 
may be.  He stated that the other issue, for him, is even if we wanted to do something, what is 
affordable, what can we get financed; are we going to be able to get federal cost share, what 
would it take to get federal funds to do a bridge, because he thinks without it he isn’t sure they 
could even do one.  Haugen responded that we have had this discussion in the past; the DeMers 
Avenue project that is coming up in Grand Forks in 2019, their traffic forecasts are showing that 
they can’t meet the capacity demand with just a two-lane DeMers roadway, and so as part of the 
discussion they need to have to show that their investment is going to meet the future traffic is 
some level of commitment that they will try to extra capacity elsewhere to try to satisfy that river 
crossing.  He added that there was a similar decision/discussion that took place when DeMers 
Avenue and Washington Street was reconstructed in the 1990’s; again, because at that point 
there was not a future or additional river crossing, all that traffic had to go through that one point, 
and the project that was ultimately built there wasn’t built to meet the level of service demand.  
He explained that the reason it was built that was because the State’s and the Cities agreed that 
they would work to find a compatible bridge location; so, because two of the three existing river 
crossings are State Highways, those two in the future, based on our past travel demand models, 
would be at their capacity by the horizon year, therefore we need to try to find additional 
crossings, so therefore he is fairly comfortable knowing that the way federal things are today, 
that federal participation in a future river crossing is about as assured as any federal participation 
in any future project would be. 
 
Vein stated that he thinks the difference is, there are two things; not just federal participation, but 
the availability of federal funds.  He said that it is easy for them to say it would qualify, but if 
there isn’t any money it’s a matter of authorization verses appropriation, especially if competing 
nationally. 
 
Vein asked what the next step is on this.  Haugen responded that the next step is to hold the 
special Technical Advisory Committee meeting to see if we can’t, from a technical point of view  
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of basically at high level what is constructible, or can be accomplished given the new layout of 
the land down here; to see if we can’t get a scope of work or the locations that we will focus on 
and put effort into.  He said that once that is done then we will come back to this body and both 
cities and counties to say that this is what the technicians are saying are sites that we should 
reexamine and bring up-to-date the information that we have of what those parameters would be 
and what the cost would be.  He added that if we can all agree to just an “x” amount of river 
crossing sites, we will ask for a scope amendment with our current consultant, and through this 
process we will have a cost estimate of what it is to engage those experts to update the data, and 
we will also have whether it is all eligible for our dollars or if there is something that we can’t 
pay for with our dollars, but it is something that is still wanted, if others are willing to bring 
dollars to the table to have that analysis done. 
 
Haugen said that, to summarize, the next step is to try to get a scope of work of what to do and 
what to spend our money on, to try to get that as focused as possible so that it is the least costly 
as possible, within what our financial means are, and proceed from there.  He added that we still 
have the deadline of December 2018 to have a new plan approved and adopted and presented to 
our State and Federal partners so this added work isn’t in our current scope, will have to fit 
within that timeline. 
 
Vein asked, when this first came up that there was a conversation between the two presidents of 
the City Councils, they didn’t even talk about the MPO, and they were talking that they might 
somewhat coordinate themselves, are you talking to either of those entities, or the 
administrations on both sides of the river about what the MPO is doing and how this is more of 
specific forecast through the MPO then maybe what they assumed  Haugen responded that he 
has been communicating with both City Administrators, and he presented them that this is the 
plan of how the MPO is approaching this, and the piece that is still kind of up in the air is is that 
interconnect group the appropriate group to be involved with this; we can work with that group 
but we have to realize, at least his understanding is, is if we go south, outside of the East Grand 
Forks flood protection system, we really need to engage Polk County because they are most 
likely the sponsor of a bridge outside the flood protection system on the East Grand Forks side.  
He added that obviously they are not part of the interconnect group as well.  DeMers commented 
that what he thinks about the interconnect group is that it was never brought through the Council 
on the East Grand Forks side, so they don’t have a mission for that or anything, so he would say 
that, without even having authority, it seems like it is outside the scope of what that group is 
supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be focused on that specific goal, and he would say that if 
you want another group, put another group together, but to him it seems out of their scope.  Vein 
said that this is kind of what we are supposed to do.  DeMers agreed, adding that we already 
have this group, and it has to come to us, so he thinks this is the right group to do this.  Haugen 
responded that they are still struggling with how to engage that interconnect group, they are still 
in desire of, to have some engagement in this discussion, at least that is his understanding today, 
and so how he approached it was, just as we have steering committees when we do studies, we 
could use that interconnect group as kind of our steering committee, but we also have to make 
sure that, if we truly are going to discuss locations outside of the East Grand Forks flood 
protection, that we get the right governmental agency that would be the most likely local sponsor 
of that kind of structure involved.  He stated that this becomes, again, kind of outside the  
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interconnect group, so now we have Polk County represented, most likely, and does that mean 
that Grand Forks County wants to be at the table for discussion, and do we invite the whole Polk 
County Board, or is there just Commissioners representing the west side of Polk County  DeMers 
commented that, like he said, this group is the one that already has all those players, so why 
don’t we just use this group that is designed and structured and pointed all in that direction.  Vein 
added that anyone can attend and be a part of it.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  Vein 
said that he just wanted to make sure that politically that is understood because it started at one 
location and kind of gravitated here, which is where he thought it would have to come anyway, 
and he wanted to make sure that we are all on the same page.  Haugen responded that he is 
working through the City Administrators toward that and suggested that the Board members 
individually discuss this with their fellow governing body members. 
 
DeMers said that on the travel demand model he noticed that all of the tests were done on the 
Grand Forks side, and he is wondering if there is any possibility that that would transfer over.  
Haugen responded that the screen lines were across limited access barriers.  He said that besides 
the Red River the screen lines, because East Grand Forks has the Red Lake River, from the 
model perspective doesn’t provide a good spot for a screen line.  He explained that most of the 
screen lines we want to have a line that cuts across the complete metro area, so that is why, just 
on the screen line you see no East Grand Forks, but all the other measureables, the functional 
class, the volumes on the roadway, those all are metro-wide criteria that they were analyzing, so 
it is just the screen line and that is because the natural ones in East Grand Forks really don’t 
carry across the whole metro area. 
 
Haugen stated that this was really just for information and to let you know where we are going 
with the river crossing issue; if you had other direction that you wanted to provide for staff to 
follow, that is what this item was for.  Strandell commented that, some background on this; he 
doesn’t remember how many years ago it was but Polk County did protect, or dedicate and 
reserve some right-of-way for a Merrifield Bridge, and he would have to go back and research 
this more, but it was thought at that point that that was the next bridge.  Haugen agreed, adding 
that staff went to both sides of the river and asked for a moratorium on development, and at the 
end of the Merrifield study, they were able to whittle down as to what the corridor would be 
looking like and to only reserve that corridor and free up a wider path that they did the 
moratorium on. 
 
Malm asked, did anybody ever do anything, and he is just asking the question, do anything going 
north rather than to go south.  Haugen responded that they did.  He stated that they analyzed 
north locations; 27th Avenue North on the west side and 23rd St NW on the Minnesota side, and it 
was one of the future bridge locations in the 1980s or 1990s, but with the flood protection on the 
Minnesota side they redesigned the golf course, and that corridor seems to have lost some of its 
desirability and the golf course is now protected from that transportation investment, so if we 
looked at the next mile north for a river crossing, and he thinks you will see, at least from a 
modeling point of view, the further away you get from the existing bridges, the less impact you 
have on the existing bridges, and particularly as you go north, so it isn’t really desirable to go 
north, nor is it desirable to go further to the south. 
 
Information only.   
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MATTER OF T.I.P. PROJECT SOLICITATION 
 
Haugen reported that there are two things here that are worth noting; the first one we talked 
about a little at our last meeting and that is the North Dakota Main Street Initiative.  He 
explained that the way it has been conceptualized and presented to us has been that all of the 
money for that initiative will come from the Urban Road Program.  He added that this is money 
that is focused on the twelve urban cities in North Dakota, of which each one gets an allocation 
or appropriation given to them each year, and this one shows that Grand Forks was getting about 
2.5 million dollars, and it would inflate each year because FAST actually has more federal 
dollars flowing out of it, but the Main Street program is going to take the revenue and cut this 
source of funding in half. 
 
Haugen commented that as part of the T.I.P. solicitation, normally we would be doing a new 
T.I.P. cycle and we would be releasing a letter of solicitation saying that this is the amount of 
money we anticipate being available, let us know what your project are; but this Main Street 
Initiative, as it is conceptualized, upsets that balance and that whole cycle, and we don’t know 
how much money will be available in the future, and we also don’t know how that program is 
going to impact the existing projects that are in the T.I.P.  He added that there is a less likelihood 
that the 2018 project on 42nd Street in Grand Forks will be impacted, but it is more likely that the 
2020 project on University Avenue will be. 
 
Haugen said that the question is, if you have a current program project scoped out, sitting on a 
shelf ready to be implemented and then half the funding is cut, do you re-scope the project to fit 
the federal funds that are now available or do you retain the project as it is and add local dollars 
to it. 
 
Haugen commented that we are kind of in this area where we are trying to get this T.I.P. program 
going, but the Main Street Initiative decision hasn’t been announced, so we still have a lot of 
questions so we are proceeding forward on certain programs that we can, and those are included 
in the packet, but the Main Street issue is really holding up our most significant funding source 
and how it is going to impact what we do. 
 
Haugen stated that NDDOT asked us for comments, and he included a copy of the letter he 
submitted in the packet.  He pointed out that his letter focused on just how the fiscal impact is to 
us.  He said that his reading of our federal requirements would state that this fiscal impact is so 
great that it jeopardizes the validation of our Long Range Transportation Plan because it upsets 
our fiscal constraint issue so much.  He added that this trickles over to our Minnesota projects 
because everything is based off of our transportation plan and if our transportation plan is no 
longer good, then those projects that are programmed out of it are also in question. 
 
Haugen commented that he did offer them what he thought was a way to work around that issue, 
and that is to leave the project that are already programmed in our T.I.P.s along, thus it doesn’t 
question whether we have projects utilizing federal funds being consistent with our plan, and 
then not just us but the other two North Dakota MPOs are updating their transportation plans so 
that in a couple of years we can have all of our plans reacting to how this Main Street Initiative 
will impact them. 
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Haugen referred to the presentation, included in the packet, and explained that there are some 
other programs that are not affected by the Main Street Initiative.  He went over them briefly. 
 
Haugen summarized that we do have this issue hanging over our head as to what funding will be 
available for the Urban Roads Program, so we are holding off our formal solicitation of that.  He 
said that they are announcing to your staff that they should expect that once that Main Street 
Initiative is decided they will receive a solicitation for those projects.  He added that they are 
pushing the NDDOT to allow extended time to that so that the deadline is not in the Early part of 
December, but is pushed into the next year as much as possible because, depending on the 
decision, it might create the need for a lot of shuffling of things, particularly on the North Dakota 
side. 
 
Vein asked if Fargo/Moorhead has similar concerns.  Haugen responded that they have a 
concern, but it isn’t as significant a concern to them.  He explained that Fargo, in particular, has a 
sales tax that gives them more dollars.  He added that their uniqueness is that they actually use 
some of their highway dollars to buy buses, so their Street and Highway financial constraint is 
not the same as it is to us.  He stated that Bismarck/Mandan is more similar to us. 
 
Haugen commented that on the Minnesota side, the Urban Roads Program is actually called the 
City Sub-Target, and 2022 is the last year of our T.I.P. cycle, and that is the year East Grand 
Forks is scheduled to get the sub-target funds, so if the roundabout on Bygland/Rhinehart isn’t 
the project they will be doing, then they will have to come up with another one, and let us know 
by January. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FREIGHT PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that this is just to update you as to what North Dakota did with our 
recommendations, as far as identifying the Critical Freight Network and the North Dakota 
Strategic Freight Network. 
 
Haugen stated that in order to access the new federal funds that were appropriated into the freight 
program, each State had to update their freight transportation plan.  He said that North Dakota 
used that opportunity to identify these networks.  He referred to a slide and explained that it is 
the one that shows our federally identified Critical Urban Freight segments.  He stated that these 
roadway segments are now eligible for that money that is in the freight program and they did 
accept our recommended mileage and locations. 
 
Haugen pointed out what was recommended for the North Dakota Strategic Freight Plan and said 
that it is very similar to the Critical Freight Network, except that it is expanded out to the whole 
MPO area and there is no separate State Freight Program that this will apply the funding to, but it 
does show the level of importance of these freight corridors in the Grand Forks area. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side, Minnesota took the stance that they would solicit 
projects, identify projects that have the most merit, and those projects, then, would identify the 
corridors where those projects are located and those become the Critical Urban Freight Corridor. 
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Haugen referred to the last couple of pages in the packet, and commented that these are the 
projects that are in the current program, the S.T.I.P. and T.I.P.  He pointed out that the 
highlighted project is the one that is most likely going to get the first use of that freight program 
funding.  He added that Grand Forks has some projects located at the end of the list that could be 
funded from the program, but this is just to inform you that it is moving forward and that they 
did accept our recommendations so now we have roadways that are eligible for this separate 
freight program, and there are about $20,000,000 dollars each year statewide. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF TITLE VI REVIEW 
 
Haugen reported that we are eligible to be audited for Title VI compliance every year.  He stated 
that there is a pool, and this is for the North Dakota side only, of four entities; Fargo/Moorhead, 
Bismarck/Mandan, Minot, and us that can be picked to be audited through a random generator, 
and we were selected this last year.  He added that we were also selected the prior year as well. 
 
Haugen commented that we probably have the best Title VI program in the State after two audits 
in a row, but Ms. Kouba will walk you through the one item that we had to address per the audit. 
Kouba stated that in actuality this is kind of two items, two population data for groups that fall 
under our Title VI. 
 
Kouba explained that the audit discovered that the numbers in our Limited English Proficiency 
and Environmental Justice documents needed to be updated.   
 
Kouba reported that the LEP Plan basically looks at those who can’t speak English very well, 
and explained that the previous numbers were from 2008-2012 American Community Survey 
(ACS) data and were replaced with the most current available, which are from 2011-2015 ACS 
data.  She added that other than the updated numbers, there isn’t any real change in the plan. 
 
Kouba stated that the EJ Manual shows where low income and minority populations are located.  
She said that, again, the current numbers were from 2008-2012 ACS data and was updated with 
2011-2015 ACS data.  She added that the number of minority areas remained the same but one 
area changed location.  She said that there were some new areas added to the EJ map as well, 
thus the number of low income areas increased from 7 block groups to 10 block groups.   
 
DeMers asked if those tracks in the high concentration of low income populations are 
predetermined.  Kouba responded that they are predetermined by the census.  DeMers asked if 
each of those tracks is supposed to represent a certain number of people.  Kouba responded that 
in our EJ Manual we have a set methodology where we look at the total population of the MPO 
area, and then whatever percentage that is, if these areas are three times that, or 50% of that area, 
then it is considered a minority area; and in the case of low income they look at a 50% level for 
the simple reason that by the time you get to three times the amount of the whole area, you are 
getting into like an 83% range.  DeMers commented that he thinks of how these are configured it  
seems like the one in East Grand Forks covers a lot of space that doesn’t have any people and he 
is just wondering how it was done  Haugen responded that if you think about the wards, and you  
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have precincts in your wards, those are all tied into one; the census doesn’t really do that with its 
tract systems, tracts and block groups.  He said that they do try to have some parity but their 
aren’t constrained as much as wards and so we don’t show it, but actually there are block groups 
in Grand Forks that include Thompson.  DeMers stated, then, that there is a possibility that in 
2020 there will be a whole new set of tracks and block groups.  Kouba responded that there is a 
possibility that that could occur.  Haugen added that they try to carry them over as much as 
possible.  DeMers asked if they change as population changes.  Haugen responded that they do.   
 
Kouba reported that those are the numbers they are using for low income population areas, and 
for the minority areas they only have two areas of high concentration in comparison to the three 
we previously had.  She explained that one of those areas is the same as last time, the other two 
are not included this time.  She pointed that she included a table that matches up with the map, as 
well as the methodology numbers they were looking at.   
 
Kouba stated that the combined area would be considered are Environmental Justice areas, so it 
isn’t just one or the other, it is all of them together. 
                
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY VETTER, TO APPROVE ADOPTION OF THE 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MAPS 
UPDATE, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: DeMers, Powers, Malm, Strandell, Vetter, and Vein. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstaining: None. 
Absent: Mock and Grasser. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen stated that Mr. Viafara’s updated table giving you the status of the 2017 projects was 
included in the packet. 
 
 b. Bill Listing For 9/16/17 to 10/13/17 Period 
 
Haugen reported that you asked for the MPO bill listings, this is a list of the bills we had during 
the September 16, 2017 to October 13, 2017 period. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 18TH, 
2017, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:06 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis, Office Manager 



 
 

MPO Staff Report 
Technical Advisory Committee: November 8, 2017 

MPO Executive Board:  November ??, 2017 
 
 

 
 
Matter of Update on 2045 Street/Highway Element. 
 
Background: The UPWP identifies that the major undertaking of the MPO for the next two 
years is to update the Street/Highway Element of our Metropolitan Transportation Plan to the 
horizon year of 2045. This monthly update will report on three items: 

1. Kimley-Horn Report 
2. Performance Measures Discussion 
3. Red River Bridge Discussion 

 
The Kimley-Horn report provides some update on the public engagement effort.  The report is 
attached and includes the use of the Wikimapping Tool.  In addition, the report is “setting the 
table” to discuss the Goals/Performance Measures efforts.  Kimley-Horn will be present to 
engage the TAC on this effort.  With the Safety Performance Measures done at the state level 
and our 180 days clock going, some slides are addressing that topic. 
 
MnDOT Central Office staff will call-in at 2:00 pm to participate/listen to our discussion on 
performance management. 
 
Discussion was held at a special TAC meeting on Nov 1st.  The results are still being amended 
into the presentation made at that meeting.  The amended materials will be forwarded to the TAC 
as soon as it become available. 
 
 
Findings and Analysis: 
 This activity is identified in UPWP. 
 The regular 5 year update cycle ends December 2018 
 This update is required to be FAST compliant 
 This update will need to incorporate require performance measures and targets. 
 The consulting team of Kimley-Horm and WSB are under contract and working. 
 One of the first activities is to analyze the existing conditions. 

 
Support Materials: 
 Kimley-Horn Report. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Update on the Street/Highway Element of 2045 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan. 



Streets + Highways 
Plan Update
November 8, 2017
Brandon Bourdon, Mary Karlsson



Agenda 

 Recap
 Plan public engagement
 Existing conditions

 Goals, objectives, performance measures and targets
 Next steps and timeline



Recap



Recap: Plan Public Engagement



Recap: Plan Public Engagement –
Wikimapping Results

Category Number of 
Responses Share (%)

Safety 74 34.1
Access 48 22.1
Signs/Signals 29 13.4
Congestion/
Driving Conditions

25 11.5

Pavement Conditions 24 11.1
Other 17 7.8

TOTAL 217 100%



Recap: Existing Conditions

 ATAC
 Completed final draft of existing conditions model (2015)
 Working on 2030 and 2045 “existing plus committed network” 

models
 Reporting traffic volumes, vehicle-miles traveled, vehicle-hours 

traveled, segment level of service
 Kimley-Horn team

 Finalizing work presented in July 2017 
 Items remaining (other comments incorporated):

 Consolidating data for bridges 
 Consolidating pavement condition data sets
 Need ATAC model to update “carbon footprint” base calculation
 Need ATAC 2015 base year model segment LOS



Recap: 
Existing 
Conditions
 2016 data

 Missing some NHS data

 Varied data sets
 A lot of work to set 

targets from current data

Missing 
NHS data



Major Street Network Changes
Recap: Ex isting ConditionsProject From To # of Thru Lanes* Right Turn* Left Turn * Control Type Right Turn* Left Turn* Control Type Fun Class Speed City Done By

1) Right turn lanes added an all legs Columbia Rd 17th Ave S 2/1 1 0 signal 1 0 signal PA 40 GF 2017
2) 47th Ave S Urbanized Update Drainway S 20th St 1 0 1 0 1 MA 40 GF 2016
3) Columbia Rd Urbanized Update 40th Ave S 47th Ave S 2 0 1 signal 0 1 signal PA 40 GF 2017
4) DeMers Ave Protected Left Turn Signal Update N/S 3rd St N/S 5th St PA GF 2017
5) Signalized Intersection S Washington St 44th Ave S 2 signal signal PA 40 GF 2017

6) 47th Ave S Urbanized Update S 20th St Columbia Rd 1 0 1 0 1 MA 40 GF 2030
7) S 34th St extension 45th Ave S 47th Ave S C 30 GF 2030
8) 47th Ave S Extension Columbia Rd S 34th St 1 0 1 signal 0 1 stop sign MA 35 GF 2030
9) Signalized Intersection DeMers 30th/Col Ramp signal signal GF 2030

10) Left Turn Lane & Signal improvement 32nd Ave S S 20th St 2/1 1/0 1 signal 0 1/0 signal GF 2030
11) Left Turn Lane & Signal improvement 32nd Ave S Columbia Rd 2 1 2 signal 1 1 signal GF 2030
12) Left Turn Lane & Signal improvement 32nd Ave S S 31st St 2/1 1 1 signal 1 1 signal GF 2030
13) Left Turn Lane & Signal improvement 32nd Ave S S 34th St 2/1 1 1 signal 1 1 signal GF 2030
14) Left Turn Lane & Signal improvement 32nd Ave S S 38th St 2/1 1 1 signal 1 1 signal GF 2030
15) 6th Ave N Extesion N 55th St N 62nd St 1 stop sign Stop C 30 GF 2030
16) Signalized Intersection Gateway Dr N 55th St 2/1 0 1 signal 0 1 signal PA 40 GF 2030
17) S 38th St extension 40th Ave S 47th Ave S 1 0 1 stop sign 0 1 stop sign C 30 GF 2030
18) 36th Ave S extention S Washington St S 20th St 1 stop sign stop sign C 30 GF 2030
19) Signalized Intersection S 20th St 47th Ave S signal signal GF 2030
20) Signalized Intersection S 20th St 40th Ave S signal signal GF 2030
21) Signalized Intersection S 17th St 32nd Ave S signal signal GF 2030
22) S 34th St Extension 47th Ave S 55th Ave S 1 Stop Stop C 30 GF 2030
23) 45th Ave S Columbia Rd S 34th St 1 0 0 stop sign 0 0 stop C 30 GF 2030
24) 47th Ave S Columbia Rd S 38th St 1 0 1 stop sign 0 1 stop C 30 GF 2030
25) N 62nd St Extension Gateway Dr University Ave 1 stop sign stop C 30 GF 2030
26) University Ave Extention N 55th St N 62nd St 1 stop sign stop C 30 GF 2030
27) Cherry St Extension 55th Ave S 62 Ave S 1 0 0 stop sign 0 0 stop sign C 30 GF 2030
28) N 36th St Extension 27th Ave N Gateway Dr. 1 0 0 stop 0 0 stop C 30 GF 2030
29) 40th Ave S extension S 42nd St S 48th St 1 0 0 stop sign 0 0 stop sign C 30 GF 2030
30) S 48th St Extension 32nd Ave S 40th Ave S 1 0 0 signal 0 0 stop sign C 30 GF 2030
31) 27th Ave N N 42nd St N 36th St 1 0 0 stop 0 0 stop 30 GF 2030
32) Signalized Intersection N 62nd St Gateway Dr. signal signal GF 2030
33) Roundabout Bygland Rd Rhinehart Dr 1 0 0 roundabout 0 0 roundabout MA 30 EGF 2030
34) Full Intersection 5th Ave NW Hwy 2 1/2 0 0 signal 0 0 signal PA 35 EGF 2030
35) 30th St NW Co Hwy 64 8th Ave NW 1 0 0 stop 0 0 stop C 30 EGF 2030
36) 8th Ave NW 30th St NW 23rd St NW 1 0 0 stop 0 0 stop C 30 EGF 2030
37) Signalized Intersection 17th St Central Ave 1/2 0 1 signal 0 1 signal MA 35 EGF 2030
38) 17th St SE 14th Ave SE Rhinehart Dr 1 Stop Stop C 30 EGF 2030

39) S 38th St extension 47th Ave S 55th Ave S 1 0 0 stop sign 0 0 stop sign C 30 GF 2045
40) S 58th St (West of RR tracks) DeMers Ave 17th Ave S 1 0 0 0 0 C 30 GF 2045
41) S 52nd St (East of RR tracks) 17th Ave S 47th Ave S 1 0 0 0 0 C 30 GF 2045
42) 40th Ave S extension S 48th St S 52nd St 1 0 0 stop sign 0 0 stop sign C 30 GF 2045
43) S 48th St Extension 40th Ave S 47th Ave S 1 0 0 0 0 C 30 GF 2045
44) 24th Ave S Extention S 48th St S 52nd St 1 stop stop C 30 GF 2045
45) S 34th St Extension 55th Ave S 62nd Ave S 1 Stop Stop C 30 GF 2045
46) 55th Ave S Extension Columbia Rd S 38th St 1 C 30 GF 2045
47) Signalized Intersection S 48th St 32nd Ave S 1 0 1 signal 0 1 signal 35 GF 2045
48) Signalized Intersection 24th Ave S S 42nd St 1 signal signal C GF 2045
49) S 20th St Extention 62nd Ave S 69th Ave S 1 0 0 0 0 C 30 GF 2045
50) University Ave Extention N 62nd St N 69th St 1 0 0 0 0 C 30 GF 2045
51) 62nd Ave S Urdanized Update Belmont Rd S 34th St 1 0 1 0 1 MA 40 GF 2045
52) Signalized Intersection S Washington St 55th Ave S 2/1 0 1 signal 0 1 signal GF 2045
53) Belmont Rd Urbanized Update 47th Ave S 62nd Ave S 1 0 1 0 1 MA 30 GF 2045
54) Columbia Rd Urbanized Update 47th Ave S 55th Ave S 2 1 1 signal 0 1 PA 40 GF 2045
55) S Washington St Urbanized Update 48th Ave S 55th Ave S 2 0 1 0 1 PA 40 GF 2045
56) 17th St NE 5th Ave NE 11th Ave NE 1 0 0 stop 0 0 stop C 30 EGF 2045
57) Signalized Intersection 13th St SE Bygland Rd SE 1 0 1 signal 0 1 signal MA 30 EGF 2045
58) Signalized Intersection 23rd St Central Ave 1 0 0 signal 0 1 signal PA 40 EGF 2045
59) 8th Ave NE 17th St NE Hwy 2 1/2 0 0 stop 0 0 none C 30 EGF 2045
60) 30th St NW Central Ave 8th Ave NW 1 stop stop sign C 30 EGF 2045

*number of lanes in one direction: for the intersections with 2 numbers it is from/to
East Grand Forks Roads

Remove from Model 20th Ave N N 36th St N 42th St
Remove from Model S 38th St 55th Ave S 62nd Ave S
Remove from Model 62nd Ave S S 34th St S 38th St

North/East end of road at intersection South/West end of road at 
intersection



2040 vs 2045 Household
Recap: Ex isting Conditions



2040 vs 2045 Employment
Recap: Ex isting Conditions



Goals, Objectives, 
Performance Measures and 
Targets



 October
 Update process

 FAST Act, Ladders of Opportunity, TAC feedback, public and 
business feedback, best practices, other

 Existing goals and federal direction
 Number of existing performance measures
 Potential safety targets

 November
 DRAFT goal, objective, and strategy statements

 Resiliency and Tourism
 Potential safety targets, continued discussion

October and November Discussions
Goals, Objectives, Performance Measures, and Targets



Resiliency
DRAFT goal, objective, and strategy statements

 Goal statement
 Improve resiliency and reliability of the transportation system 

and reduce or mitigate storm water impacts of surface 
transportation.

 Objectives
1. Reduce street and highway system vulnerability to snow and 

storm water
2. Support the region’s resilience through efficient detour and 

evacuation routes



Resiliency
DRAFT goal, objective, and strategy statements

Objectives Standards

1. Reduce street and highway system vulnerability to 
snow and storm water

 Regional transportation partners will maintain 
passable streets and highways under all reasonable 
weather conditions

 Regional transportation partners will strategically 
design and maintain the street and highway system to 
operate under all reasonable weather conditions

2. Support the region’s resilience through efficient detour 
and evacuation routes

 During river flood events, regional transportation
partners and the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO 
will reroute traffic consistent with the Bridge Closure 
Management Plan, or revised to respond to 
significant, observed delays or changes

 Remove similar text in “Security”

 Regional transportation partners will be trained in and 
use established alternate routes and intelligent 
transportation systems (ITS) to maintain street and 
highway operations during incidents.

 Remove similar text in “Security”



Tourism
DRAFT goal, objective, and strategy statements

 Goal statement
 Enhance travel and tourism.

 Objectives
1. Maintain convenient and intuitive street and highway access to 

major activity centers
 Standards

 Regional transportation partners will develop and use event 
traffic management plans for major activity centers

 Regional transportation partners will work together to identify, 
coordinate, and communicate traffic plans for simultaneous 
events



Existing Goals and Performance Measures
MPO 
Goal 

Number
MPO Goal Area MPO Goal Statement

Number of Performance 
Measures

(Total: 19-32 to-date)

1 Economic Vitality Support the economic vitality through enhancing the economic competitiveness of the metropolitan 
area by giving people access to jobs, education services as well as giving business access to markets. 2

2 Security Increase security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized uses. 2

3 Accessibility and 
Mobility 

Increase the accessibility and mobility options for people and freight by providing more transportation 
choices.

3
(3 additional federal 

requirements)

4
Environmental/ 
Energy/Quality of 
Life

Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve quality of life by 
valuing the unique qualities of all communities – whether urban, suburban, or rural. 3

5 Integration and 
Connectivity

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes 
for people and freight, and housing, particularly affordable housing located close to transit. 1

6 Efficient System 
Management

Promote efficient system management and operation by increasing collaboration among federal, 
state, local government to better target investments and improve accountability. 2

7 System 
Preservation

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system by first targeting federal funds 
towards existing infrastructure to spur revitalization, promote urban landscapes and protect rural 
landscapes.

4
(6 different federal 

requirements)

8 Safety Increase safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized uses.
2

(4 additional federal 
requirements)

9 Resiliency Improve resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater
impacts of surface transportation. 0

10 Tourism Enhance travel and tourism. 0



Tools for performance-based planning

Long-term 
vision

Goals, 
objectives, 

and standards

Performance 
measures, 
trends, and 
short-term 

targets

Existing 
transportation 

system, 
funding, and 
performance

MnDOT Staff Joining



Example of performance-based planning 
– Slide 1 of 3

 Vision
 A community that provides a variety of complementary 

transportation choices for people and goods that is fiscally 
constrained

 Goal area
 Safety

 Goal statement
 Increase safety of the transportation system for motorized and 

non-motorized uses



Measure State Short-term target
(Federal 

requirement)

Mid-term target
(Strategic Highway 

Safety Plans)

Long-term vision

Number of traffic fatalities North Dakota 138 traffic fatalities or 
fewer statewide

0.5% decline

Minnesota MN: 375 traffic fatalities or 
fewer statewide

3% decline

300 or fewer fatalities by 
2020

Zero (0)

Number of fatalities per 
100 million vehicle miles 
traveled

North Dakota 1.336/mvmt
0.5% decline

Minnesota 0.62/mvmt
No change in trend

Zero (0)

Number of crash-related 
serious injuries

North Dakota 516 serious injuries or 
fewer statewide

No change in trend
Minnesota 1,935 serious injuries or 

fewer statewide

Decline in trend

850 or fewer serious 
injuries by 2020

Number of serious injuries 
per 100 million vehicle 
miles traveled

North Dakota 5.088/mvmt

Minnesota 3.15/mvmt

Number of non-motorized 
fatalities and non-
motorized serious injuries

North Dakota 34 fatalities and serious 
injuries or fewer statewide

No change in trend
Minnesota 348 fatalities and serious 

injuries or fewer statewide

5% decline



Example of performance-based planning 
– Slide 3 of 3

Goal 8: Safety
Additional Performance Measures Source
1. Number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant 

fatalities
 North Dakota Highway Safety Plan
 Minnesota Highway Safety Plan

2. Number of fatalities involving a driver or motorcycle 
operator with a 0.08 BAC or above

3. Number of speed-related fatalities

4. Number of fatalities involving a motorcycle operator

5. Number of unhelmeted motorcycle fatalities

6. Number of drivers age 20 and younger involved in fatal 
crashes

7. Number of pedestrian fatalities
8. Number of bicyclist fatalities



Example: Safety Target Analysis
Number of Traffic 
Fatalities

North Dakota Minnesota GF-EGF MPO

GF-EGF Performance 
2012-2016

2012 – 1
2013 - 2
2014 - 3
2015 - 0
2016 – TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 2

Wait for 2016, or include 
2011?

2012 – 0
2013 – 1
2014 - 0
2015 - 0
2016 – TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 1

Wait for 2016, or include 
2011?

2012 – 1
2013 – 3
2014 - 3
2015 - 0
2016 – TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 2

DESCRIBE DESIRED TREND 
(increasing or decreasing by 
how much per reporting 
period?)

State Targets 138 traffic fatalities or fewer 
statewide

0.5% decline

375 traffic fatalities or fewer 
statewide

3% decline

Analysis: 511 fewer fatalities 
(99.6% lower than statewide 
numbers)



Example: Safety Target Analysis
Number of Crash-
related Serious 
Injuries

North Dakota Minnesota GF-EGF MPO

GF-EGF Performance 
2012-2016

2012 - 87
2013 – 78
2014 – 96
2015 – 108
2016 - TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 93

Wait for 2016, or include 
2011?

2012 – 5
2013 – 4
2014 - 6
2015 - 9
2016 - TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 6

Wait for 2016, or include 
2011?

2012 – 92
2013 – 82
2014 - 102
2015 - 117
2016 - TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 99

DESCRIBE DESIRED TREND 
(increasing or decreasing by 
how much per reporting 
period?)

State Targets 516 serious injuries or fewer 
statewide

No change in trend

1,935 serious injuries or fewer 
statewide

Decline in trend

Analysis: 2,352 fewer serious 
injuries (96% lower than 
statewide numbers)



Example: Safety Target Analysis
Number of non-
motorized 
fatalities and 
non-motorized 
serious injuries

North Dakota Minnesota GF-EGF MPO

GF-EGF Performance 
2012-2016

2012 – 0
2013 – 2
2014 – 1
2015 - 2
2016 - TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 2

Wait for 2016, or include 
2011?

2012 – 0
2013 – 1
2014 - 0
2015 – 0
2016 - TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 1

Wait for 2016, or include 
2011?

2012 – 0
2013 – 3
2014 - 1
2015 – 2
2016 - TBD

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

4-year rolling average: 2

DESCRIBE DESIRED TREND 
(increasing or decreasing by 
how much per reporting 
period?)

State Targets 34 fatalities and serious injuries or 
fewer statewide

No change in trend

348 fatalities and serious injuries 
or fewer statewide

5% decline

Analysis: 380 fewer non-
motorized fatalities and non-
motorized serious injuries 
(99.5% lower than statewide 
numbers)



Next Steps with Performance Measures 
and Targets

Nov 2017 Dec Jan 2018 Feb
MPO TAC Review DRAFT MPO 

safety targets
Review DRAFT MPO 

safety targets
Recommend DRAFT MPO 
safety targets to Board

Recommend FINAL MPO 
safety targets to Board

DOT Guidance MnDOT MPO meeting on 
pavement and bridge 

targets

MnDOT MPO meeting on 
freight and reliability 

targets

MnDOT MPO meeting on 
safety

MPO Board Review DRAFT MPO 
safety targets

Adopt MPO safety 
targets (due Feb 27)

Review MPO pavement 
and bridge targets



Next Steps with Performance Measures 
and Targets



2018Dec Jan Feb March April May June July

MnDOT PM1
Targets Due

Aug31

2017 • Nov

Initial Data  
Meetings  
with MPOs

Aug

MPO Director’s Meeting
Nov7

Reliability and
Freight MPO Meeting

Dec 15

MnDOT PM2 and  
PM3 Targets Due

May20

Nov-Jan
Proposed Target  

Meetings with
MPOs

Feb-March

MnDOT Internal  
Review of Proposed

Targets

April-May

PM 2 MPO
Meeting

Nov20

PM 1 MPO
Meeting

Jan 18
MPO PM1

Targets Due
Feb 27

2018Dec Jan Feb March April May June July

NDDOT PM1
Targets Due

Aug31

2017 • Oct

Initial Data  
Meetings  
with MPOs

Aug

MPO Director’s Meeting
Oct 5th

Future Bridge MPO
Meeting

Dec ??

NDDOT PM2 and  
PM3 Targets Due

May20

Nov-Jan
Proposed Target  

Meetings with
MPOs

Feb-March

NDDOT Internal  
Review of Proposed

Targets

April-May

MPO
Comment

Nov22 MPO PM1
Targets Due

Feb 23

MPO PM2/3 due 
Nov 16, 2018

North Dakota Timeline

MinnesotaTimeline



Next Steps and Timeline
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Alternative #1
METHOD OF CHANGE FROM

ID# ISSUES MEASUREMENT UNITS VALUE BASE CONDITIONS

T.0 TRAFFIC OPERATION FACTORS

T.1 Traffic Flow and Congestion VHT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 46,501 (371) 
demand model hours traveled

T.2 Reduced Trip Length VMT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 1,489,150         (10,775) 
demand model miles traveled

C.0 PROJECT COSTS

C.1 Construction Costs Estimated cost of construction Dollars $27.1 Million N/A
in 2002 dollars

S.0 SOCIO ECONOMIC FACTORS

S.1 Roadway User Economic Analysis Use VMT and VHT statistics to B/C ratio 1.45 N/A
determine benefits compared
to construction costs

S.2 Number of Houses Purchased Number of houses within 25' of Houses 4 N/A
new right-of-way

S.3 Number of Business Purchased Number of businesses within 25' Businesses 0 N/A
of new right-of-way

Alternative #2
METHOD OF CHANGE FROM

ID# ISSUES MEASUREMENT UNITS VALUE BASE CONDITIONS

T.0 TRAFFIC OPERATION FACTORS

T.1 Traffic Flow and Congestion VHT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 46,501 (371) 
demand model hours traveled

T.2 Reduced Trip Length VMT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 1,489,150         (10,775) 
demand model miles traveled

C.0 PROJECT COSTS

C.1 Construction Costs Estimated cost of construction Dollars $14.6 Million N/A
in 2002 dollars

S.0 SOCIO ECONOMIC FACTORS

S.1 Roadway User Economic Analysis Use VMT and VHT statistics to B/C ratio 2.55 N/A
determine benefits compared
to construction costs

S.2 Number of Houses Purchased Number of houses within 25' of Houses 3 N/A
new right-of-way

S.3 Number of Business Purchased Number of businesses within 25' Businesses 0 N/A
of new right-of-way

32ND AVENUE RIVER CROSSING

32nd Ave S Location
     2013 floodable bridge estimate $25.6M

Merrifield Road Location
     2013 bridge estimate $21M

ehaugen
Highlight

ehaugen
Highlight



"Bypass" Locations
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47th Ave S

62nd Ave S

Merrifield Rd

1995 Study considered
These locations for a 
southern “bypass”

Recommended Merrifield
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Executive Summary 
 
The Merrifield Road Corridor is located approximately six miles south of the urban core of 
Grand Forks, North Dakota and East Grand Forks, Minnesota.  This existing county road is part 
of a larger bypass route selected through a series of planning studies over the past nine years.  
This bypass route largely uses existing county roadways, with a new interchange with I-29 and a 
new crossing of the Red River of the North – with the latter being the subject of this study. 
 
Bridging the Red River of the North requires consideration of many other elements than simply a 
bridge.  First, a new bridge would create a hydraulic impediment into an extremely flood-
sensitive river.  Secondly, the roadway approaches would require new construction section lines 
between North Dakota and Minnesota do not directly align, as well as a connection to Polk 
County Road 58.  Since a river crossing would require a large volume of fill material, there is 
added synergy with constructing a new diversion for Cole Creek and Drain #4, which parallels 
Merrifield Road.  This diversion channel creates flood protection for the Grand Forks Country 
Club, which is particularly prone to flood damage from Cole Creek, but would require 
acquisition of new right-of-way, in addition to a bridge over the diversion for the existing north-
south township road (8th Street NE). 
 
Merrifield Road Red River Bridge 
Two alignments were considered for the potential Red River of the North crossing.  Since bridge 
costs are often a function of size, the most cost effective bridge alignment is a perpendicular 
crossing of the river.  Within the study area, the shortest crossing of the river is approximately 
800 feet in length (from bank to bank) and generally aligns with the existing Merrifield Road 
(extended).  Use of prestressed concrete or steel plate beam girders would be the most cost 
effective measures, with an anticipated construction cost of approximately $7,000,000. 
 
Due to the flood sensitivity of the Red River of the North, any stage increase due to a new bridge 
is closely regulated.  In order to provide sufficient clearance for 100-year flooding events, the 
low-chord elevation of the bridge must be at least 838.0.  This corresponds to a deck elevation of 
approximately 845.0.  With an eight-span perpendicular crossing, the anticipated stage increase 
for the 100-year event is less than 0.2 feet.  This is considerably less than the allowable stage 
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increase of 0.75 feet for this project type.  Therefore, construction of a river crossing at this 
location should satisfy the regulatory requirements for hydraulics. 
 
Roadway Alignment 
A road elevation of 840.0 would be above the 100-year flood event within the study area.  At the 
east and west areas of the study area, the existing roadways are at approximately this elevation.  
This indicates that a dry crossing during a 100-year event is possible with the replacement of the 
bridge over Cole Creek and use of fill between Cole Creek and the connection to Polk County 
Road 58.  In addition, a roadway at this elevation would nearly balance with the material 
excavated from a Cole Creek diversion located 1,100 feet south of Merrifield Road.   
 
A road elevation of 845.0 was also considered, equivalent to the Grand Forks Flood Protection 
project.  Although this is possible to construct, the connection to Polk County 58 is located at 
approximately 841.0, meaning that either significant improvements to County 58 would be 
required or the eastern connection would be under water when the west approach was passable.  
Therefore, a roadway elevation of 840.0 was determined to be the most feasible. 
 
The costs for roadway construction are anticipated to be approximately $2,500,000 for the North 
Dakota side and between $2,100,000 and $3,000,000 on the Minnesota side – depending on the 
preferred alternative.  The most cost effective alignment is Alternative 1, which is the northern 
alignment along the section line road (Township 810). 
 
Cole Creek Diversion 
The diversion of Cole Creek benefits the Country Club by managing flooding events, as well as 
reducing road construction costs by providing fill material and eliminating the need for a new 
bridge over Cole Creek.  This channel is anticipated to have approximately 5:1 sideslopes with 
an 80-ft bottom.  Specific features, such as a pilot channel, could be added depending on 
consideration of other cost benefits.  If a road elevation of 840.0 is selected, using the most cost 
effective alignment, the most feasible alignment is located approximately 1,100 feet south of 
Merrifield Road.  The cost of constructing this diversion channel is estimated to be 
approximately $2,200,000. 
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Maintaining connectivity of the existing north-south township road (8th Street NE) could be 
accomplished by two types of crossings.  The first is a crossing at an elevation of 820.5, which is 
the same elevation as the existing elevation of the Merrifield bridge over Cole Creek.  The 
second alternative is at 840.0, similar to Merrifield Road.  Due to the anticipated frequency of 
high water events over 820.5, in addition to the other connections of township roads, a 
connection of 840.0 is not considered feasible.  The anticipated cost of a crossing of 820.5 is 
approximately $700,000. 
 
Next Steps 

� Due to the size of this project, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will need to be 
prepared.  The most likely impacts anticipated are wetland, riparian area, and fisheries, 
however, these impacts are anticipated to be independent of roadway or diversion 
channel alignment.  Therefore, a tiered approach could be utilized to first identify the 
preferred alignment alternative and then quantify environmental impacts.  Based on the 
environmental review performed as part of this study, there do not appear to be any 
impacts that would prevent this project from moving forward. 

 
� The most feasible combination of project elements is anticipated to cost approximately 

$14,500,000 in construction costs in 2004, or about $20,000,000 by 2012.  This level of 
funding is more than local agencies typically can budget and preset State programs do not 
have a bridge crossings budgeted at this time.  However, this project is anticipated to 
have a Benefit : Cost ratio of 3.3, which should allow this project to compete well with 
others to receive a Federal earmark. 

 
� EIS documents require a lead agency to initiate the process; therefore a project champion 

needs to be determined.  Once decided, this agency should apply for funding to start the 
EIS process to identify a preferred alternative, which could take between two and five 
years to complete.  This lead local agency also needs to determine how to fund the 
environmental documentation process.  If federal monies are anticipated to be used for 
this process, the earmark procedure should begin as soon as possible. 
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The results from Table 1 document the construction of a Merrifield Bridge (Red River Crossing) leads to 
a reduction of nearly 9 crashes (8.73) per year, including the increase in crashes along Merrifield Road 
where traffic volumes would increase (neglecting modification in geometry).  These benefits can be 
monetized using values from Mn/DOT that are based on severity (Table 2). 
 
Table 2: Crash Costs (2004 dollars) 

Mn/DOT Crash Values 
Dollars per 
crash 

Fatal $3,600,000  
Injury Type A only $280,000  
Injury Type B only $61,000  
Injury Type C only $30,000  
Property Damage Only (PDO) $4,400  

Source: Mn/DOT Benefit Cost Analysis Guidance (June 2005) 
 
The distribution of the types of crashes are not known, however Mn/DOT’s Traffic Safety Fundamentals 
Handbook documents that on average, fatal, injury, and property damage only crashes account for an 
average of 0.6%, 34% and 65.4% of all crashes at intersections.  These proportions were used in 
calculating the total annual crash benefits (Table 3). 
 
Table 3: Values used in Annual Cost Savings (Annual Benefits) 

Crash type 
percent of 
crashes 

Average 
Cost 

Annual 
number of 
crashes 

Annual 
Cost 
Savings 

Fatal 0.6% $3,600,000 0.052 $187,200 
Injury (A-C) 34.0% $123,667 2.97 $367,291 
PDO 65.4% $4,400 5.71 $25,124 
Total Annual Cost Savings (Benefit) $581,055 

Source: HDR Engineering Inc. using Mn/DOT Traffic Safety Fundamentals Handbook 
 
The values used in the re-analysis were converted to 2004 dollars as documented in Table 4. 
 
Table 4:  Comparison of Values Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis 

  Initial Analysis 
Mn/DOT Analysis 
(September 2005) 

Traffic Growth Factor: 1% 1% 
Discount Rate 4.5% 3.4% 
Year of Analysis  2012 2004 
Year Constructed 2012 2012 
car value of time $11.50/hr $10.46/hr 
truck value of time $25.00/hr $19.39/hr 
Travel Time Savings  $            1,070,000   $                     669,687  
American Crystal Sugar  $               240,335   $                                -  
Roadway Safety  $                 71,105   $                     581,055  
Flood Protection  $                 89,116   $                       62,665  
Total Benefits  $            1,470,556   $                  1,313,407  

 
Similar to Table 7-3 on pages 61-62 of the Merrifield Road Red River Bridge Feasibility Study, an 
amortization table for the 50 year analysis period is documented on the following pages (Table 5). 
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Table 5: 50-Year Amortization Table   
 Annual Society Present Worth Annual Project Present Worth   
Year Benefits (2004$) Benefits (2004$) Costs (2004$) Costs (2004$) Notes 
2012  $                        -     $                          -    $        14,500,000   $     11,096,952  1 
2013  $            1,313,407   $              972,108   $                 2,000   $              1,480    
2014  $            1,325,914   $              949,096   $                 2,000   $              1,432    
2015  $            1,338,547   $              926,633   $                 2,000   $              1,385    
2016  $            1,351,305   $              904,705   $                 2,000   $              1,339    
2017  $            1,364,192   $              883,300   $                 2,000   $              1,295    
2018  $            1,377,207   $              862,406   $                 2,000   $              1,252    
2019  $            1,390,352   $              842,009   $                 2,000   $              1,211    
2020  $            1,403,629   $              822,098   $                 2,000   $              1,171    
2021  $            1,417,039   $              802,662   $                 2,000   $              1,133    
2022  $            1,430,583   $              783,688   $                 2,000   $              1,096    
2023  $            1,444,262   $              765,166   $                 2,000   $              1,060    
2024  $            1,458,078   $              747,085   $                 2,000   $              1,025    
2025  $            1,472,032   $              729,434   $                 2,000   $                 991    
2026  $            1,486,126   $              712,203   $                 2,000   $                 958    
2027  $            1,500,360   $              695,382   $             746,000   $          345,753  2 
2028  $            1,514,737   $              678,960   $                 2,000   $                 896    
2029  $            1,529,258   $              662,929   $                 2,000  $                 867    
2030  $            1,543,924   $              647,280   $                 2,000   $                 838    
2031  $            1,558,736   $              632,002   $                 2,000   $                 811    
2032  $            1,573,697   $              617,087   $                 2,000   $                 784    
2033  $            1,588,807   $              602,526   $                 2,000   $                 758    
2034  $            1,604,069   $              588,311   $                 2,000   $                 734    
2035  $            1,619,483   $              574,433   $                 2,000   $                 709    
2036  $            1,635,051   $              560,885   $                 2,000   $                 686    
2037  $            1,650,775   $              547,659   $                 2,000   $                 664    
2038  $            1,666,656  $               534,746   $                 2,000   $                 642    
2039  $            1,682,696   $              522,140   $                 2,000   $                 621    
2040  $            1,698,896   $              509,832   $                 2,000   $                 600    
2041  $            1,715,259   $              497,817   $                 2,000   $                 580    
2042  $            1,731,785   $              486,086   $          5,101,000   $       1,431,775  3 
2043  $            1,748,476   $              474,634   $                 2,000   $                 543    
2044  $            1,765,334   $              463,453   $                 2,000   $                 525    
2045  $            1,782,360   $              452,536   $                 2,000   $                 508    
2046  $            1,799,557   $              441,879   $                 2,000   $                 491    
2047  $            1,816,926   $              431,474   $                 2,000   $                 475    
2048  $            1,834,469   $              421,315   $                 2,000   $                 459    
2049  $            1,852,187   $              411,397   $                 2,000   $                 444   
2050  $            1,870,082   $              401,713   $                 2,000   $                 430   
2051  $            1,888,156   $              392,259   $                 2,000   $                 415   

 CONTINUED CONTINUED CONTINUED CONTINUED  
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CONTINUED CONTINUED CONTINUED CONTINUED 
2052  $            1,906,411  $ 383,028   $ 2,000  $ 402 
2053  $            1,924,849  $ 374,016   $ 2,000  $ 389 
2054  $            1,943,471  $ 365,217   $ 2,000  $ 376 
2055  $            1,962,279  $ 356,626   $ 2,000  $ 363 
2056  $            1,981,275  $ 348,238   $ 2,000  $ 352 
2057  $            2,000,461  $ 340,049   $             746,000  $          126,809 2 
2058  $            2,019,839  $ 332,053   $ 2,000  $ 329 
2059  $            2,039,411  $ 324,246   $ 2,000  $ 318 
2060  $            2,059,178  $ 316,624   $ 2,000  $ 308 
2061  $            2,079,143  $ 309,182   $ 2,000  $ 297 
2062  $            2,099,308  $ 301,915   $ 2,000  $ 288 4 

Totals =  $  28,702,520 $13,036,019 
(B) (C) 

B/C= 2.2 

Notes: 1. Assumes Combined Project at 840.0, Alignment 1 ($14,500,000 in 2004 US$)
2. Assumes Overlay of Deck at cost of $15/SF
3. Assumes reconstruction of roadway & bridge redecking ($5.1M in 2004 US$)
4. Assumes no salvage value to bridge, highway, or other elements
5. Does not assume impact of 32nd Avenue South bridge

The reanalysis concluded the project is expected to have a benefit-cost ratio of approximately 2.2.  This 
ratio indicates that this project can provide benefits to society and could compete well with other 
potentially earmark projects.  This value is based on an assumed 50-year life cycle with the following 
parameters: 

� A combined diversion project / roadway project / bridge project is pursued using the most cost-
effective means of each element (i.e. lowest cost alignments) 

� Construction would be complete in 2012 
� Bridge redecking is performed in 2027 and 2057 with roadway reconstructed in 2042 – including 

bridge deck reconstruction 
� No salvage value of any elements are assumed 
� No impacts of the 32nd Avenue South bridge are included in the analysis 
� All benefits and costs are discounted to the present (2004) assuming a discount rate of 3.4% per 

year, at Mn/DOT’s request 
� No accounting for environmental documentation, design, or construction observation was 

assumed in the analysis – these values combined are typically near 30% of the initial construction 
cost 

3.3 ND result
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Past Locations Bridges have
Been studied at one time
Or another in past 30+
Years.

Past focus has been on area
Between 17th Ave S and
32nd Ave S.

Past Study of 47th Ave S was
In consideration as “south
Bypass” location option.

8th Ave S
13th Ave S

17th Ave S

24th Ave S

32nd Ave S

32nd Ave S

47th Ave S.

In Greenway Plan

In Greenway Plan

In Greenway Plan

In Transportation Plan
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Bike/Ped Bridge may be an impediment for a vehicle bridge
Golf Course reconfiguration may be an impediment
East Grand Forks public works facilities may be an impediment
East Grand Forks street layout and housing may be an impediment





No continuity e-w in Grand Forks
Opening inf floodwall not best
Continuity connection in EGF
Just transfer Belmont/Reeve to south of 24th
Not design for ag equipment movement
Greenway/sidewalk connectivity ?
GF Historical Society site





Greenway ROW not likely
Most likely involves home buyouts
Curve bridge versus straight with more buyouts
FEMA property may be forever green



Too far south for East Grand Forks
Doesn’t combine advantage of both
Neighborhood nor regional Not align with travel demand
Not City-City sponsored bridge
Potential for at least one buyout



Update Information



2040 vs 2045 Household



2040 vs 2045 Employment
Recap: Existing Conditions
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Intersections that need to be 

analyzed with each Red River 

bridge option to understand 

its impact on the overall 

network.



TDM Forecast Capacity
V.
Traffic Operations 
Capacity

Experience of I-29 Study difference between these two
for 32nd Ave S Corridor - 6 lanes v. not even 8 lanes



METHOD OF CHANGE FROM
ID# ISSUES MEASUREMENT UNITS VALUE BASE CONDITIONS

T.0 TRAFFIC OPERATION FACTORS

T.1 Traffic Flow and Congestion VHT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 46,683              (189)                            
demand model hours traveled

T.2 Reduced Trip Length VMT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 1,496,748         (3,177)                         
demand model miles traveled

C.0 PROJECT COSTS

C.1 Construction Costs Estimated cost of construction Dollars $11.6 Million N/A
in 2002 dollars

S.0 SOCIO ECONOMIC FACTORS

S.1 Roadway User Economic Analysis Use VMT and VHT statistics to B/C ratio 1.46 N/A
determine benefits compared
to construction costs

S.2 Number of Houses Purchased Number of houses within 25' of Houses 0 N/A
new right-of-way

S.3 Number of Business Purchased Number of businesses within 25' Businesses 0 N/A
of new right-of-way

MERRIFIELD RIVER CROSSING



METHOD OF CHANGE FROM
ID# ISSUES MEASUREMENT UNITS VALUE BASE CONDITIONS

T.0 TRAFFIC OPERATION FACTORS

T.1 Traffic Flow and Congestion VHT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 46,633              (239)                            
demand model hours traveled

T.2 Reduced Trip Length VMT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 1,490,118         (9,807)                         
demand model miles traveled

C.0 PROJECT COSTS

C.1 Construction Costs Estimated cost of construction Dollars $8.6 Million N/A
in 2002 dollars

S.0 SOCIO ECONOMIC FACTORS

S.1 Roadway User Economic Analysis Use VMT and VHT statistics to B/C ratio 3.16 N/A
determine benefits compared
to construction costs

S.2 Number of Houses Purchased Number of houses within 25' of Houses 0 N/A
new right-of-way

S.3 Number of Business Purchased Number of businesses within 25' Businesses 0 N/A
of new right-of-way

ELKS DRIVE RIVER CROSSING



Alternative #1
METHOD OF CHANGE FROM

ID# ISSUES MEASUREMENT UNITS VALUE BASE CONDITIONS

T.0 TRAFFIC OPERATION FACTORS

T.1 Traffic Flow and Congestion VHT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 46,672              (200)                            
demand model hours traveled

T.2 Reduced Trip Length VMT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 1,493,016         (6,909)                         
demand model miles traveled

C.0 PROJECT COSTS

C.1 Construction Costs Estimated cost of construction Dollars $30.2 Million N/A
in 2002 dollars

S.0 SOCIO ECONOMIC FACTORS

S.1 Roadway User Economic Analysis Use VMT and VHT statistics to B/C ratio 0.93 N/A
determine benefits compared
to construction costs

S.2 Number of Houses Purchased Number of houses within 25' of Houses 0 N/A
new right-of-way

S.3 Number of Business Purchased Number of businesses within 25' Businesses 0 N/A
of new right-of-way

Alternative #2
METHOD OF CHANGE FROM

ID# ISSUES MEASUREMENT UNITS VALUE BASE CONDITIONS

T.0 TRAFFIC OPERATION FACTORS

T.1 Traffic Flow and Congestion VHT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 46,672              (200)                            
demand model hours traveled

T.2 Reduced Trip Length VMT statistics from travel Daily vehicle 1,493,016         (6,909)                         
demand model miles traveled

C.0 PROJECT COSTS

C.1 Construction Costs Estimated cost of construction Dollars $15.1 Million N/A
in 2002 dollars

S.0 SOCIO ECONOMIC FACTORS

S.1 Roadway User Economic Analysis Use VMT and VHT statistics to B/C ratio 1.73 N/A
determine benefits compared
to construction costs

S.2 Number of Houses Purchased Number of houses within 25' of Houses 0 N/A
new right-of-way

S.3 Number of Business Purchased Number of businesses within 25' Businesses 0 N/A
of new right-of-way

17TH AVENUE RIVER CROSSING





Screening Process

Purpose and Need

Benefit/Cost 
Analysis

Cost Effectiveness 
Analysis

>1% Traffic Reduction

𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄 𝐵𝐵𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝐵𝐵
𝐸𝐸𝐵𝐵𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝐸𝐸𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐵𝐵𝑄𝑄𝐵𝐵

> 1

Weighted Per Unit Cost > 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝑄𝑄𝑃𝑃𝑄𝑄 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐵𝐵𝑄𝑄
𝑃𝑃𝑄𝑄𝑃𝑃 𝑈𝑈𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄 𝑅𝑅𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑃𝑃𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝐶𝐶𝑄𝑄

Example: Merrifield Interchange



 

 
 MPO Staff Report 

Technical Advisory Committee: November 8, 2017  
MPO Executive Board: November TBD, 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
Matter of Solicitation of FY2019-2022 TIP. 
 
Background:  Annually, the MPO, working in cooperation with the state dots and transit 
operators, develop a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which also serves as the transit 
operators’ Program of Projects (POP).  The TIP covers a four period and identifies all 
transportation projects scheduled to have federal transportation funding during the four year 
period. The process runs over an eleven month period with several public meetings ranging from 
solicitation of projects for specific programs and comments on listed projects.  This point in the 
process is the soliciting for projects. 
 
Minnesota side 
The deadline for Transportation Alternatives Program for submitting Letters of Intent was 
October 31st.  There were no submittals from the MPO Study Area.  No further action needed. 
 
The rest of the solicitations are still open. 
 
North Dakota side 
The solicitations for the TAP, HSIP, RRxing are still open.  The Recreation Trails will begin in 
December. 
 
The solicitation for the Regional and Urban Roads Program is unknown.  NDDOT is proposing a 
new program – Main Street Initiative Program.  The current proposed revenue source for this 
program is from the current NDDOT Urban Roads Program.  A comment period ended on Oct 
6th and the MPO staff submitted concerns about the funding source.  NDDOT has indicated their 
desire to make a decision on this program very soon.  Obviously, the impact could be 
considerable for the Urban Roads solicitation, not just for this next TIP cycle but also currently 
programmed projects. 
 
 
Findings and Analysis:  NONE 
 
Support Materials:  NONE 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Solicitation of FY2019-2022 TIP. 



CODE AREA

Introduction Task(s) ACTIVITY

300 PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES

2045 Street & Highway Plan NEW 1

Consulting team is still working though some data consistency issues regarding the Existing 

Conditions report (Pavement and Bridge existing condition data). Consulting team has been 

working on Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures. A presentation to showcase 

advancements will be the focus of the TAC on 11/8. The Wikimapping activity has been 

finalized.  Consultant has summarized obtained data. Consulting team is waiting for ATAC to 

wrap up the 2045 “No-Build ” transportation network. Results will be part of the information 

presented at Public Meeting #2.  Public meeting #2 planning is beginning. Meeting will be held 

early to mid-December.

35%

300 Plan Update (Travel Demand Model) 1 The base 2015 model is complete and waiting for final comments from MPO. 40% 2106 16-Dec

300
Bicycle & Pedestrian Planning 

Element (Update)
2-3-4-5

Working on the preparation of Response to comments provided by stakeholders concerning  

Performance Measures, Targets and Monitoring Activities; as well as comments related to Part I & 

Part II  submitted for consideration of Advisory Committee. 

80% 2016 Sep-17

300
Transit Development Planning 

Element (Update) 
STUDY  COMPLETED IN JULY, 2017 99% 2016 Feb-17

300 CORRIDOR PLANNING

300 Traffic Count Program Ongoing Resumed data collection setup for the rest of the intersections.   70% 2015 Ongoing

300 Corridor Preservation Ongoing Ongoing 2015 Ongoing

Near South Neighborhood NEW Task(s) 1

Near Southside historical neighborhood study:

Travel Demand Model scenarios being run (4/6 complete). Approx. 60% complete (conservative 

estimate)

95% 2017 2017

300

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAM (TIP) ANNUAL

Solicitation for the FY 2019 - 2022 Transportation Improvement Program (North 

Dakota/Minnesota)                   Still pending: ND Urban Road Program
2016

300
LAND USE PLAN ACTIVITIES

301 SPECIAL STUDIES ACTIVITIES

301 MAP-21/FAST (2015) Ongoing 2015 Ongoing

301 I-29 Traffic Operations Study 1 STUDY  COMPLETED IN JUNE, 2017 100% 2015

7/30/201

6 (Work 

extended 

to 2017)

301
PLAN MONITORING, REVIEW AND 

EVALUATION
ACTIVITIES

301
GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS (GIS) DEVELOPMENT

Geographic Information Systems 

(GIS) Development
Ongoing Ongoing in-house 2015 Ongoing

TABLE OF CONTENTS* UPDATE NOVEMBER,  2017

PROJECT SCHEDULE/TIMELINE

Note: Brief project update review for information only. It does not replace Project Reports.
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