
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 18TH, 2017 – 12:00 NOON 

EGF CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS!! 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 20TH, 2017 MINUTES (12:03)  
 
5. MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE .............................................................. HAUGEN 

• Kimley-Horn 
• TDM 2015 Base 
• Red River Bridge Study 

   
6. MATTER OF T.I.P. PROJECT SOLICITATION ......................................................................................... HAUGEN 

• ND Side 
o ND Main Street Initiative 

• MN Side 
 
7. MATTER OF ND FREIGHT PLAN .............................................................................................................. HAUGEN 
 
8. MATTER OF TITLE VI REVIEW ................................................................................................................... KOUBA 

• EJ Data 
• LEP Data 

 
9. OTHER BUSINESS 
  a.     2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
  b.     Bill Listing For 9/16/17 To 10/13/17 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, September 20th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon 
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the September 20th, 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, Al Grasser, Ken Vein, and Jeannie Mock.   
 
Absent was:  Warren Strandell. 
 
Staff:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior 
Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Ethan Bialik, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s):  David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Vein declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 16 TH, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO 
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 16TH, 2017, 
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE TO MPO BY-LAWS 
 
Haugen reported that at your last meeting the board requested two things; one was a draft By-
Law amendment clarifying whether staff members can serve or not, so included in the packet 
was a one page document trying to accomplish this.  He said that the other thing was to find out 
what other regional MPOs are doing with this kind of issue as well. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (included in the packet and available upon request) and 
explained that he used the three States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North Dakota; and 
talked to the Executive Directors of these agencies and put together the survey chart showing 
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what their By-Laws state as far as whether they are specific about allowing staff, or if they are 
silent. 
 
Haugen said that, as noted in the Staff Report, there are three MPOs that do allow staff to serve, 
but they are a little unique in who those staff people represent.  He explained that for Duluth-
Superior, the staff person that is currently serving on the MPO Board is technically a citizen 
from Duluth as appointed by the Mayor of Duluth to represent the Citizens of Duluth.  He added 
that you will also notice in this presentation that a lot of the MPO Boards, particularly a lot of 
Minnesota ones, have large bodies, lots of membership; and Rochester has a staff representative 
from their School District serving on their MPO Board, and the School District sends their 
Superintendent of Schools.  He commented that Rapid City allows their Regional Airport 
Authority to have a seat on their MPO Board, and the Airport sends their Executive Director.   
 
Haugen stated that there is also a follow-up question as to whether or not these MPOs allow staff 
proxies to attend, because that was one of the issues back twenty years or so ago that our MPO 
Board was trying to address, and that is a little more varied.  He explained that for some of them 
that allow staff proxy, it is just a matter of practice that their board has never addressed; for 
others it is a matter, such as Rapid City, they have their Mayor as a voting member of their board 
and their Mayor prefers not to attend and sends the Planning Director in his place, so it isn’t so 
much that their By-Laws address the issue, it is more of a practice that each individual Board has 
just accepted as standard operating procedure. 
 
Haugen commented that South Dakota also has the uniqueness of having a seated member from 
the South Dakota State Transportation Commission on their Board.  He explained that this is a 
body, at the State level, that advises and helps select plans and programs of projects in South 
Dakota, and they are appointed by the Governor to serve on this Commission, and each MPO has 
one sitting member, and they are not typically people that serve as staff for any particular 
transportation agency or any individual government, but are people that the Governor has felt 
appropriate to appoint to represent their area. 
 
Powers asked if Mr. Haugen had ever been to a St. Cloud MPO meeting.  Haugen responded that 
he has not.  Powers pointed out that they have 43 members on their Board.  Haugen commented 
that they do have an Executive Committee that serves more on a month-to-month basis and the 
full body meets less frequently. 
 
Vein opened the floor for discussion. 
 
DeMers thanked staff for putting this information together.  He stated that he feels he voiced his 
objections and perspective concerning this at our last meeting, but one thing he would add is, at 
some point, having discussed Grand Forks’ perspective on having a staff person sit on the Board, 
and he understands and is empathetic with your situation, but at some level he would be willing 
to say “let people self-determine what they want for membership, and if this is the route the 
Grand Forks Planning Board wants to go, although he would object to it, he doesn’t want to 
overstep his bounds and that is for them to decide.” 
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Vein commented that, as he was looking at this, he thinks the idea is that we want the best or 
ideal group of people to make the best decisions on behalf of both communities, and who that is 
or what that should look like, whether you are elected or not, may be positive, or maybe not so 
positive, he doesn’t know, but he is just looking at what our purpose is, and what our function is 
and the important thing is that we have good people around this table that can make good 
decisions on behalf of our communities; and how that looks he isn’t sure he can completely 
define it, but we have identified, of course, the bodies that need to be represented, the City 
Councils, the County Commission, the Planning and Zoning Commissions, etc., and we just have 
to make sure we use the people appropriately and that we come up with good decisions. 
 
Grasser stated that, just a comment from his perspective; and maybe what he hopes to bring to 
the committee, and maybe interpreting, again for Planning and Zoning, but he thinks the 
Planning and Zoning Commission sees the value of having that technical component, within the 
planning, because the lines between planning and implementation is getting more blurred.  He 
added that, for instance, you can’t do land use planning without also incorporating, at least on the 
Grand Forks side, stormwater ponds, it’s been a huge impact on their costs and developments, an 
unfunded federal mandate type of thing, but that type of thing has that technical component to it 
that may not otherwise quite be available.  He said that the other thing he sees is the planning 
component of an MPO has changed over the years, there is more of an emphasis, it seems like, 
for measuring for a desire to see about basically measuring how did our planning 
goals/objectives get incorporated into actual construction activities; and an issue that pops up a 
lot is implementability.   
 
Grasser commented that this his thought is that we are working a little bit more towards 
impacting operations so he thinks it valuable to have the operation input here.  He added that he 
knows there can be an argument that, yes, he can be in the audience and do a lot of those types of 
things, but having been on both sides it makes a lot of difference as to how you can approach 
issues being on the board and having it as a more discussion item as opposed to bringing it up 
from the audience, which tends to automatically maybe have more of a confrontational, for lack 
of a better discussion, type of a purview to it.   
 
Grasser stated that he hopes, and he thinks we see a lot more positive collaboration between the 
two communities; with the wastewater connect being the latest example, and he hopes they can 
move towards that new or better model of not getting hung up on some of the other things that 
have been a problem in the past; so he hopes he can bring some of that technical perspective here 
for consideration that might not otherwise be brought up. 
 
Vein asked if we wanted to make a change we would probably change our by-laws, so that 
would be the thing that we would be doing, so unless we have a request to change our by-laws 
we would continue to operate as we currently are; and so this issue was brought forward, as it 
rightfully can or should be brought forward, and we had good discussion, so now we need to 
make a decision as to whether or not we want to implement a change or not, otherwise it stays as 
it is, correct.  He added that he knows there was a lot of discussion about potential intent from 
the past, but what we have before us are the actual by-laws, that as far as he knows we are in 
compliance with, so the question is do we want to make any changes or not. 
 
 
 



PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD 
Wednesday, September 20th, 2017 
 

 4 
 

Vein commented that really, Mr. Grasser, as much as you talk about yourself and your position, 
it isn’t really about that, it is about the by-laws and if we would change them to allow a non-
voting member from that body, or another body, to be able to represent that body if that body, in-
fact, has recommended that they put that person on the board, so to him it is more specific, it 
isn’t about an individual. 
 
Vetter stated that in the time that he has been on the MPO Policy Board, he has been very 
surprised that we do, we look at issues not necessarily based on borders, we are looking at issues 
based on the entire community, without borders in mind; so he has been impressed with that 
during his time on this board, and he would gather that past MPO Boards probably weren’t doing 
that and that is where this discussion probably came up, so as long as we move forward with the 
idea that we are looking at our entire community, and not getting into a “that’s not going to work 
for Grand Forks, or that’s not going to work for East Grand Forks”, then he is okay moving 
forward, but when we start getting into those types of discussion where we are looking at a broad 
spectrum of things and someone comes in and says that they don’t think that is going to work 
with my department, then he is going to have a problem as we need to look at solutions for the 
entire community, and as long as we are doing that then he doesn’t have a problem. 
 
Vein said that he does think, just to editorialize this a little bit, that with the meeting we had last 
week between the two cities, and talking about the interconnect, and potentially water and some 
of those things, he is hoping and he is feeling that we are working together maybe better than we 
have in the past, and today he feels good to be a part of this body, and with the other things we 
have done because we look at things way differently. 
 
Malm asked for clarification on what exactly we are doing today.  Vein responded that the 
question had been brought forward about Mr. Grasser being on this board as he is no longer a 
voting member on the Grand Forks Planning Commission, whom he is representing, and whether 
or not we want to change our by-laws as it appears they may not allow this, but it appears to him 
that the by-laws are actually neutral on this issue, so the real question is do we feel that we need 
to make changes to our by-laws to better clarify this or just move on and leave things just as they 
are. 
 
Haugen stated that he would ask for clarity on the proxy.  He explained that this is where this 
issue has really been in play for the last twenty-years, when people have said they can’t attend 
we encourage them to send a proxy, and in the past we have always said that a proxy needs to be 
someone from the agency you represent, and so we impressed upon them that if they are going to 
send someone in their place that that person be from their agency.  He asked if that is still what 
we are interpreting in the by-laws. 
 
Vein asked if anyone has sent a proxy in recent years.  DeMers responded that he was just going 
to ask if there is even a need for anyone to send a proxy.  Vein agreed that he would ask this as 
well.  Haugen responded that Mr. Strandell isn’t here today, but he has probably been the one 
that sent a proxy most recently in the last couple of years.   
 
Discussion on proxy attendance over the years ensued. 
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Vein commented that he isn’t seeing an issue with proxies either, so unless there is any further 
discussion he is going to move on to the next item. 
 
MATTER OF FY2018 WORK PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that we do a two-year work program, our current one covers FY2017 and 
FY2018.  He stated that as we finish up our FY2017 we look at what we have in our FY2018 
program. 
 
Haugen stated that included in the packet is the summary of the activities that we had identified a 
year ago that we would be trying to accomplish in FY2018. 
 
Haugen commented that this year we have a little bonus that we can tap into if we wish.  He 
explained that this is due to the fact that the consolidated planning grant distribution formula that 
we discussed previously has still not been resolved, thus North Dakota did not tap into the 
FY2017 grant yet, and our funding that was supposed to come from the FY2017 grant was 
instead funded from the FY2014 dollars that were deobligated.   He said that this means that we 
now have the unspent FY2017 dollars that we did not program for work activities now available 
and we are estimating that to be around $250,000. 
 
Haugen stated that this now means that we aren’t just looking at, and reaffirming the FY2018 
projects, we are asking if there are any other activities that either City might want us to undertake 
in addition to those already programmed. 
 
Haugen reported that at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting we noted that on the 
Minnesota FHWA side the other MPOs in Minnesota are doing ADA Transition Plans so that 
Federal Highway will allow projects that are programmed to move forward and get done, so that 
is one of the things we identified at the Technical Advisory Committee, and he believes that East 
Grand Forks staff are going to be suggesting to their City Council that they ask us to do an ADA 
Transition Plan for East Grand Forks.   
 
Haugen stated that other activities that have been identified is, our video capturing, there are 
more and more signals being installed, there is an update to the signal system being done, so we 
want to make that a continuing program and we want to evaluate how we can extend this into the 
East Grand Forks signal system as well. 
 
Vein said that you are asking if there are any additional projects that we might want to be 
programming and/or planning for in FY2018.  Haugen responded that he is soliciting for a list of 
activities.  He added that, just as we have done in the past, we have asked that that list of 
activities that each City might want us to do be vetted through their approval process and 
submitted to the MPO for consideration.  He said that in order to really access the FY2017 funds 
our budget needs to increase the local match as well, so that would mean that it is not free 
dollars, it means that there are additional dollars that would have to be plugged into the work 
plan, and the respective City would need to come up with their portion of the local match. 
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Haugen explained that typically our funding split is 80% federal dollars, 10% Grand Forks Local 
Match, 9% East Grand Forks Local Match, and 1% MnDOT Local Match.  He added that the last 
time we had a major revenue increase we worked with the individual cities and the State of 
North Dakota to come up with some match dollars to help as well, so there were instances where 
the 80/10/9/1 split was not used, but rather an 80/20 split was used with one local agency taking 
up the local match. 
 
Vein asked if Mr. Haugen was asking for potential specific projects that we might want to look at 
because one of the thoughts he has had was a dedicated pedestrian walkway between Grand 
Forks and East Grand Forks, possibly near the downtown area because that would benefit both 
communities and would be something we could study.  Haugen responded that he thinks we did 
a very similar study when the greenway plan was first being developed and locations for four 
bridges were identified, and one of the four locations was a downtown location, so we can 
resurrect that study and use it as a framework and then focus on a location most likely between 
the Sorlie and the Kennedy Bridges.  Vein said that this is just one thought he had. 
 
Grasser commented that we are in the midst of a Long Range Transportation Plan update, and 
these large studies, as any study or any project has a habit of things popping up during the course 
of the study that we need to find money for, so he thinks we might want to reserve some of this 
money so it can be added back to the Long Range Transportation Plan so that when things pop 
up, and sometimes this has happened in the past and we don’t have the budget to cover it, so we 
may want to pad some contingencies in that project. 
 
Grasser said that another comment, more for the East Grand Forks partners, would be that the 
video detection for vehicle counts and things he thinks has been pretty valuable, so he thinks it 
would be worth pursuing if you can get a federal subsidy to do it.   
 
Vetter commented that he doesn’t know if Mr. Murphy has contacted Mr. Haugen yet, but in 
their discussion about another bridge on the southend, everyone focuses on 13th, 17th, 32nd, 40 
something; it was felt that maybe we need to do a study to say that it is too expensive to put a 
bridge in at, say 17th, so we won’t look at 17th anymore, lets concentrate on looking at each 
corridor to determine if it is even feasible to build a bridge there, and the potential cost of 
building this one versus that one, so he may be coming to you to see if that is something the 
MPO can do.  Haugen responded that it is something that we can do, our current Street and 
Highway Plan didn’t anticipate reopening up the location discussions, but it is something that we 
obviously wrestled with after the flood, so we have a lot of information on those locations; a lot 
of minutes and other discussion of the pros and cons for them.   
 
Powers asked if Mr. Vetter was asking that we rank each location.  Vetter responded that they 
are.  He added that he thinks Mr. Murphy has already talked to Brad Bail, EGF Consulting 
Engineer, and that was why he encouraged him to go to reach out to the MPO because that is 
more of an MPO study than having East Grand Forks picking up the entire cost of it, so he will 
encourage him to talk to Mr. Haugen again. 
 
Vein commented that the thing that surprised him about the meeting was that they talked about 
having the Cities get together to do that, there wasn’t even a discussion on the MPO, but the only 
thing is that it has to come back to the MPO at some point in time in any event, but originally the 
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Cities were going to get together and start this discussion, that was his what he took away from 
that meeting, which was a little out of sequence from how we typically do it.   
 
Haugen commented that the sooner the better, from his perspective because this would likely add 
time.  He explained that we have an end date of December 2018 to have a Transportation Plan 
decision, and this would add time, material, staffing, and analysis, so the sooner we make a 
decision the better so we can meet that December deadline, which seems to be a fairly concrete 
deadline. 
 
Vein stated that, again, what he heard is that the two Mayors are supportive of this, and members 
of the councils were both supportive of it, and he doesn’t think there is any question of the 
members of that committee supporting doing something like this so he thinks we should tackle 
how we would make that happen because it seems like the MPO is the route that would have to 
be if it is going to be a part of our transportation plan; when you transition from whatever group 
there is to the MPO he isn’t sure, but he thinks we would probably have both administrators 
working on that coordination.  He added that this is a worthwhile project that might fall into this 
funding opportunity we have. 
 
Mock asked if this is something that needs to come back through each City Council for support 
in order for us to get it included in the plan, or is that something we can do here.  Haugen 
responded that there is, again, the issue of more local match being required.  Mock said, then, 
that it should probably go through the City Councils.  Haugen agreed, adding that it should in 
order to get an agreement that they are willing to provide the extra dollars. 
 
Vein commented that again, the MPO wasn’t originally mentioned, and he thinks it has to go that 
route.  He added that it would seem like between now and the next meeting we should get that 
figured out, how it would come back, because he feels it is a very legitimate project to be a part 
of this, and if it needs to go back to our City Councils and then come to us we can do that, so if 
you want to talk to both City Administrators that would be good so we can figure out how to 
move it forward.  
 
Grasser stated that he thinks it makes sense that the councils talked about moving the bridge idea 
forward, but at some point you are going to need to have some sort of data as questions will 
come up, so he thinks we need to do both, he thinks that both things happen at the same time.  He 
said that we are talking about generating the data that would help, but he thinks that the basic 
idea of the interconnect, person to person and group to group still needs to happen, so he thinks 
you do both. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that the first public open house was held at the end of August at the Empire Art 
Center, with approximately 25 people attending.  He added that they also launched our Wiki 
Mapping Tool.  He said that he included a screenshot of it in the packet, and said that they have 
been getting a lot of hits on it these past few weeks. 
 
Haugen stated that he also did a couple presentations to some local bodies.  He referred to slides 
illustrating what he presented to the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission, reminding  
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them that we have been on a multi-year journey to get to this point, where we are working on the 
Street and Highway Plan, reminding them that we did work with their Land Use Plans in order to 
assist us with our Street and Highway Plan. 
 
Haugen commented that he also tried to explain that the major difference between the current 
2040 plan and the 2045 plan is that we were focusing on state of good repair, but really didn’t 
have a definition for that, and now we have identified targets to help define “state of good 
repair”. 
 
Haugen stated that on the Minnesota side the federal funding has increased rather significantly; 
going from $560,000 every fourth year in the 2040 plan to $850,000 every fourth year in the 
2045 plan.  He said, however, that he did send a couple of additional slides that illustrate the 
opposite for North Dakota.  He explained that a year ago at this time we were announcing 
soliciting for projects, and because of the FAST-ACT the dollars that we were considering would 
be Urban Program had increased substantially, so we were trying to back-fill projects or in 2021 
identify a project that was able to use more of the dollars that were available, but last Friday the 
NDDOT asked the MPOs and the twelve urban cities to visit with them about an initiative that 
they are formulating called the “North Dakota Main Street Initiative”.   
 
Haugen reported that the major thing that this initiative will have is that all of the monies to fund 
this initiative would come from the Urban Program, so as he noted, what we show as being 
available to us will likely be cut in half, as it is currently conceptualized.  He added that this also 
means that projects that we have in 2019 and 2020 will have to be reprogramed, they are no 
longer guaranteed having federal funds being obligated to them to the amount our current 
T.I.P./S.T.I.P. identifies. 
 
Haugen commented that North Dakota Main Street is trying to focus on transportation choices, 
transportation that is revitalizing urban cores or areas that a transportation project would benefit 
and spur more revitalization in that area.  He said that initially the program was focused on the 
Central Business Districts, but during the discussion at the meeting they did talk about that there 
probably are likely other areas of the urban cities that this program could benefit. 
 
Haugen stated that this could cause a significant impact on our dollars, but then we also might 
have the opportunity to put in transportation that has a lot of amenities that the public has been 
wanting, but for financial reasons we haven’t been able to deliver; so our project could be 
refocused instead of just delivering something that is mainly focused on vehicle transportation, it 
could be delivering projects that are really providing a transportation choice. 
 
Haugen said that the NDDOT is on a pretty aggressive schedule to implement this initiative and 
have asked the twelve cities and the three MPOs to provide them comments on it.  He added that 
there are still more questions than they have been able to answer yet.  He stated that one of our 
comments was do we really have to target just this one small port of their federal aid program 
and raid it so heavily to implement this Main Street Program. 
 
Vein commented that he is assuming Governor Bergum is pursuing this initiative.  Haugen 
responded that he was, he added that there are some limitations the DOT can provide because 
federal strings are attached to DOT dollars, but they had the Department of Commerce there, 
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they had Park and Rec there, so they are trying to partner up with other State agencies to deliver 
some of these concepts that the Governor has a keen eye for. 
 
Vein said, then, that it is established that this is going to happen, it isn’t just out for comment, the 
Governor is making the decision and all twelve cities are going to have to make modifications to 
accommodate this direction.  Earl commented that it is going to take a major effort to not have 
this happen, if there is very strong push-back from the twelve cities and the three MPOs, and it 
could be modified, but he thinks Mr. Vein is right that there is going to be some initiative 
focused on the revitalization of built-up areas rather than new roadways and expanding corporate 
boundaries. 
 
Vein commented that we do have DeMers Avenue, we can do a lot of street work downtown, 
there is no question, it might not have been the priority we had, but there are things that could be 
rolled into this.  Haugen agreed, adding that, back to the funding piece, NDDOT’s Urban 
Program is better described as part of it is on their State Highway System, which is the Regional 
Program, and the other part is on the Local Streets.  He said that the money that they wanted to 
attach to this is just on the local side, and the DeMers Avenue project is a State Highway, so they 
might be beefing up their highway system using local dollars that otherwise we would use on the 
local side. 
 
Grasser reported that he wasn’t necessarily planning on doing a presentation to the City Council 
Work Session on this, comments are due next Friday, and he can read in a number of reasons for 
that, but there are so many unknowns right now, and Mr. Haugen basically picked up everything 
that we have a fairly high percentage of thinking we know.  He added that he is really reluctant 
to really present, because he thinks that from the Grand Forks side his thought right now is that 
we will provide more technical questions and comments and things, funding is certainly going to 
be one of them because he is uncomfortable with it and it would be something that the City 
Council will ask about, so until they have a few more answers as to how this program is going to 
work he is reluctant to bring this too far through the community.  He said that it feels like a hand 
grenade that we kind of throw into the room, and we aren’t too sure what is going to happen 
when it blows up, so just so you know, as of today he isn’t really planning on bring it forward. 
 
Grasser commented that speaking of the downtown he can certainly see a scenario, perhaps that 
the main road will be funded with regional funds, which aren’t being touched or impacted by 
this, but at some point, if you remember the DOT said there might be a level of enhancements 
that go beyond what they would pay for, and he can certainly see this program would kind of 
dove-tail into whatever we identify that might be.  He stated, again, that the timeline 
implementing this thing might be difficult, all those things will need public input and discussion, 
so he is just kind of painting a picture of the lack of information that we have right now, and 
saying that it may be difficult to try to figure out and to comment to the City Council about it. 
 
MATTER OF SAFETY PERFORMANCE STATE TARGETS 
 
Haugen reported that one of the things we have to achieve in our next transportation plan is 
identification of specific targets, and they have identified, at the national level, some specific 
targets that we have to consider. 
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Haugen commented that the first set of targets that are now coming due, that we need to make a 
decision on, deal with safety.  He stated that there are five specific areas:  1) Number of 
fatalities; 2) Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT); 3) Number of 
serious injuries; 4) Rate of serious injuries per million VMT; and 5) Number of non-motorized 
fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries. 
 
Haugen said that, if you recall, we have the option of adopting the State Level Targets.  He 
explained that if we adopt the State Level Targets on one side of our Bi-State, our only option is 
to adopt them on the other side as well. 
 
Haugen stated that both States work with the MPOs and provide us some of the analysis and 
thoughts going into their ultimate decision, which they announced last month.  He commented 
that North Dakota was still in a range perspective back then, while Minnesota has been in 
performance management for ten plus years, so they are a little more comfortable with what their 
numbers were. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating both North Dakota and Minnesota numbers and stated that 
these are the final numbers that we received at the end of August, he then went over the 
information briefly.   
 
Haugen reported that we now have 180 days as an MPO to make a decision.  He stated that, 
again, if we go with each State we would have a total of 10 targets that we would be monitoring 
and assisting the State’s on achieving; or we have the option of adopting MPO specific targets, 
which would mean we would have a minimum of five targets that cover the MPO area. 
 
Haugen commented that as part of our work with our consultant on the 2045 plan, these are some 
of issues they are contractually obligated to assist us in understanding the advantages and 
disadvantages of which way to go.   
 
Haugen cited an example of seven targets and went over the information briefly. 
 
DeMers asked what the timeline is for the targets.  Haugen responded that they are five-year 
rolling averages.  DeMers said, then, that it would start in 2018 to 2023, or would we go 
backwards.  Haugen responded that we would go backwards to establish the first target.  He 
explained that the recording of the first performance is two year away, 2020, and so the first 
impact federal highway would impose on whether we are meeting or not meeting this target 
would be in 2021, and this is an annual exercise that the State DOTs and MPOs have to go 
through to see how each year we are achieving progress towards targets and to see if want to 
modify or change those targets. 
 
DeMers asked if we are allowed to adopt targets that are below targets that Minnesota set up.  
Haugen responded that we are allowed.  He added that we obviously continue our working 
relationship with both States and they are engaged in that decision making process, and as long 
as we can show strong rationale for why we might be adopting targets that are, maybe more 
aggressive than theirs, or more relaxed, as long as we are engaged in the cooperative process, it 
should be okay to accomplish. 
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Vein said that this is due by February, so are you still having to do some more research going 
back, and would you come back with a recommendation for us, and when would you be ready to 
bring this forward.  Haugen responded that he thinks it will take the full 180 days we are allotted, 
so we will most likely be making a final decision in February, however he will keep this body 
informed, most likely an update will be given in January, telling you what our current thoughts 
are, and let you digest it for a while and then make a decision in February. 
 
Haugen reported that as they work with the States to establish these targets, they are informing 
us what our data is telling us.  He said that the data is being reported, collected, and it is probably 
not too much of us having to go back and dig-up data, it is just asking for the data that they have 
readily available to them.  Vein stated that they should know what data we need anyway won’t 
they.  Haugen responded that they will.  Vein said, then that we should be getting that data.  
Haugen commented that we actually have the data, he just isn’t sharing it with you because it 
might steer you in a certain way, and they want us to understand, and take the 180 days to 
understand how this affects not just the safety performance measures, but again we will be 
starting to work on the other performance measures with our State DOT’s. 
 
DeMers asked what the numbers are on the bottom, below each target.  Haugen responded that 
the actual target is this number, so on the Minnesota side their target is to have, in 2018, 375 
fatalities.  He said that this is a rate of .62 fatalities per 100,000,000 vehicle miles traveled.  He 
added that you can see that more vehicle miles traveled in Minnesota suppresses the rate.  He 
said that this is the same with the serious injury rate, but added that these are the actual number 
of crashes, and unfortunately the number of people that died on our roadways.  DeMers asked if 
3% is a 375 reduction.  Haugen responded that it would be a 3% reduction from the five year 
rolling average of fatalities on the Minnesota side. 
 
Vein said, then, that they do use a rolling average too so you could have four bad years and 
steadily get better and still not be able to show, so it seems interesting, the methodology of each 
crash. 
 
Grasser commented that, again, it is something to think of that with the variability we have 
locally, and as an example, high crash intersections, we go through that and we report every 
single year and there are years when an intersection is in it for two years and then it drops off and 
a different one comes in so variability concerns him.  He said that he is also wondering what 
media headlines might be when we debate at an individual council level how many fatalities we 
are going to support on a local level.   
 
Vein stated that the difference would be, if your target is 3%, and if you are safe maybe we only 
have 1% fatality, but then they are also asking for a 5% decline; so if you are at 10% and you 
have a 5% decline that is reasonable but if you are a 1% and you are looking at a 5% decline, 
probably won’t happen. 
 
Grasser said that he thinks that percentages will be a different discussion, and if you have to say 
we are willing accept 16 fatalities a year, that discussion will be hard. 
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MATTER OF NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY WALKABI LITY 
SURVEY 
 
Haugen reported that this is just reporting on the Near Southside Neighborhood Study.  He said 
that you approved an amendment to the Scope of Work to add this Walkability Survey, and this 
is just to let you know that it was done on September 7th. 
 
Haugen commented that they used a national survey form and our Safe Routes to School maps as 
the areas that we split up the neighborhood into teams.  He said that they had seven volunteers 
from the neighborhood show up and were able to cover four of the six areas. 
 
Haugen stated that the teams walked the perimeter of the areas they were given, and made notes 
of what was good and what was bad in their areas, and staff is now putting together those 
individual reports.   
 
Haugen explained that the survey itself, it asked people to rank each of these individual 
questions, and then they are added up to come up with how the neighborhood stacked up.  He 
said that it is far from perfect, but it is pretty darn good, and all four teams came up with this 
conclusion. 
 
Vein asked if the report would be ready before the next MPO meeting.  Haugen responded that a 
draft would be available between the next cycle of meetings, between the Technical Advisory 
Committee and this body, but as part of the overall neighborhood study, it won’t be final at that 
time.                      
 
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 8/16/17 to 9/15/17 Period 
 
Haugen reported that you asked for the MPO bill listings, this is a list of the bills we had during 
the August 16, 2017 to September 15, 2017 period. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO ADJOURN THE SEPTEMBER 20TH, 
2017, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:05 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 



 
 
 
 
 

MPO Staff Report 
Technical Advisory Committee: October 11, 2017 

MPO Executive Board:  October 18, 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. Travel Demand Model 2015 Report 
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 in town in 
November 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. 
 
The TDM 2015 Base has been presented to us by ATAC.  The attached report provides the 
summary of the calibration/validation of the model.  From a variety of different methods on 
comparison between model results and observed results, the 2015 Base is well 
calibrated/validated. 
 
Discussion has been held among various council members between the two Cities, as well as the 
two Councils meeting as the Joint Interconnect Committee (sewage treatment connection 
sending EGF sewage to be treated at GF plant), concerning agreeing to future crossing of the 
Red River.  Movement is being made to have further discussions take place.  At the September 
MPO Board meeting, staff was directed to develop a scope of work to aid in this discussion. 
 
The current scope of work for updating the MTP was developed with the understanding that two 
future crossing sites had been identified and approved during the past three update cycles.  The 
scope did not include much time nor effort to actively evaluate this issue.  Given this new effort 
of discussion taking place, staff is seeking assistance from TAC on how to scope this work. 
 

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



During the late 1990s and early 2000s, considerable energy was spent to have the two future sites 
identified.  Those sites being, referenced by ND side locations, 32nd Ave S and Merrifield Road.  
Many other possible locations were reviewed during that time.  Mediation was involved to assist 
in selection of the two crossings. 
 
Attached are examples of the materials produced and analysis done.  The task is to determine 
whether the same number of potential sites should be scoped; should the same type of analysis 
done but with updated data; should additional study be done beyond the level of work done by 
then. 
 
The intent is not to reach a conclusion at the TAC meeting; rather it is to start the TAC in 
thinking of this.  A follow-up meeting will be scheduled in late October to continue this scoping 
exercise. 
 
 
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. 
 TDM 2015 Report 
 Past Bridge examples. 



Streets + Highways Plan Update
October 11, 2017



Agenda 

 Recap
 Plan public engagement
 Plan outcomes
 August public engagement
 Existing conditions

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



Recap



Recap: Plan Public Engagement



Recap: Plan Outcomes

1. Update or establish vision, goals, objectives, 
performance measures and performance targets

2. Understand existing conditions and issues
3. Identify and evaluate planned projects and potential 

alternatives
 Apply updated performance measures and targets

4. Establish financial plan
5. Identify future network recommendations
6. Establish implementation priorities



Recap: Public Engagement – Open House

 Aug. 10, 5 to 7 PM at Empire Arts Center, presentation at 5:45
 22 attendees

 17 completed NDDOT Title VI public participation survey (as of Sept. 15)
 Sex: 11 male, 6 female (65%, 35%)
 Disability: None
 Age

 34 and younger: 2 (12%)
 35-54: 8 (47%)
 55 and older: 7 (41%)

 Race: 16 white, 1 non-white (94%, 6%)
 Language: English
 Income: No public assistance
 Learned about event via: Internet (35%), Newspaper (29%), Other (47%)

 Some respondents selected more than one source

 2 comments: Safety concern; Use federal performance measures



Recap: Public Engagement – Online Map

 Data through Oct. 5
 61 respondents completed the 

demographic survey
 Age: 

 18 to 34: 24 (39%)
 35 to 44: 18 (30%)
 45 to 54: 10 (16%)
 55+: 8 (13%)
 No response: 1 (2%)

 Gender:
 Male: 29 (48%)
 Female: 31 (51%)
 No response: 1 (2%)

 Race: 
 Black: 1 (2%)
 White: 56 (92%)
 No response: 4 (7%)

 Ethnicity:
 Hispanic or Latino: 1 (2%)
 Not Hispanic or Latino: 54 (89%)
 No response: 6 (10%)

 45 respondents recorded comments on 
the map 
 145 initial comments with 63 reply 

comments
 208 total comments 

 Categories of the 145 initial comments:
 Access: 28 (19%)
 Congestion/Driving Conditions: 13 (9%)
 Pavement Conditions: 20 (14%)
 Safety: 56 (39%)
 Signs/Signals: 15 (10%)
 Other: 13 (9%)

 Comment contents will inform the range 
of alternatives



Recap: Existing Conditions

 ATAC
 Completed final draft of existing conditions model (2015)
 Working on 2030 and 2045 “existing plus TIP projects” model
 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):

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



Goals, Objectives, 
Performance Measures and 
Targets



 Review 2040 MTP
 Update goals, objectives, standards, performance measures 

and targets consistent with:
 FAST Act
 Ladders of Opportunity
 TAC feedback
 Public and business feedback

 New priorities within the area
 New perspectives

 Best practices
 Effectiveness of existing performance measures
 Experiences from other MPOs
 Ease of implementation by MPO, NDDOT, and MnDOT

 Other input

Update Process



Existing Goals and Federal Direction 
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1. Economic Vitality ● ● ● ● ●

2. Security ● ● ● ●

3. Accessibility and 
Mobility ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

4. Environmental/ 
Energy/Quality of Life ● ● ● ● ● ●

5. Integration and 
Connectivity ● ● ● ● ●

6. Efficient System 
Management ● ● ● ● ● ●

7. System Preservation ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

8. Safety ● ● ● ● ● ●

9. Resiliency ● ● ● ● ● ●

10. Tourism ● ● ● ●



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



Definitions

 Goal
 Desired ‘big picture’ future outcome for the metropolitan 

transportation system, broad statement of aspiration
 Objective

 Specific outcome desired within a goal area, achievable by 
2045/plan timeframe

 Standard
 Specific technique for achieving an objective; identifies HOW 

objective will be met
 Must identify an actor/leader who is responsible for implementing 

the strategy
 Performance Measure

 See next slide…



Definitions
Element Federal Definition Plain Language 

Description

Performance Measure
Expression based on a metric that 
is used to establish targets and to 
assess progress toward achieving 
the established targets.

Things that can be measured to 
evaluate if a standard is working

Performance Metric Quantifiable indicator of 
performance or condition.

Information used in a performance 
measure

Performance Target
Quantifiable level of performance 
or condition, expressed as a value 
for the measure, to be achieved 
within the time period.

Data point that defines success for 
a performance measure



Federal Requirements

 In metropolitan transportation plan
 Identify performance measures and targets
 Evaluate system condition and performance in MPO area
 Report on progress toward the MPO targets

 Coordination
 Coordinate targets with States
 Integrate MPO planning process with SHSP, highway asset 

management plan, and state freight plan
 Identify how MPO and State(s) will cooperatively implement 

performance-based planning provisions
 Performance targets are not defined because each MPO is 

unique  
 Different funding streams 
 Different data available 
 Different local priorities



Findings (Slide 1 of 2)

 Federal rules focus on nationally-significant, near-term 
measures and performance

 MPOs are not limited to federally-required measures
 No state statute requirement to adopt North Dakota or Minnesota 

measures
 Can integrate measures established in SHSP, highway asset 

management plan, state freight plan
 Can develop and adopt additional measures and targets focused 

on long-term performance and local priorities



Findings (Slide 2 of 2)

 Focus on implementation when selecting measures and 
targets 
 Select metrics with readily available data
 Work cooperatively with authorities on data sources and scope

 Deliver performance reports that are easy to understand 
and meaningful

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(s)

Performance 
Measure(s)

Target(s)

Outcome(s)



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)

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

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

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



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)

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

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

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



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)

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

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

INSERT NUMBER (5-year 
rolling average)

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



Discussion

1. Measures
 After adding federal requirements, refine additional measures? Which ones 

and why?
2. Metrics/data sources

 For which measures do we have existing data sources?
 What is the geographic coverage for existing data sources?
 Will we merge different data sources for one measure? (e.g., pavement 

condition)
 For which measures do we need to develop data sources?

3. Targets
 What are NDDOT and MnDOT doing? On what timeline?
 For which measures do we identify or refine targets?
 How will we use the targets? Will they assist in selecting projects? How?

4. Integrating strategic highway safety plans, highway asset 
management plans, and state freight plans
 What other plans, studies, etc.?



Next Steps with Performance Measures 
and Targets
 November

 Review DRAFT recommendations prior to Open House #2
 December

 Review UPDATED DRAFT recommendations
 January - June

 MPO adopts safety targets (January-February)
 Review and discuss other priority targets (February-June)

 Percentage of pavements in Good condition (Interstate and other NHS)
 Percentage of pavements in Poor condition (Interstate and other NHS)
 Percentage of NHS bridges in Good condition
 Percentage of NHS bridges in Poor condition
 Travel time reliability (Interstate and other NHS)
 Freight reliability (Interstate)
 Greenhouse gas on NHS
 Other(s)?

 MTP and TIP compliance with FAST Act after May 27, 2018
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Model validation compares base year calibrated models output to observed data. Ideally, 

model estimation and calibration data should not be used for validation but this is not always 

feasible. The two processes, calibration and validation typically go hand in hand in an iterative 

process The next sections describe the different model parameters that were used for model 

calibration and validation.  

8.1. Trip Length Frequency Calibration and Validation 
Trip length frequency distributions describe the travelers sensitivity to travel time by trip purpose. 

Steeper curves mean more sensitive travel times. Friction factors are calibrated until a desired trip 

length frequency is validated against observed data. The friction factors are the main dependent 

variable in the gravity model. The gamma function was used to develop the friction factor for this model 

and are shown in Figure 13. 

Equation 14 Friction Factor Equation 

𝑭𝑭𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊
𝒑𝒑 = 𝒂𝒂 ∗ 𝒕𝒕𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒃𝒃 ∗ 𝒆𝒆𝒆𝒆𝒑𝒑(𝒄𝒄 ∗ 𝒕𝒕𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊 )  

Where, 

𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑝𝑝 = Friction factor for purpose p (HBW,HBO, NHB) 

𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑏𝑏  = travel impedance between zone i and j, 

a, b and c are gamma function scaling factors.  

The friction factors were calibrated by adjusting the b and c parameters until the desirable trip 

length frequency distribution for Home Based Work Travel times were reached. Observed trip 

length frequency data for the home-based work trips were obtained from the census journey to 

work database for the metropolitan area. Only trips lower than 35 minutes were considered 

with the assumption that 35 minutes was the highest possible travel time between any two 

points within the metro area.  

The average trip length for the observed data was calculated as 11.85 compared to the average 

trip length of 11.76 produced by the model for HBW trips. The desired average trip lengths for 

HBO and NHB trips were 88% and 82% of the average trip length for HBO and NHB trips. The 

average trip length for the models HBO and NHB trips were 10.4 and 9.77 minutes respectively.  
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Figure 13 Friction Factors 

Figure 14 shows the comparison between observed trip length frequencies and the modeled 
trip length frequencies for HBW trips. The comparison was done for only HBW trips since that’s 
the only observed data available. The two graphs are very similar to each other.  

Coincidence ratios were also calculated to verify the fit between the observed and modeled trip 
lengths. The coincidence ratio is the area under both curves divided by the the area under at 
least one of the curves when both curves are plotted together. It measures how the percent of 
area between that coincides between two curves.  Mathematically, the sum of the lower value 
of the two distributions for each time increment is divided by the sum of the higher value of the 
two distributions at each increment. Coincidence ratios lie between 0 and 1.0 with a ratio of 1.0 
indicating identical distributions. The coincidence ratio calculated  between the modeled and 
observed data was 0.89 showing a strong coincidence between modeled and observed trip 
lengths.  

Given Figure 14 and the coincidence ratio calculations, the trip length frequency and average 
trip lengths were reasonably calibrated and validated. , it is reasonable to assume that trip 
length frequencies had been reasonably validated with observed data. Figure 15 shows the 
modeled trip length frequencies for all purposes. 
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Figure 14 Comparison of Observed to Model Trip Length Frequency 

 

 

Figure 15 Modeled Trip Length Frequencies for All Trip Purposes 

8.2. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calibration and Validation 
The modeled vehicle miles traveled are a function of trips generated by the model and the 

length of those trips in miles.  VMTs summaries provide an indication of the overall 

reasonableness of the travel demand in the study area. To calibrate the VMT values, ATAC first 

calibrated the total VMT for the entire model area. If the modeled VMT values were different 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Tr
ip

 P
er

ce
nt

ag
es

Trip Length

Observed Model

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge

Trip Length Frequency Distribution

HBW HBO NHB



46 
 

NDSU Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute 2015 Grand Forks East Grand Forks TDM Update 
Draft Summary Report: October, 2017  
 

from the values calculated by multiplying the counted ADTs by length (observed VMTs), ATAC 

adjusted the trip generation and vehicle occupancy rates until the model and reported VMT 

values were similar. Adjusting the trip generation and occupancy rates changes the total 

number of trips that are generated within the transportation model. This in turn increases or 

decreases the total number of vehicle miles traveled. 

Once the total VMT was reasonable, ATAC checked the VMT distribution according to the 

functional class. VMT summaries by functional classification provide an indication of how well 

the models assignment procedures perform. They will indicate if the model handles free flow 

speeds, capacities or whether the trip assignment function has any issues. To calibrate the VMT 

by facility type, if functional class VMT distribution was off target, global speeds by facility type 

were adjusted. 

Table 22 shows the VMT comparison between modeled and observed VMTs and their various 
distributions as a percentage of total VMT. The model performs very well in replicating the 
VMTs for Interstates and Major arterials with VMT differences of less than 2% and had similar 
distributions to the observed VMTs. The  VMTs for Local and rural roads of 5% and -6% 
respectively which is an acceptable deviation. Collectors had a -12% VMT difference which was 
the most difference between the modeled and observed VMTs. Overall, the model performs 
within reasonable deviations in replicating VMTS by functional class.   

Table 22 Modeled VMTs compared to Observed VMTs 

 

8.3. Screenline Comparisons 
Screenlines are barriers to travel between two areas in a travel demand model including natural 
barriers such as rivers, mountains, etc. and man-made barriers such are interstates and major 
arterials, railroads etc. Five screenlines were used for the model: BNSF railroad, the Red River, 
32nd Ave S., Columbia Rd and I-29.  Table 23 lists the Screenlines that were used in the GF EGF 
model.   

Observed 
VMT

Modeled 
VMT

Difference % Difference
Observed 

Distribution
Modeled 

Distribution
Interstate 101,054        103,024           1,970                2% 21% 21%

Major Arterial 207,238        212,044           4,806                2% 43% 44%
Minor Arterial 95,705          95,741             36                      0% 20% 20%

Collectors 61,287          54,706             (6,581)              -12% 13% 11%
Local 5,079             5,320               241                    5% 1% 1%
Rural 11,340          10,726             (614)                  -6% 2% 2%
Total 481,703        481,561           (142)                  0% 100% 100%
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The 23nd avenue south had the highest Screenline difference between observed and Modeled 
screenlines. However, it still falls within a reasonable difference between modeled and 
observed volumes of ±10%. Based on Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking 
Manual the values fall within stated reasonable deviation limits. 

Table 23 Observed Screenlines Compared to Modeled Screenlines 

  Observed Modeled Difference % Difference 
Red River 41,100 42,104 1,004 2.44% 

BNSF Rail Road 79,195 81,781 2,586 3.27% 
I-29 52,585 52,641 56 0.11% 

32nd Ave S 63,423 57,800 -5,623 -8.87% 
 

8.4. Modeled ADT Comparison to Observed ADT 
Comparing the modeled ADTs to the Observed ADTs is the ultimate test of how well the model 

can replicate ground truths. The MP provided traffic counts for several links that were 

compared to the Model ADTs. Two comparisons are made, one for the different functionally 

classifications and one by volume ranges.  

Table 24 shows the comparison of the modeled and observed ADTs by functional classification. 

Overall, the model performs reasonably replicating over 86 of observed counts. Local roads 

have the lowest replication of observed counts at 83%. 

Table 24 Comparison of Modeled and Observed ADTS by Functional Classification 

Functional Class Above Criteria Meets Criteria Below Criteria Within Criteria 
Freeway 0 10 0 100% 

Major Arterials 9 81 6 84% 
Minor Arterials 9 120 12 85% 

Rural Paved 0 20 0 100% 
Collector 3 119 17 86% 

Local Roads 4 30 2 83% 
Total 25 380 37 86% 

 

 Table 25 shows the comparison of modeled and Observed ADTs by volume range. The FHWA 

criterion sets limits to the deviations between observed and modeled ADTs. Overall the model 
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meets all deviation criterion for all the volume ranges and replicates 86% of the observed 

traffic.  

Table 25 Comparison of Modeled and Observed ADT by Volume Range 

Volume Range Above Criteria Meets Criteria Below Criteria Within Criteria Criteria Deviation 

AADT>25,000 0 9 0 100% ±15% 
25,000 to 10,000 4 56 8 82% ±20% 
10,000 to 5,000 8 63 19 70% ±25% 
5,000 to 2,500 4 100 8 89% ±50% 
2,500 to 1,000 5 94 0 95% ±100% 

AADT<1000 6 58 0 91% ±100% 
Total 27 380 35 86%   

 

8.5. Root Mean Square Error and Percent Root Mean Squared Error 
The comparison between the modeled and observed ADTS give a good indication of a how well 
the model replicates real life. However, they do not provide statistical measures of goodness of 
fit test for the models replication of ground truths. Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) and 
Percent Root Mean Squared Errors %RMSE were used to calculate the accuracy of the model. 
RMSE compares the error between the modeled and observed traffic volumes for the entire 
network, giving a statistical measure of the accuracy of the model. RMSE and % RMSE were 
found by squaring the error (difference between modeled and counted ADTs) for each link and 
then taking the square root of the averages as shown in Equation 15. 

Equation 15 RMSE and % RMSE Calculations 

𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸 = �∑ [(𝐶𝐶𝑓𝑓𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖 − 𝑅𝑅𝑓𝑓𝑀𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖)2]𝑁𝑁
𝑖𝑖=1

𝑁𝑁
 

and                                          

%𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸 = �
𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸

∑ 𝐶𝐶𝑓𝑓𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖𝑁𝑁
𝑖𝑖=1 𝑁𝑁⁄

� ∗ 100 

Where: 

Counti   = Observed traffic count on link i; 

Modeli  = Modeled traffic volume for link I; and 

N            = The number of links in the group of links including link i, (number of links with counts) 

 



49 
 

NDSU Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute 2015 Grand Forks East Grand Forks TDM Update 
Draft Summary Report: October, 2017  
 

Table 26 shows the %RMSE by volume range. The %RMSE is below the typical deviation limits 

for all the volume ranges shown indicating a good fit between the modeled and observed traffic 

volumes. This is an indication that the model is performing reasonably in replicating observed 

traffic.  

Table 26 RMSE Comparison by Volume Range 

Volume Range RMSE (%) Typical Limits (%) 

AADT>25,000 0.0543 15-20 % 
25,000 to 10,000 0.1556 25-30 % 
10,000 to 5,000 0.2502 35-45 % 
5,000 to 2,500 0.342 45-100 % 
2,500 to 1,000 0.5291 45-100 % 

AADT<1000 0.9871 >100 % 
 

8.6. Scatter Plots, R Squares of Model and Observed Traffic 
Scatter plots of the modeled traffic volumes against the observed traffic volumes are a good 
indicator of the model’s fit. Figure 16 shows the scatter plot of modeled traffic volumes versus 
observed counts. The scatter plot suggests that the amount of error in the modeled volumes is 
proportional to the observed traffic count which is an indication of a good fit between the 
model and the observed traffic counts. 

The R-square (coefficient of determination) is the proportion of the variance in a dependent 
variable that is attributable to the variance of the independent variable. They typically measure 
the strength of the relationships between the assigned volumes and the traffic counts. It 
measures the amount of variation in traffic counts explained by the model. The modeled R-
square of 0.93 shows a strong linear relationship between modeled and observed traffic counts. 
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Figure 16 Scatter Plot of Modeled and Observed ADTS 

8.7. Link Travel Time Validation 
To evaluate how well the assignment algorithms and the intersection control data performed in 
the model assignment, sample travel times from the model were compared to average travel 
times that were obtained using online mapping tools. An online API was developed to collect 
the data for AM, PM and Off-peak travel times for the average weekdays. Table 27 shows the 
comparison of the modeled travel times and the average travel times collected. The modeled 
travel times are within plus or minus one minute for the different peak periods for the group of 
selected roadways. This is an indication that the model’s assignment algorithms are performing 
very well in terms of replicating real time travel time data.  

Table 27 Travel Time Validation 
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Link Type/Location Distance (Miles)
Principal Arterials AM PM OFF AM PM OFF
Gateway Drive - 16th St to N 55th St 2.8 3 3 3 3.52 3.69 3.39
Gateway Drive - N Columbia Rd to 5th Ave NE 2.9 6 7.5 6 6.53 7.37 5.48
Demers Ave - I-29 to Washington St 2.3 6 7 6 5.79 6.84 4.77
Washington St - Gateway Drive to 24th Ave S 2.6 9 10 8 8.11 9.35 6.43
32nd Ave S - I-29 Ramp W to Washington St 2.1 7 7.5 7 6.78 7.99 6.16
Minor Arterials 
32nd Ave S - Washington St to Belmont RD 0.7 3 3 3 1.89 2.22 1.85
N 42nd St - 27th Ave N to University Ave 1.7 5 5 5 3.76 3.92 3.57
17th Ave S - Columbia RD to Belmont Rd 1.7 6 7 6 5.29 5.97 4.65
Belmond Rd - 13th Ave S to 62nd Ave S 3.3 7 8 7 7.09 8.07 6.5
Collectors
40th Ave S - to Washington St 1.3 4 4 4 3.77 3.86 3.71
40th Ave S - Washington to Belmont Rd 0.8 3 3 3 1.99 2.28 1.96
13th Ave S - S Columbia to Washington 1 4 5 4 2.98 3.65 2.61
20th St S - 20th Ave S to 36th Ave S 1 4 4 4 4.25 4.67 3.44

Observed Travel Time (Min) Modeled Travel Time (Min)
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9. CONCLUSIONS 
This document describes the development, calibration and validation of the GF-EGF MPO base 
2015 TDM. Several improvements were made to previous modeling efforts including the 
addition of Freight movements and better representation of capacities. Overall the model 
replicates observed travel demand within typically accepted deviation limits.  
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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



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
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 Technical Memo 
To:   Earl Haugen, Executive Director; Grand Forks – East Grand Forks MPO 

From:  Craig N. Rasmussen, P.E., PTOE 
Michael J. Corbett 

Project:  Merrifield Road Feasibility Study 

Date:  September 7, 2005 Job No:  13817 

  

RE:  Mn/DOT Update to Benefit-Cost Analysis 

Summary 
Upon meeting with Mn/DOT in Spring 2005, Mn/DOT’s Central Office noted a difference in the 
methodologies used between the Merrifield Road Feasibility Study and the preferences of the Office of 
Investment Management.  Using the updated Mn/DOT values and methodologies (most recently updated 
in June 2005), the overall project carries a Benefit-Cost ratio of 2.2.  In other words, this project benefits 
the public approximately twice as much as the costs to construct and maintain the new infrastructure.   
 
Background from MPO Feasibility Study 
The benefit-cost analysis of the Merrifield Road Red River Bridge Feasibility Study yielded a benefit-cost 
ratio of 3.3, which was based on values and methodologies used previously on NDDOT projects.  
Mn/DOT requested the analysis be repeated using their preferred methodology and values of time for 
passenger cars and commercial trucks, the discount rate, and inflation costs. 
 
The initial analysis assumed an inflation and discount rate of 4.5% per year.  Values of time for passenger 
cars and commercial trucks were $11.50 and $25.00 per hour, respectively.  In July 2005, Mn/DOT 
updated their recommended values of time to $10.46 per hour for passenger cars and $19.39 per hour for 
commercial trucks, with a discount rate of 3.4%.  Mn/DOT asked that no savings be attributed to 
American Crystal Sugar, despite the in-depth analysis prepared by the carrier in support of this study.  
Rather, the savings to American Crystal Sugar are a part of the total savings already accounted for from 
the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks Long Range Travel Demand Model.   
 
It is important to note that Mn/DOT’s methodology does not allow for the annual benefits to increase by 
the inflation rate when calculating benefits for future years.  The annual benefits in the initial feasibility 
study analysis increased by approximately 5.5% per year: 4.5% due to the inflation rate, and 1% due to 
the annual increase in traffic.  It is also important to note that Mn/DOT asked that the base year (2004) be 
used as the present-worth period, versus 2012 used in the previous analysis (based on the necessary 
funding date of the project).  Using Mn/DOT’s values and methodology, the benefit-cost ratio 
documented in the Feasibility Study would decrease from 3.3 to 2.2, as documented in this memorandum. 
 
Roadway Safety 
 
The Merrifield Bridge is expected to change the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) along many arterial routes, 
thereby reducing the crash frequency on each arterial.  The expected number of crashes along road 
segments was calculated using Mn/DOT’s Traffic Safety Fundamentals Handbook: 
 

Rate per Million Vehicle Miles =                (number of crashes) (1 million)  
       (segment length) (number of years) (ADT) (365) 

 
For the purposes of this analysis, all road types were assumed to be in urban areas.  The number of 
crashes for each road segment in the study area was then determined using ADT, segment length, and 
facility type data as documented for the build and no-build scenarios in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Number of Crashes by Road Segment for Baseline (no-build) & Merrifield Bridge 
Scenarios 

No-Build With Merrifield Bridge Road 
Segment 

Approx. 
Length 

(ft)1 

Typical 
Section1 

Expected 
Crash 
Rate 3 AADT2 Crashes/ 

Year AADT2 Crashes/  
Year 

I-29 between US2 & DeMers Ave 5280 4 lane divided 1.1 32600 13.09 32250 12.95 

I-29 between DeMers & 32nd Ave 10560 4 lane divided 1.1 34150 27.42 33700 27.06 

I-29 between 32nd Ave & Merrifield Rd 15840 4 lane divided 1.1 23200 27.94 23650 28.49 

Columbia Rd between US2 & University Ave 3750 5 lanes 4.7 18750 22.84 18600 22.66 

Columbia Rd btw University Ave & 17th Ave 6500 5 lanes 4.7 35100 74.13 35000 73.92 

Columbia Rd btw 17th Ave & 32nd Ave 5280 5 lanes 4.7 37900 65.02 37800 64.85 

Columbia Rd btw 32nd Ave & 47th Ave 5280 5 lanes 4.7 24600 42.20 24800 42.54 

Columbia Rd btw 47th Ave & Merrifield Rd 10560 2 lanes 3 10150 22.23 10400 22.78 

Washington St btw US2 & DeMers Ave 6500 5 lanes 4.7 22200 46.88 22050 46.57 

Washington St btw DeMers Ave & 17th Ave 4500 5 lanes 4.7 33200 48.54 33150 48.47 

Washington St btw 17th Ave & 32nd Ave 5280 4 lane divided 4 25050 36.57 24800 36.21 

Washington St btw 32nd Ave & 47th Ave 5280 4 lane divided 4 19400 28.32 19400 28.32 

Washington St btw 47th Ave & Merrifield Rd 10560 2 lanes 3 9150 20.04 9450 20.70 

1st St SE to Point Bridge 1000 2 lanes 3 11200 2.32 10300 2.14 

Point Bridge 800 2 lanes 3 11500 1.91 10600 1.76 

Belmont Rd btw Point Bridge & 17th Ave 7200 2 lanes 3 9700 14.48 9050 13.51 

Belmont Rd btw 17th Ave & 32nd Ave 5280 2 lanes 3 7750 8.49 7450 8.16 

Belmont Rd btw 32nd Ave & 47th Ave 5280 2 lanes 3 4500 4.93 4400 4.82 

Belmont Rd btw 47th Ave & 62nd Ave 5280 2 lanes 3 2250 2.46 2200 2.41 

US 2 btw I-29 & Columbia Rd 6800 4 lane divided 4 28050 52.74 27200 51.14 

US 2 btw Columbia Rd & Washington St 4000 5 lanes 4.7 29950 38.92 29000 37.69 

US 2 btw Washington St & Kennedy Bridge 2750 5 lanes 4.7 28700 25.64 27550 24.62 

US 2 on the Kennedy Bridge 1100 4 lanes 5.9 24700 11.08 24200 10.86 

US 2 btw Kennedy Bridge & 4th St SW 600 4 lanes 5.9 15000 3.67 14000 3.43 

US 2 btw 4th St SW & Hwy 220 2750 4 lane divided 4 19750 15.02 18800 14.30 

DeMers btw I-29 & Washington St 10560 4 lane divided 4 23450 68.47 23000 67.16 

DeMers btw Washington St & Sorlie Bridge 5280 4 lanes 5.9 22250 47.92 22250 47.92 

DeMers on the Sorlie Bridge 600 2 lanes 3 15700 1.95 15800 1.97 

DeMers btw Sorlie Bridge & 4th St SW 1100 4 lanes 5.9 12850 5.77 13100 5.88 

17th Ave btw Columbia Rd & Washington St 5280 2 lanes 3 9750 10.68 9750 10.68 

17th Ave btw Washington St & Belmont Rd 4000 2 lanes 3 5250 4.36 5250 4.36 

32nd Ave btw I-29 & Columbia Rd 5280 4 lane divided 4 35150 51.32 35050 51.17 

32nd Ave btw Columbia Rd & Washington St 5280 4 lane divided 4 24350 35.55 24100 35.19 

32nd Ave btw Washington St & Belmont Rd 4000 2 lanes 3 6800 5.64 6750 5.60 

47th Ave btw Columbia Rd & Washington St 5280 2 lanes 3 7050 7.72 7150 7.83 

47th Ave btw Washington St & Belmont Rd 4000 2 lanes 3 7900 6.55 7900 6.55 

Merrifield Rd btw I-29 & Columbia Rd 3800 2 lanes 3 7750 6.11 8900 7.01 

Merrifield Rd btw Columbia Rd & Washington St 5280 2 lanes 3 5950 6.52 6250 6.84 

Merrifield Rd btw Washington St & Merrifield Bridge 10560 2 lanes 3 800 1.75 3100 6.79 

Merrifield Rd Bridge 800 2 lanes 3   2600 0.43 

        

Total Annual Crashes     917.21  908.47 
Notes: 1. Google Maps: http\\:maps.google.com 
 2. Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO  
 3. Minnesota Department of Transportation – Traffic Safety Fundamentals Handbook, 2001 
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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 
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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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 MPO Staff Report 

Technical Advisory Committee: October 11, 2017  
MPO Executive Board: October 18, 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. 
 
The solicitation of many federal funding programs will soon be opened.  A presentation will be 
provided highlighting the programs and their respective deadlines.  FAST has caused many 
unknowns; therefore, the process may have changes are we proceed. 
 
NDDOT has submitted a final STIP to FHWA.  MPO staff was caught off guard by this action.  
NDOT is advising the MPO not adopt a 2018-2021 TIP; rather, make amendments to the 2017-
2020 document.  There are several projects that need to incorporated in a TIP.  MPO staff has 
requested additional information and clarification on why not adopt a 2019-2021 TIP.  As we 
have discussed, NDDOT is not making awards in the Regional nor Urban Program for 2021. 
 
As identified on the agenda, 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 attached is the MPO staff 
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:  Presentation; Letter of Concern 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Solicitation of FY2019-2022 TIP. 



 
 
6 October, 2017 
 
Ben Ehreth 
Administrative Transportation Planner 
NDDOT – Planning and Asset Management 
608 E Boulevard Ave 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0700 
 
Re: Proposed Main Street Initiative Grant Program 
 
Dear Mr. Ehreth: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this proposed program.  It is an excellent 
example of a program providing transportation choices to residents of the State.  I greatly 
appreciated the briefing provided which clarified much of the intent and purpose behind the 
program. 
 
My comments focus on the proposed funding source and how problematic it appears to be to the 
MPO’s planning and programming requirements.  As you well know, these plans and programs 
are based upon a fiscally constrained financial plan.  This fiscal constraint applies to a 20+ year 
planning document that prioritizes the federal transportation investments.  Demand far outpaces 
the revenue available; further, inflation erodes the purchasing power each year a needed project 
is delayed.  Through the MPO process, the detailed discussion and analysis that occurs to finalize 
the list of projects prioritized for funding achieves the list of investments that will be pursued 
through programming.  The fiscal constraint is based upon a certain level of Urban Roads 
Program funding that would be reasonably forecasted to be available; this level was 
cooperatively developed with NDDOT.  The proposed funding source for the Main Street 
Initiative cuts this specific revenue source in half and that significant reduction would seem to 
invalidate our constrained financial plan.  Without this, our entire MPO planning and 
programming responsibilities (which we share with you) are likely in jeopardy to be found non-
compliant.  Being a bi-state MPO, this issue may also have serious impact on our Minnesota side 
TIP projects if our MTP is not valid. 
 
Further, we have an adopted TIP document that programs projects into 2020.  As stated at the 
briefing, if this Initiative proceeds with this funding source, our currently programmed projects 
will likely be impacted.  This gravely harms the 3C planning and programming partnership we 
enjoy with the NDDOT.  The projects were vetted through the process and met all requirements 
to be programmed.  While its known that projects programmed in the outer years of the TIP are 
not 100% assured to be funded, the establishment of estimates of funding available during the 
TIP years are to be cooperatively developed with the MPO.   
 
My last concern is that, when the Main Street Initiative (as presented) solicits for projects, the 
MPO will have difficulty in vetting any project as being consistent with its MTP.  The current 



projects, as prioritized in the MTP, do not have scope elements that included the transportation 
choice facilities nor were evaluated as to being done in a specific geography.  Therefore, it would 
be near impossible to state any project that would be competitive in this program as being 
consistent with our current MTP.   
 
A solution to the concerns I raise could be to hold harmless the existing TIP programmed 
projects that are funded from the current Urban Roads Program.  This would appear to eliminate 
my concerns about invalidating our constrained financial plans for both the MTP and TIP.  You 
are well aware that the MPO is updating its MTP.  This updating would work this new Main 
Street Initiative as a critical criteria in prioritizing projects to be within the constrained financial 
plan.  Prior to us having our plans and program updated, I could conceive of processing any 
Main Street Initiative application similar to national TIGER grants that we regularly vet as being 
supported and if awarded funds would consider amending our MTP and TIP to reflect this new 
funding source.  The key to this last statement is that these are truly new funding sources instead 
of eliminating half of an existing funding source. 
 
These comments reflect the views of the MPO staff and do not necessarily reflect an official 
position of the MPO Executive Board.  I look forward to continuing our great working 
partnership in planning and programming transportation choices for North Dakota citizens, 
freight, and tourist. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Earl Haugen 
Executive Director 
 



MPO 2019-22 TIP
Schedule



Projects within the MPO
Study Area should be
Submitted to the MPO for 
The TIP



What Projects Should be In TIP

• Projects that involved a decision of FHWA or 
FTA

• Any federally funded (regardless of funding 
source) projects that impact transportation

• Any regionally significant projects regardless 
of funding source



UNKNOWNS

• FAST Implementation
– Focus on “State of Good Repair”
– Focus on Nation Highway System (NHS)

• Penalties imposed if not preserving NHS
– Funding Levels

• Authorized v. Appropriated
– Performance based programming

• What we do today is subject to change
• THIS TIP IS SUBJECT TO FULL COMPLIANCE WITH 

FAST IF DONE AFTER MAY 27, 2018



YOE
Year of Expenditure

• Annual rate of growth of federal revenue is at 
2.2% for ND

• Annual rate of growth of expenditures is
– ND is 4%
– MN is 5%



GF-EGF MPO Urban $
FAST Act Increased $

17-20 TIP Estimated $
• FY2018 = $2,402,000
• FY2019 = $2,438,000
• FY2020 = $2,477,000

18-21 Estimated $
• FY2018 = $2,599,000
• FY2019 = $2,681,000
• FY2020 = $2,769,000

ND Main Street Initiative is a proposed program
that is currently conceptualized of being funded
through the Urban Program, meaning the amount
shown could be cut in half in the future.

?



ND Main Street

Examples of projects which might align with the objectives of this program could 
include but are not limited to:
•    Pedestrian, bicycle, and public transportation friendly corridor improvements
•    Projects that improve safety for all users of the transportation system
•    Traffic calming measures
•    Road diets
•    Bus stops and other eligible public transportation facilities
•    Bus pull-outs
•    Bike lanes/buffered bike lanes
•    Landscaping and streetscape improvements
•    Lighting
•    Pedestrian controlled signalization
•    Projects improving transportation system connectivity (including with multiple     

modes)
•    Asset preservation projects, such as pavement overlays

Transportation projects that support revitalization, development of vacant or underutilized 
parcels within existing urban areas, and/or redevelopment of the established built environment. 
Projects which directly support a community's urban core or central business district will be 
given preferential consideration.



Urban/Regional Schedule

ND SIDE
• Solicitation will begin soon
• Amount available ??
• Project applications due to 

MPO by ??.
• Projects from MPO to 

NDDOT by ??.
• Current TIP projects may be 

impacted.

Mn SIDE
• Solicitation will occur soon 

– City sub-target 2022
– State or County 



TA Schedule
Transportation Alternative

ND SIDE
• Solicitation will begin soon
• $290,000 maximum of 

federal participation
• Project applications due to 

MPO by December 6th.
• Projects from MPO to 

NDDOT by Dec 31st.
• NDDOT Director’s TAP 

Selection Committee 
meeting TBD

Mn SIDE
• Solicitation has begun
• $50,000 minimum for 

construction 
• Letter of Intent due on 

October 31st

• Informed to proceed to full 
application by November 
17th

• Due to MPO by Jan. 3rd



SR2S Schedule
Safe Routes to School

ND SIDE
• Non-infrastructure??
• SR2S activities eligible 

under TA

Mn SIDE
• No separate solicitation
• SR2S activities eligible 

under TA



RTP Schedule
Recreational Trails Program

ND SIDE
• December begin solicitation
• Still working on due date to 

MPO

Mn SIDE
• ??



HSIP/Safety Sub-Target
Highway Safety Improvement Program

ND SIDE
• Solicitation will begun
• Project applications due to 

MPO by ??.
• HSIP RRXing solicitation has 

started
– Due Nov 30th

MN SIDE
• Solicitation has begun
• Due Nov. 22nd

• Minimum 70% to systemic 
projects

• Maximum 30% to reactive 
(dark spot) projects



Transit #5339

ND SIDE
• Solicitation will be in spring

MN SIDE
• Not a separate program
• Awarded as part of rest of 

MnDOT Transit grants



Transit #5310

ND SIDE
• Spring 2016 solicitation

MN SIDE
• Solicitation closed in July



Recap

ND SIDE
• Solicitation has begun

– Urban, HSIP, TA and RRxing

• County Projects Identified in 
October

• Due to MPO varies
• Projects from MPO to 

NDDOT varies

Mn SIDE
• Solicitation has begun

– HSIP and TA

• Due dates varies by 
program

• City Sub-target in 2022
• Other programs will solicit 

at a later date; typically all 
due by January
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Matter of the NDDOT Freight Plan Update. 
 
Background:  With passage of FAST, the Freight Program was authorized and appropriated 
funds.  As part of developing the Program, each state was tasked with identifying routes of the 
state and local street network that would be included in the National Freight Network.  The state 
and local street segments would be identified as Rural Critical Freight Corridors or Urban Critical 
Freight Corridors.  We are most interested in the Urban side; yet we have Study Area 
responsibilities that include the possible Rural designations. 
 
NDDOT has submitted a draft plan document to FHWA.  Attached are the cover page to the 
document, the two maps showing the GF area designated segments and the draft chapter on 
potential projects that could be funded from the Freight Program. 
 
Just a reminder, MnDOT has decided to first solicit projects for the new Freight Program and then 
have the projects awarded funding to define the corridors. 
 
Findings and Analysis: 
• None 
 
Support Materials: 
• Maps of Urban Critical Freight and ND Strategic Freight Networks and support materials 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Matter of NDDOT Freight Plan Update 
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6. NORTH	DAKOTA	INVESTMENT	PLAN	
6.1. Background	Information	

North Dakota develops its Statewide Transportation Investment Program (STIP) under a concept of 

financial constraint by way of building a program under the objective of using all available 

obligational authority.  Projects listed in this amendment are eligible for National Highway Freight 

Program (NHFP) funding and are also part of the adopted 2017‐2020 STIP.  All of the listed projects 

are intended to be funded through 2020 and all of these projects are considered fiscally constrained 

within the State Freight Plan (SFP) and the STIP.  Section 4.2 of this report provides additional details 

of how freight is considered in the planning and project programming (STIP) processes.   

 

The following projects are listed in the adopted 2017‐2020 STIP and are candidates for NHFP 

funding.  The project highlighted in yellow in the table below is the primary project selected to 

receive 2018 NHFP funding.  Should that project not be financed with freight funding, any of the 

others on the list may be designated to receive NHFP funds. 
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Matter of Adoption of the Limited English Proficiency Plan and Environmental Justice Maps 
Update. 
 
Background:  
Earlier this year the NDDOT did a review of the MPO’s Title VI policies. In this review it was 
found that the numbers in the document Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan and the data for 
the Environmental Justice (EJ) maps needed to be update. The last numbers available at the time 
was from the 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS) data. The most current available 
numbers are the 2011-2015 ACS data. 
 
The LEP Plan includes a four factor analysis. As part of the analysis the percent of individuals 
that speak English less than “very well” is then broken down to the main language types spoken. 
In the MPO area only 6.6% of the population doesn’t speak English well. This means that, 
although we are prepared as best we can be, the likelihood that someone will need assistance is 
very low. The data format used was for the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 
 
The EJ Map update followed the methodology established in the EJ Manual. The low income 
and minority areas were looked at separately. The number of Minority EJ areas is the same but 
one area changed location. The number of Low Income EJ areas has increase from 7 block 
groups to 10 block groups, with two block groups that are the same from last time. 
 
Findings and Analysis: 

� Review requiring updated data. 
� Changes in population requiring the update. 
� Staff recommends Approval 

 
Support Materials: 

� Table of LEP data 
� Maps of new EJ area, new Low Income areas, new Minority areas, comparison of new & 

old Low Income areas, and comparison of new & old Minority areas. 
� Table of Low Income area comparisons and the methodology data used. 
� Table of Minority area comparisons and the methodology data used. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adoption of the Limited English Proficiency Plan and 
Environmental Justice Maps Update. 
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2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015

Total BG Population 1962 1510 770 671 1337 1359 1021 1206 757 797

Total BG Low Income Population 874 763 220 349 681 871 462 658 203 456

% Low Income Population 44.55% 50.53% 28.57% 52.01% 50.93% 64.09% 45.25% 54.56% 26.82% 57.21%

2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015

Total BG Population 420 544 2609 3207 765 784 1205 1407 744 862

Total BG Low Income Population 31 283 917 1663 227 410 1029 911 416 389

% Low Income Population 7.38% 52.02% 35.15% 51.86% 29.67% 52.30% 85.39% 64.75% 55.91% 45.13%

2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015

Total BG Population 1097 1033 984 3137 972 1159 1243 2394 705 597

Total BG Low Income Population 745 515 841 903 592 468 988 879 287 300

% Low Income Population 67.91% 49.85% 85.47% 28.79% 60.91% 40.38% 79.49% 36.72% 40.71% 50.25%

BG= Block Group

Total MPO Population 69,270

Total MPO Low Income Population 20,226

Percent Low Income in MPO 29.20%

3 times the Percent 87.60%

% used for High Concentrations 50%

Numbers Used in Methodology

BG 0103002

BGs that had high concentrations of low income populations

High Concentrations of Low Income Populations
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2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015

Total BG Population 757 797 1264 1785 1205 1407 744 862

BG White Population 574 638 1122 1160 738 1092 508 531

BG Non-White Population 183 159 142 625 467 315 236 331

% Non-White Population 24.17% 19.95% 11.23% 35.01% 38.76% 22.39% 31.72% 38.40%

BG= Block Group

Total MPO Population 69,270

Total MPO Non-White Population 7,502

Percent Non-White in MPO 10.83%

3 times the Percent 32.49%

% used for High Concentrations 33%

Numbers Used in Methodology

BGs that had high concentrations of minority populations.

High Concentrations of Minority Populations
BG 0112002 BG 0108035 BG 104003 BG 0110003
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CODE AREA

Introduction Task(s) ACTIVITY

300 PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES

2045 Street & Highway Plan NEW 1

The existing conditions report is nearly completed. Items pending are related to pavement and bridge 
existing conditions. Consultant is resolving related data formatting and analysis based on 2015 Travel 
Demand Model issues. Some of existing conditions data presented may also be influenced by the 
performance measures. Consultant team is working on context-related Goals, Objectives and 
Performance Measures. There will be an update on the MPO 2045 Street and Highway Plan provided 
by staff at the 10/11 TAC meeting. Consultant will be back to review Goals, Objectives, and 
Performance measures at the TAC meeting on 11/8. The next steps in the process are to develop a 2045 
“No-Build” transportation network and associated issues as well as finalizing performance measures and 
associated metrics that will be used to assist community leaders in making short, medium and long-term  
investment decisions. Consultant is also planning on having another public meeting mid-November or early-
December.  

35%

300 Plan Update (Travel Demand Model) 1
The model development is in the data collection and methodology development stage.  Cleaning up & 
formatting data obtained to represent the employment centers. The data shows the type of employment 
and the number of employees by NAICS code.  

40% 2106 16-Dec

300
Bicycle & Pedestrian Planning Element 

(Update)
2-3-4-5

Submitted Goals, Objectives and Standards for consideration of Advisory Committee. Received and 
incorporated related comments. Organized a meeting of the Advisory Committee to discuss Goals, 
Objectives and Standards and attained their favourable consensus  and support to move on the update 
process. Completed Existing Conditions Report. Currently preparing responses to requests made by 
stakeholders. 

75% 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. Approx.  70% 2015 Ongoing

300 Corridor Preservation Ongoing Ongoing 2015 Ongoing

Near South Neighborhood NEW Task(s) 1

Walkability Draft report being submitted to MPO. Approx. work completed 75%
Pilot Traffic Calming impacts the data for after the permanent installation was collected Oct 4-5th:
Additional data (from PDF) being added to shapefile previously received from MPO. Approx. 20% 
complete

55% 2017 2017

300
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAM (TIP) ANNUAL
2016
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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
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Note: Brief project update review for information only. It does not replace Project Reports.
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