MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 20TH, 2017 – 12:00 NOON
EAST GRAND FORKS CITY HALL TRAINING CONFERENCE ROOM
DeMers_____
Mock _____
Powers _____

Malm _____
Strandell _____
Vetter _____

Vein _____
Grasser _____

1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

CALL OF ROLL

3.

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM

4.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 16TH, 2017 MINUTES (12:03)

5.

MATTER OF UPDATE TO MPO BY-LAWS .............................................................................. HAUGEN (12:05)

6.

MATTER OF FY2018 WORK PROGRAM. ................................................................................. HAUGEN (12:20)

7.

MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE ................................................ HAUGEN (12:30)

8.

MATTER OF SAFETY PERFORMANCE STATE TARGETS ................................................... HAUGEN (12:45)

9.

MATTER OF NEAR SOUTHSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
WALKABILITY SURVEY............................................................................................... HAUGEN (12:55)

10.

OTHER BUSINESS
a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update
b. Bill Listing For 8/16/17 To 9/15/17 Period

11.

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.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
Wednesday, August 16th, 2017 – 12:00 Noon
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room
CALL TO ORDER
Ken Vein, Chairman, called the August 16th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Executive Policy Board
to order at 12:00 p.m.
CALL OF ROLL
On a Call of Roll the following members were present: Mike Powers, Clarence Vetter, Marc
DeMers, Gary Malm, Warren Strandell, Ken Vein, and Jeannie Mock.
Absent was: Al Grasser.
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 JUNE 21ST, 2017, MINUTES OF THE MPO
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
MOVED BY MALM, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 21ST, 2017,
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS SUBMITTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF MPO BOARD MEMBER ELIGIBILITY
Haugen reported that this is an interpretation of the MPO By-Laws on the eligibility of board
membership. He explained that a year ago the Grand Forks City Engineer was appointed to
represent the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission, and that appointment raised a
question as to whether or not that person was eligible to be on the board.
Haugen commented that at that time the City Engineer in Grand Forks was a full-voting member
of the Planning and Zoning Commission, but based on a similar scenario, in 1999 the MPO
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Board made a decision, or interpretation, that in order to represent the body that you are being
appointed to represent, you also needed to have the same privileges as everyone else on that
body. So a year ago the City Engineer had such privileges, but recently Grand Forks significantly
changed its Planning and Zoning Commission membership, and one of the things they did was to
remove the voting privileges of the City Engineer. He said that this then brought up the question
of whether the City Engineer is still eligible to be on the MPO Board or not.
DeMers stated that this take on this is that this is a policy board, and while he thinks City
Engineers, and specifically Mr. Grasser, was a benefit to this board, he thinks we need to have
separation between the Technical Advisory Committee and the Policy Board. He added that he
has a problem with City Staff on either side being a member of the Policy Board, and he feels
that we should have policy people on this board and have that separation of staff, so he would
even say, at some point, that we should revise our By-Laws or Policy to state that whether staff
holds a voting position on a commission or committee, a non-staff person should be the
representative on the MPO Board because he thinks there becomes a little bit of a conflict, not
that Mr. Grasser did anything that was a conflict of interest, but he thinks that it becomes a little
bit of a circular conflict, maybe; and the more policy voices we can get added into this the better,
but he is willing to hear what others think as well.
Vein commented that he thinks Mr. DeMers makes some valid arguments, but he does see pros
and cons to it. He stated that in this case, the By-Laws just say that it needs to be one member
each from Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Planning Commission, it doesn’t say that it needs
to be a voting or non-voting member, so the By-Laws, for him, just seems to allow for the
selection of representation to be made by that body, so his interpretation is that unless we change
the By-Laws, it is allowed. He added that, regardless of the discussions were in the past, or
whatever, he doesn’t see that interpretation in the way the By-Laws are written today, and the
Planning and Zoning Commission made the recommendation that they be put on here as their
representative, and the City Council decided that that position, even though it is a staff position,
should still be a member of the Planning and Zoning Commission, which is the policy
commission, even though they are non-voting, they have them, so with respect to that process,
that is why his thought was that it still fits within our policies, and it fit within the representation
that brought it here.
Vetter stated that he doesn’t necessarily disagree with Mr. Vein that the By-Laws weren’t
changed by the Board back in 1999; although they apparently addressed this issue but didn’t
change the By-Laws. Vetter commented that when he looks at policy boards, his take is that you
set up a policy board to gather input from the community, and you can’t gather input from the
community if you continually have City employees on the policy board, you are going to get a
skewed policy then, so the more diversity we can have on the policy board the better off he
thinks everyone is in the long run. So he agrees with Mr. DeMers, and he also thinks we need to
change the By-Laws to align with what the Board did back in 1999, but didn’t take the next step
to change the By-Laws to reflect it, so he would be more in favor of members of the board
having to have voting rights to be able to serve on our policy board.
Mock asked how long is that appoint supposed to be, is for a year or two. Vein responded that
he believes it is for two years. Haugen explained that normal terms are for two years. Mock
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stated that it seems like maybe there are two separate issues; under the current interpretation of
the By-Laws she would tend to agree that it seems like his position is still on the Planning and
Zoning Commission so under those interpretations she would agree that he is eligible to stay on
the policy board. She added that she thinks he has a really unique perspective knowing kind of
the long term and the short term half of the city and needs as they change, which is a really
important perspective for something like this and the planning we do, but it almost seems like
changing the By-Laws is a separate issue, maybe one that we should consider as an item on the
agenda if that is the direction everyone thinks it go.
DeMers stated that he doesn’t doubt that Mr. Grasser, specifically, doesn’t bring a pretty good
perspective; but part of his point is that that perspective is better suited through the technical end,
which already has a standing spot and although he may not be the one doing it, it is his staff, his
office, it is his responsibility; so he thinks that is the proper role for that type of advisement. He
added that part of the function of City staff is to advise policy boards and get us in the same page
so that our interactions with our constituents can reflect that; and as Mr. Vetter said, part of it is
communication, and as we allow it to become more tight knit it might make better sense, but it
doesn’t allow for that better spin-off of communication and allow more people access to more
information so that when we do make long-term plans it can make more sense to more people.
He commented that, while this isn’t a sword he is willing to die on, he really thinks for proper
functioning of boards, there should be a separation of staff versus elected or appointed officials.
He cited how weird it would be if, and not just a City Engineer, but what if the Finance Director
was a member of the City Council, it would really be weird, and for that reason that is why a lot
of statutes don’t allow that because staff has a certain role and may have an obligation to stay
fairly open minded to be able to take policy that is directed to them and implement it, and the
problem he sees with this is if you are part of the policy making, and then you are also asked to
implement, there can be conflict of interest.
Powers asked what the process is for amending the By-Laws to clear this up. Haugen responded
that it would depend on the extent you would want to amend the By-Laws. He explained that
back in 1998-1999 we had two attorneys engaged, and there were a lot of changes to the ByLaws, but just to change the By-Laws themselves the process would be to submit the proposed
changes, and have the proposal on the agenda for two months. He added that anyone can bring
changes forward, but the board cannot act on those changes until they have been on the agenda
twice; and then, if there are a lot of changes, there would be the process of engaging additional
entities or attorneys as well.
Vein stated that he thinks we can have a fairly lengthy discussion on this now, but what he thinks
he is hearing so far is that these are two separate issues, and that it should promote a By-Law
change that we would discuss under a separate topic at a future meeting. DeMers responded that
the point he thinks Mr. Vetter is making is that it was discussed and it became more of a standard
operating procedure that wasn’t formalized, so he understands the idea that while it may not meet
the letter of the law it would allow this to go forward, but if people are willing to discuss
changing the By-Laws he would be willing to go forward and allow this at this time.
Vetter commented that his argument probably isn’t going to change any because the City
Council made this decision on behalf of the City of Grand Forks that that person be an
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administrator on a policy board, and they are bringing that person forward so we are going with
that, but he also thinks that it is a separate discussion then what we are having today because no
matter what the intent or discussion was twenty years ago; unless somebody interprets it
differently he doesn’t see where there is a violation of the current By-Law.
Mock asked if there were other portions of the By-Laws that need to be updated as well. Haugen
responded that you will notice in the By-Laws that it does list the Finance Committee; and last
time we met there was discussion about our audit report and who reviews the bills; and the ByLaws do state that the Finance Committee was intended to meet monthly to perform the function
of reviewing the bills, which they did for many years but then it was felt that there wasn’t a need
to hold another meeting on top of other meetings to review things so a decision was made by a
current board that that function was no longer required.
Vein asked when the Finance Committee last met. Haugen responded that the last time they
formally met was about two years ago; however, just as there are a lot of State Statutes on the
books that just sit there waiting to be implemented if needed, maybe that is where the Finance
Committee is currently, it is there if it is needed, but past boards have not had a desire to use that
function. He added that one power the Finance Committee does have, although it isn’t listed in
the By-Laws, is they can approve expenditures up to a value of $5,000; and much of the past
Finance Committee meetings that have been held have been to address that kind of issue, such as
a piece of equipment or something of that nature.
Vein stated that those are things that we should talk about and then we should look at the ByLaws in general and then discuss any changes we want to make to them so if this could be placed
on the agenda for our next meeting. DeMers asked if staff could look into what other MPOs do
regarding eligibility on their boards as well
DeMers asked if we read our policy as it is right now, could Planning and Zoning put forward
someone that isn’t even on their board, because it says someone appointed by the representative
body, it doesn’t even say it has to be a member, just a representative for them. Vein suggested
that we should bring some clarity to that as well.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF FY2018-2021 MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P.
Haugen reported that the action you take today is absent of a recommendation from the
Technical Advisory Committee as they did not have a quorum last week. He said that a public
hearing was held, however there were no written comments submitted, and no one came to the
meeting. He stated that staff does recommend approval of the Final 2018-2021 Minnesota Side
T.I.P., as presented.
Haugen explained that we did adopt a Draft 2018-2021 Minnesota Side T.I.P. back in April, and
there have been no significant changes made to that document. He said that there is a total of
just over $15,000,000.00 on the Minnesota side being spent on transportation projects during that
four year period; two big projects make up the bulk of that, the first one is next year whereby
MnDOT is using federal funds to payback their financing of the Kennedy Bridge project that is
currently going on and the other is the 2021 project whereby they will be doing pavement work
4

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
Wednesday August 16th, 2017

on the westbound U.S. #2. He pointed out that we did add an additional $1,000,000.00 to help
address the safety issue at the U.S.#2/U.S.Bus.#2 intersection.
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY MALM, TO APPROVE THE FY2018-2021
MINNESOTA SIDE T.I.P., AS PRESENTED.
Strandell asked, on the discussion issue, what has happened with the study that was done on
U.S.#2/U.S.Bus.#2 as far as whether or not the State of Minnesota has made any decisions as to
what the project design will be. Haugen responded that they haven’t. He added that it will be
happening probably a year out yet. He added that once it has been programmed, and they have
the funding available, since this is 2021, they typically don’t fast forward the design of these,
they usually wait a year or two before they will really begin engaging in how they are going to
end up designing it and will run it through the full NEPA process, etc., for project development.
Haugen commented that MnDOT has agreed to continue looking at those three options, or the
do-nothing option; and they agreed to add the monies into the project so it is available when they
do the project.
Strandell asked if the three alternatives are the ones on the table or will there be others. Haugen
responded that we would hope that our study examined all possibilities, but he can’t guarantee
there won’t be others that are brought up two years from now. Strandell stated that there are
some that don’t trust the DOT, as far as following our study results.
Haugen commented that every year this body has the ability to question what is being
programmed in that project, so just as the Kennedy, if there are questions about what is being
programmed you can determine whether or not you want to continue programming monies
toward that project, and they have the obligation to be consistent with that study’s
recommendations.
DeMers asked, when Grand Forks did their quiet zone were there federal monies applied to it.
Haugen responded that he would have to review back, but off the top of his head his answer
would be no, the investments were relatively small, but he can’t say for certain that there
weren’t.
DeMers stated that he asked because East Grand Forks is starting to engage in a discussion on
this, so it would be nice to know if at some point we want to try to target monies. Haugen
responded that he thinks that a significant amount of the Grand Forks quiet zone monies came
from State funds. He explained that the State Legislature, for a couple of years, provided State
monies to implement quiet zones. DeMers said that he thought there was federal/rail grants.
Haugen responded that there are, adding it is an eligible HSIP, or Highway Safety Improvement
Program because there is a subset to that program which is for railroad crossings. He said that it
is eligible, however how the project competes with changing crossings from just standard
crossings to having flashing lights, it doesn’t compete well with that level of safety need.
Haugen commented, though, that this would be eligible for the City’s Sub-target funds.
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Voting Aye:
Voting Nay:
Abstaining:
Absent:

Vetter, Powers, DeMers, Strandell, Malm, Vein, and Mock.
None.
None.
Grasser.

MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE
Haugen reported that our consultants are working through the scope-of-work. He said that they
have identified the public engagement schedule, with the first open house occurring on August
30th at the Empire Art Center.
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available
upon request) and gave a brief overview of what will be taking place at the open house; stating
that this is the initial first step through this and, ultimately twelve months from now we will have
a draft plan for consideration.
Vein asked how long the presentation will be. Haugen responded that they are trying to schedule
no more than twenty minutes for their end of the presentation, but depending on the questions
and such it could be longer.
Haugen commented that this open house is the first of four total that we will be doing on the
front end of the update process. He said that a year from now, assuming we are still on schedule,
we will be going to each Planning Commission and City Council for public hearings for the
official sets of public engagement beyond this.
Mock asked if, when you talk about pavement conditions, does it include drivability or is it just
the true conditions. Haugen responded that the map that is included in here does not address that
issue. He said that they do have the data, but they are still working on this as there are six
jurisdictions and they all have not exactly the same type of data gathering, so they are trying to
make it so that they can present sort of one piece of information that captures pavement
condition. He added that most of the North Dakota roadways will have that information, it is the
Minnesota side that won’t have it. Mock explained that the reason she asked this is because
sometimes she thinks people evaluate things by what they perceive as far as potholes and
drivability versus what engineering staff will say is the truth.
Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side this data is all from the State Legislature’s
Transportation Needs Study that was done, and we are only displaying the data for the Federal
Aid eligible roadways, we aren’t going down to the local street level. Vein stated that he thinks
it will be important if the MPO plan and what they are looking at from the City Council be
aligned with conditions and proposals.
Haugen reported that as far at the Travel Demand Model portion of the study is concerned, the
information he would share is, as technology advances, data gathering advances, we are having a
whole lot more information engaged in this modeling effort than we have in the past.
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Haugen stated that one of the things the State of North Dakota primarily did was to purchase
some origin destination data. He commented that, if you recall, we had a discussion about cell
phone pings, and we have that data and that is a landmine of information as to where people are
going, and why they are going there, whether it is home based or non-home based, so we are
getting a good pattern of traffic in the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks area, and it is all
gathered through the whole month of October of 2015.
Haugen reported that they are now engaging both City’s Staff on trying to get some idea of what
our street network will look like in 2030, just assuming we aren’t making major investments, but
just standard build-out of the city for 2030. He stated that the next one, then, would be 2045, so
we are working with staff on also distributing where growth is occurring in both communities so
they are working on the model.
MATTER OF NORTH DAKOTA FREIGHT PLAN UPDATE
Haugen reported that, as you heard from past meeting, particularly on the Minnesota side;
Congress has created a new freight program within the FAST ACT, and with that each State was
required to identify critical freight corridors, and they split it between urban and rural, and in our
case urban was what we were asked to work with.
Haugen stated that in December we talked about how Minnesota was approaching this, and that
is to solicit for projects, then they will prioritize those projects, and those at the top, whatever
corridor they are on will be designated as an urban corridor.
Haugen said that North Dakota took the opposite approach and they engaged UGPTI to try to
identify corridors before soliciting for projects. He added that there is a geographic limit and a
mileage limit placed on this by the feds.
Haugen referred to a map and explained that it is the map that was generated. He said that
UGPTI and the NDDOT sent an email to all three MPOs saying that they have a week to review
these maps and get back to them with what they feel is better. He stated that he convened a
meeting of the City, County and State local staff people and came up with this map. He went
over the map briefly.
Vein asked if there is a limit to the number miles we can have on this system. Haugen responded
that there is a twenty-five mile limit. He stated that the total urban freight corridor mileage is
seventy-five for the entire State, so the three MPOs have split that into twenty-five for each
MPO. Vein said, then, that you manipulated this map to hit that twenty-five mile limit. Haugen
responded that that is correct. He added that the one odd thing you may notice is Columbia Road
is not designated. He explained that the reason for that is because trucks are not allowed on the
overpass.
Powers asked why I-29 and U.S.#2 are excluded. Haugen responded that they are excluded from
the mileage because they are already part of the National Freight Network.
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Haugen reported that the Technical Advisory Committee reviewed this in July, so this is what the
NDDOT and UGPTI are now digesting; and they will get back to us as to whether they concur
with it or if they have a suggested change they would like us to consider.
Haugen commented that this is a map on the federal program side of things. He added that North
Dakota also has a strategic freight network, and they adopted that plan a couple of years ago.
Now they want to follow up and go inside the urban areas and try to figure out what should be on
the State Freight priority system. He stated that there is similar mileage, but there are a few more
designated as we weren’t bound by the geography limits, nor by a mileage cap, so they have a lot
of the same areas or streets identified. He added that on the North Dakota side they have them
stratified in levels; level one would be the Interstate and U.S.#2, level two would be Highway
81/Washington Street and DeMers, and level three would be the rest.
DeMers asked if the twenty-five miles is set in stone or could there be push-back from Fargo
saying they want additional miles. Haugen responded that the direction was clear that each MPO
has twenty-five miles.
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.

INFRA Grant Solicitation

Haugen reported that there are a couple of grand opportunities; one at the federal level is called
INFRA grant. He explained that it has taken two years of federal funds and is asking for entities
to submit proposals. He stated that this is open for another two months and you just submit
directly to the U.S. Government Website, and if any of the local entities are submitting a project
they must have some sort of letter from the MPO indicating how that project fits with our
planning and programming processes.
Haugen commented that they are emphasizing, more than ever before, on the federal side a
strong private public partnership within the proposals, so instead of there being an 80/20 funding
they are hoping to have a lessor responsibility so money can go farther and there is more private
capital going into it.
c.

MnDOT Local Roads Improvement Program

Haugen reported that on the Minnesota side there is State monies available for local road
improvement program and that solicitation is open until November so there is opportunity. He
stated that when this announcement was released he forwarded to City staff and suggested that
perhaps the proposed roundabout would fit this program.
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DeMers asked what the typical funding level is for this program; there is $25,000,000.00 there
for projects throughout the State, correct. Haugen responded that that is correct, and he thinks
there is a cap to it, but he will look into it further and pass the information on.
d.

Bill Listing For 7/15/17 To 8/15/17 Period

Haugen reported that you asked for the MPO bill listings, this is a list of the bills we had during
the July 15, 2017 to August 15, 2017 period.
e.

New NDDOT Director

Haugen reported that the new NDDOT Director is now in his second week on the job. He stated
that his name is Tom Sorrell, and he does come from an extensive work background in
Minnesota, first as the Federal Highway Division Administrator, and then the MnDOT Director.
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY DEMERS, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO ADJOURN THE AUGUST 16TH,
2017, MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 12:54 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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MPO Staff Report
MPO Executive Board: September 20, 2017
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Eligibility for MPO Board Membership

Matter of the Eligibility for MPO Board Membership.

Background:
New Information: At the August Board meeting, the Board requested an example of a possible ByLaw change to address the membership question of whether staff should be voting members on the
MPO Board. The majority of the discussion suggested not allowing staff as MPO Board voting
members; thus, attached is a draft possible change to the By-Laws to clarify this.
In addition, the Board requested information as to how other regional MPOs from the tri-state area
address this issue. Attached is a summary. There is a 5-4 mixture of whether the By-Laws are
specific or silent. The majority require members whom have full privileges from the body they are
representing. For those that are silent, the practice is that the membership is elected officials from
the respective boards.
The 3 exceptions that have staff being Board members are rather unique:
• Duluth-Superior allows one Duluth citizen to serve on the MPO Board; the Mayor of
Duluth appoints this person and has recently been appointing the City Administrator.
• Rochester has their School District seated as a voting member of the MPO; the
School District sends their Superintendent.
• Rapid City has a representative from the Regional Airport and the Executive Director
serves as their representative.
The 2 South Dakota MPOs have the unique South Dakota Transportation Commission as having one
voting membership on their Board. This Commission is comprised by appointees of the Governor
from specific regions of the State.
Some MPOs allow proxies to be staff. For those that allow staff as proxies, their By-Laws are silent
on the issue.
Original Information: The eight member MPO Board is comprised of representatives from the
following bodies:
• Two from Grand Forks City Council
• Two from East Grand Forks City Council
• One from Grand Forks County Commission

•
•
•

One from Polk County Commission
One from Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission
One from East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission.

The MPO requests each individual body to appoint a representative. Terms are for two years and
typically people are re-appointed to serve several terms. The By-Laws are attached and contain some
information on this.
The provisions addressing Board membership were last revised in 1999. At that time, the MPO
Board was challenged with adopting a new transportation plan with numerous tied votes. Included in
this challenge were questions on who should be voting; in particular staff positions being able to vote
as MPO Board members. At that time, East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission was
represented by the City Engineer. The EGF City Engineer position is an ex officio member of that
Commission; however, the position serves as a non-voting member. Staff being sent to serve as
proxies were also an issue. An interpretation was made that the person serving on the MPO Board
also had to have voting rights on the body they are to represent. Unfortunately, the by-laws and
minutes do not reflect this. Significant other changes were made to the By-Laws then; yet they do
not affect membership eligibility.
The only section of the by-laws that represent the Board’s interpretation of eligibility is partially
reflected in the section allowing proxy representation:
6. Proxy – Designated MPO Executive Policy Board members may, in their
absence, appoint a proxy to represent them at the Executive Board meeting.
Said proxy must meet the eligibility requirements described in Article III, Section
1 of the member being represented.
The Article III, Section 1 only states:
1. The Executive Policy Committee shall consist of at least two-thirds elected
officials and each member unit of government shall be allowed voting representation
as follows:
a.
Two elected officials from the Grand Forks City Council;
b.
Two elected officials from the East Grand Forks City Council;
c.
One member each from the Grand Forks and Polk County
Commissioners;
d.
One member each representing the Grand Forks and East Grand
Forks City Planning Commission;
e.
Representatives shall be appointed by the respective bodies they are
to represent.
This interpretation ultimately led to the East Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission
appointing someone else to serve as their representative to the MPO Board since the City Engineer
was not a voting member. It also led to no longer having staff serve as proxies for Board members.
Until recently, the MPO Board has not had to address this issue since the membership has been
comprised of voting members appointed by their respective bodies and proxies have been sent that
meet the requirements.

In May of 2016, Steve Adams vacated his position as a member of the Grand Forks Planning and
Zoning Commission and was no longer able to serve on the MPO Board representing that body. Mr
Adams term was to expire at the end of December 2016. June of 2016 meeting of the MPO Board
had a vacancy from a representative from that body. July 2016 the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning
Commission appointed Steve Wasvick to serve “at least for now” was how it was communicated to
the MPO; however, the MPO Board meeting was cancelled that month. Mr. Wasvick was not able to
attend the August 2016 Board meeting; so the minutes reflect his representation of that body as being
absent.
In September 2016, the Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission appointed Al Grasser to be
their representative to the MPO Board for the remaining term of Mr. Adams. At that time, the City
Engineer position was an ex officio member and was a fully vetted member of that Commission.
With this appointment, several of our local and state partners questioned that eligibility of a staff
person serving on the MPO Board. MPO staff responded that the appointment met the basic
requirements as interpreted last, i.e., the person was a voting member of the body being represented
and was appointed by that body. In December, the Commission appointed Mr. Grasser to a full two
year term.
Recently, the City of Grand Forks drastically changed its membership of its Planning and Zoning
Commission. For several months, the City Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council
exchanged discussion on the composition of the Commission. One position in question was whether
the City Engineer should be voting or not. The City Council ultimately decided that the City
Engineer should not be a voting member of their Planning and Zoning Commission. This change
took effect in July of 2017. In addition, the membership was reduced from 15 down to 9 members.
Among other changes, the Mayor as an ex officio with voting rights was removed as well as
removing two City Council members.
Since the appointment was initially made when the City Engineer had voting rights on the body
being represented and that is no longer the case, the question has been raised as to whether the Grand
Forks Planning and Zoning Commission needs to appoint a member having full voting rights from
their new membership.

Findings and Analysis:
•
•

•
•

MPO By-Laws contain sections on eligibility to serve as members
Past MPO Board interpretations has been that members must have full voting rights on the body they
are to represent
Recent changes to Grand Forks Planning and Zoning Commission membership has raised the question
of whether the City Engineer can continue to serve as their representative for the MPO Board.
By-Laws should be reviewed to ensure clarity of the Board’s wishes.

Support Materials:
•
•
•

By-Laws
Draft By-Law Change
Presentation of Regional MPOs

ARTICLE III - MEMBERSHIP
l.

The Executive Policy Committee shall consist of at least two-thirds elected officials and
each member unit of government shall be allowed voting representation as follows:
a.

Two elected officials from the Grand Forks City Council;

b.

Two elected officials from the East Grand Forks City Council;

c.

One member each from the Grand Forks and Polk County Commissions;

d.

One member each representing from the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks City
Planning Commissions, such member cannot be a current staff member of either
City;

Representatives shall be appointed by their respective bodies for whom they are to represent.

MPO BOARD
COMPOSITION
North Dakota, South Dakota and Minnesota

REGIONAL
MPOS

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Grand Forks East Grand Forks
Fargo Moorhead
Bismarck Mandan
St. Cloud
Duluth Superior
Rochester
La Crosse La Crescent
Mankato
Sioux Falls
Rapid City

Elected

FM COG

X

Bis Man

X

St. Cloud

X

Staff

Silent

Staff Proxy

X

X
X

DS MIC

X

X

ROCOG

X

X

X

X

La La

X

Mankato

X

Rapid
S. Falls

X

X
X

FARGO
MOORHEAD
(FM COG)
14 MEMBERS

Silent but practice is elected
• 7 members from Fargo
• 3 members from Moorhead
• 1 member from West Fargo
• 1 member from Dilworth
• 1 member from Cass County
• 1 member from Clay County

Proxies allowed to be staff as a matter of
practice not specific in By-Laws.

BISMARCK
MANDAN
(BIS MAN)
5 MEMBERS

Must be elected official
• 1 member from Bismarck = 5 votes
• 1 member from Mandan = 2 votes
• 1 member from Lincoln = 2 votes
• 1 member from Burleigh = 1 vote
• 1 member from Morton = 1 vote
Proxies may be staff

ST. CLOUD
43 MEMBERS

Must be elected officials
• 11 members from St. Cloud
• 3 members from Sartell
• 3 members from St. Joseph
• 3 members from St. Augusta
• 3 members from Saul Rapids
• 3 members from Waite Park
• 3 members from Haven Township
• 3 members from LeSauk Township
• 3 members from Benton County
• 3 members from Sherburne County
• 3 members from Stearns County
• 1 member from Central MN Transportation Alliance
• 1 member St. Cloud Transit Authority
– Currently vacant due to all transit board members are
currently serving on the APO Board

Proxies must be same standing

DULUTH
SUPERIOR
(DS MIC)
18 MEMBERS

Silent but practice is elected
• 2 members from Duluth Council
• 1 member from Duluth Transit Authority
• 1 member from Duluth Citizens
– Appointed by Mayor; current is City Admin
• 1 member from Hermantown
• 1 member rom Proctor
• 1 member from St. Louis County
• 2 members from MN townships
• 3 members from Superior Council
• 4 members from Douglas County
• 2 members from Superior Citizens

Proxies must be same standing

ROCHESTER
(ROCOG)
16 MEMBERS

Silent but practice is elected
• 1 member from Mayor of Rochester
• 4 members from Rochester Council
• 3 members from Olmsted County
• 3 members from Small Cities
• 1 member from Rochester School District
– Is a school staff person
• 2 members from Citizens
• 2 members from Townships

Proxies must have same standing

LA CROSSE
LA CRESCENT
(LA LA)
10 MEMBERS

Must be elected officials
• 1 member from La Crosse- Mayor = 26 votes
• 1 member from La Crescent-Mayor = 10 votes
• 1 member from City of Onalaska -Mayor = 16 votes
• 1 member from Holman - President = 10 votes
• 1 member rom West Salem - President = 10 votes
• 1 member from Shelby – Chair = 8 votes
• 1 member from Town of Onalaska - Chair = 8 votes
• 1 member from Campbell - Chair = 8 votes
• 1 member from Medary – Chair = 4 votes
• 1 member from La Crosse County - Chair = tie-breaker
vote

Proxies must have same standing

MANKATO
6 MEMBERS

Must be elected officials
• 1 member from Mankato
• 1 member from North Mankato
• 1 member from Eagle Lake
• 1 member from Blue Earth County
• 1 member rom Nicollet County
• 1 member from 5 Townships

Proxies must have same standing

RAPID CITY
(RAPID)
10 MEMBERS

Must be elected
• 1 member from Mayor of Rapid city
• 1 member from Rapid City Council
• 1 member from Mayor of Box Elder
• 1 member from Box Elder Council
• 1 member from Chair of Pennington County
• 1 member from Pennington County Commission
• 1 member from Chair of Meade County
• 1 member from Meade County Commission
• 1 member from Rapid City Regional Airport
– Executive Director serves
• 1 member from South Dakota Transportation
Commission

Proxies can be staff

SIOUX FALLS
(S. FALLS)
10 MEMBERS

Must be elected
• 1 member from Mayor of Sioux Falls
• 4 members from Sioux Falls Council
• 3 members from Lincoln County Commission
• 3 members from Minnehaha County Commission
• 1 member from Mayor of Brandon
• 1 member from Lincoln County Mayoral Assoc.
• 1 member from South Dakota Transportation Commission
– vacant

Proxies can be staff

GRAND FORKS/
EAST GRAND FORKS

METROPOLITAN
PLANNING
ORGANIZATION

BY-LAWS

BY-LAWS OF THE
EXECUTIVE POLICY COMMITTEE OF
THE GRAND FORKS AREA
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
ARTICLE I.
1.

Declaration of Policy

The Executive Policy Committee finds and discloses that the people within the
Metropolitan Area have a fundamental interest in the orderly development of the
area.

2.

The Executive Policy Committee further finds and declares:
a.

That the members have a positive interest in the preparation and
maintenance of a long-term comprehensive Transportation Plan for the
development of the area to serve as a guide to the political subdivisions
within the area;

b.

The continuing growth of the area presents problems that are not
confined to the boundaries of a single county or city;

c.

That the area, by reason of its governmental – jurisdiction, presents
special problems of development that can be dealt with best by an
Executive Policy Committee.

d.

That the area is well-adapted to unified consideration, and;

e.

That in order to assure, insofar as possible, the orderly and harmonious
development of the area, and to provide for the needs of future
generations, it is necessary for the people of the area to form an
Executive Policy Committee to serve as a coordinating agency to
harmonize the activities of federal, state, and local agencies, and to
render assistance and create public interest and participation in the
development of the area.
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ARTICLE II.
1.

Functions

The Executive Policy Committee, pursuant to Title 23, Section 134 and Title 49,
Section 5303, and regulations as may be promulgated and amended by the U.S.
Department of Transportation; shall prepare and adopt a Plan and recommend
polices for the development of the area. The Plan shall be based on existing
conditions and probable future growth, and shall be made with the general
purpose of guiding a coordinated and harmonious development that will promote
the health, safety and general welfare of the inhabitants. The Plan shall also
seek to promote efficiency and economy in the process of land development
and population distribution so as to reduce the waste of resources; and it shall
promote an efficient and economic utilization of conservation of the means of
production of food and water, of sanitary and other facilities, and of natural
resources and transportation.

2.

The Executive Policy Committee shall act as the official area-wide planning
agency for the Metropolitan Area and shall be designated as a consortium of
governments for federal legislation dealing with transportation, land use, and
any other issue deemed appropriate by their respective governing bodies and as
the official Area Planning Organization, as required by the United States
Department of Transportation and other agencies.

ARTICLE III.
1.

Membership

The Executive Policy Committee shall consist of at least two-thirds elected
officials and each member unit of government shall be allowed voting
representation as follows:
a.

Two elected officials from the Grand Forks City Council;
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b.

Two elected officials from the East Grand Forks City Council;

c.

One member each from the Grand Forks and Polk County
Commissioners;

d.

One member each representing the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks
City Planning Commission;

e.

Representatives shall be appointed by the respective bodies they are to
represent.

2.

Term Of Office – Members of the Policy Committee shall serve for a term of two
years except that members of the respective governing bodies holding
memberships by virtue of their elected positions shall hold office only during
their respective terms of office. Non-elected representatives (Planning
Commissioners) shall hold terms for two years. Terms for elected officials shall
be staggered so not more than one-half of the memberships’ terms shall expire
at one time.

3.

Vacancies – Any vacancy shall be filled in the same manner as is provided for
the original designation.

4.

Certification – Each member shall be certified as a member by means of a letter
from their respective governing bodies, which shall become part of the records

of

the Committee.

5.

Officers – The Officers shall be alternated between North Dakota and Minnesota
and shall consist of a Chairperson and a Secretary-Treasurer. The SecretaryTreasurer shall be elected from among the membership for a two-year term.
After the Two-year term has been served, the Secretary-Treasurer shall
automatically become the Chairperson and shall serve in this position for two
years.
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a.

Chairperson – The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings of the
Committee;

b.

Secretary-Treasurer – The Secretary-Treasurer shall exercise the
functions of the authorized recording officer of the Committee and shall
be empowered to execute official instruments of the Executive Policy
Committee as authorized by the Committee.

ARTICLE IV.
1.

Meetings

The Executive Policy Committee shall meet at least quarterly each year and
shall fix a time and place for the meetings. Special meetings may be called at
the discretion of the Chairperson.

2.

The Executive Policy Committee shall keep records of all its meetings. The
Committee’s records shall be public records available for inspection by any
interested parties at reasonable times during regular office hours.

3.

All Executive Policy Committee meetings shall be open to the public.

4.

Quorum – A quorum for the transaction of the Executive Policy Committee
business shall consist of a majority (5) of the members of the Committee.

5.

For any member absent more than three (3) consecutive meetings without being
excused, a letter shall be sent to the governmental board that appointed the
member requesting that the member be replaced. An un-excused absence
would be a meeting for which the member does not provide a proxy.
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6.

Proxy – Designated MPO Executive Policy Board members may, in their
absence, appoint a proxy to represent them at the Executive Board meeting.
Said proxy must meet the eligibility requirements described in Article III, Section
1 of the member being represented.

7.

Rules of Order – Except as otherwise required by these Articles, the Rules of
Order shall be in accordance with the latest edition of ROBERT’S RULES OF
ORDER, REVISED.

ARTICLE V.
1.

Powers and Duties

The Executive Policy Committee shall prepare, maintain, and regularly update
the Transportation Plan and Programs set forth in “a” and “b” below. In
preparation of the Plan and Program, the Board shall seek to harmonize the
general Plans of the Cities and Counties within the area and the Plans and
planning activities of the Federal, State, and Local Agencies.
a.

Long-Range Plan (Transportation Plan)
The MPO’s Long-Range Plan shall provide for the development of
transportation facilities, including pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities, which will function as an intermodal transportation
system for the metropolitan area. The process for developing such plan
shall provide for consideration of all modes of transportation and shall be
continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive to the degree appropriate,
based upon the complexity of the transportation problems. The Plan
shall cover a 20-year forecast period.

b.

Transportation Improvement Program (T.I.P.)
The Executive Policy Committee shall prepare, prioritize, and submit,
annually, to the respective State Departments of Transportation; a staged
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multi-year program of transportation improvements and recommend them
for advancement during the program period, indicate the area’s priorities,
and provide realistic estimates of total costs and anticipated revenues for
the program period.

2.

Adoption – The Committee shall seek the cooperation and advice of cities
and counties, state and federal agencies, organization and others interested in
the functions of the Committee. Before adoption of the Plan, or any revision
thereto; it shall be referred to each City Planning Commission and City Council
for review and recommendation. The Committee shall allow sixty (60) days for
response. The Executive Policy Committee shall adopt the Plan by majority
vote. The resolution shall refer to the maps and descriptive matter by the
signature of the Chairperson.

3.

Certification of Plan – The Executive Policy Committee shall certify copies of the
adopted Plan, or portions thereof, to the City Councils and Planning
Commissions within the Metropolitan Area, to all public utilities, to both State
Departments of Transportation, both Federal Highway Administration State
Divisions, and Federal Transit Administration Regional Office.

4.

Review of Local Plan Referrals – The Executive Policy Committee shall review
all matters referred to it in accordance with law. The Committee may initiate
review of local plans, laws, procedures, polices and developments, codes,
facilities or other planning functions that clearly affect two or more local
governmental units, or that affect the Area as a whole, or what are subjects of
primary responsibility for the Committee.
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5.

Other Powers and Duties of the Committee Shall Be:
a.

To provide, when possible, technical services to the member units of
government;

b.

To receive and dispense grants and funds from Federal, State, or Local
Governments, or from individuals and foundations within the budget
established or amended by the Committee;

c.

To enter into agreements or contracts for any service necessary, or
convenient for carrying out the purposes of the Committee;

d.

To acquire, hold, improve, maintain, own, manage, or lease personal or
real property, equipment or other services and to implement plans.

ARTICLE VI.
1.

Advisory Committee

Technical Advisory Committee (T.A.C.) – A Technical Advisory Committee
(T.A.C.) of skilled and experienced persons to study and report on matters
related to any of the functions of the Committee is hereby established. The
Committee shall be composed of Planning Directors and Engineers representing
the local member units of government, and of representatives from the
Minnesota Department of Transportation, the North Dakota Department of
Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, and the Federal Transit
Administration. Other members may be appointed to the T.A.C. as deemed
necessary by the MPO Executive Policy Board.

2.

Finance Committee – A Finance Committee shall be comprised of the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Executive Policy Committee
Chairman, Secretary-Treasurer, and the immediate past president of the
Executive Board unless the immediate past president is not a member, then one
member elected by the Policy Committee. The elected member’s term shall
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coincide with the Chairperson and must be re-elected every two years. The
Finance Committee shall:
a.

Review bills at the end of each month;

b.

Negotiate the MPO contract with the Executive Director;

c.

Approve, upon a recommendation of the Executive Director, all travel
outside North Dakota and Minnesota;

d.

Co-sign all checks, but payroll checks, with the Executive Director; in
whose absence a designated Senior Planner or any two Finance
Committee members may sign checks;

e.

Review and approve other matters as the MPO Policy Committee may
direct.

ARTICLE VII.
1.

Executive Director

The MPO shall hire an Executive Director, hereinafter referred to as the
“Director”, who shall serve at the discretion of the MPO.

2.

The Director shall be the Chief Administrative Officer, and technical advisor of
the MPO, direct and administer the preparation, maintenance, review, and
revision of all plans and administer and execute all other functions and duties
determined by the Executive Board, including, but not limited to the following:
a.

Appoint, compensate, and establish the numbers and duties of the staff.
Compensation shall conform to salary schedules of the City of Grand
Forks, North Dakota. Appointments and removal must be approved by
the MPO.

b.

Serve, or designate personnel to serve as recording secretary of the
MPO.
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c.

Serve, or designate personnel to serve as Chair to the Transportation
Technical Committee, by providing reasonable services to the
organization, preparing and issuing notices of meetings, distributing
reports and performing other activities that the Technical Committee and
the MPO may wish to undertake in the furtherance of their functions.

d.

Complete the specific responsibilities as described in the Executive
Director’s approved job description.

3.

The MPO Executive Board, upon a recommendation of the Finance Committee,
shall set the compensation and term of contract for the Executive Director. The
salary shall be paid out equally over a 12 (twelve) month period.

ARTICLE VIII.
1.

Personnel Administration

MPO Employees shall be governed by the policies outlined in the most recent
MPO Employee Reference Guide, which each employee receives and which
one copy is on file with the Executive Director.

2.

The Executive Policy Committee shall serve as the MPO Civil Service
Commission. When serving as the Civil Service Commission, the Executive
Policy Committee shall be governed by the procedures outlined in Chapter VI
(Civil Service Code) of the Grand Forks City Code of 1987, as amended.

3.

All MPO job descriptions, except that of the Executive Director, shall be rated
and classified using the procedures outlined in the most recent job classification
and pay plan study completed by the City of Grand Forks, North Dakota.
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4.

Annual raises and benefit contributions shall be identical to those negotiated by
Grand Forks City Employees. If the benefits are not available to MPO
employees, a similar benefit or salary compensation shall be made.

ARTICLE IX.
1.

Code of Ethics

A standard of conduct shall govern the performance of the MPO’s officers,
employees, board members, or agents engaged in the award and administration
of contracts. No employee, officer, board member, Executive Director, or agent
of the MPO may participate in the selection, award, or administration of a
contract if a conflict of interest, real or apparent, would be involved. Such a
conflict would arise when any of the parties set forth below has a financial or
other interest in the firm selected for award:

2.

a.

The employee, officer, board member, Executive Director, or agent;

b.

Any member of the immediate family of any of the above listed;

c.

The business partner of any of the above listed; or

d.

An organization that employs, or is about to employ, any of the above.

Furthermore, officers, employees, board members, the Executive Director, or
agents may neither solicit nor accept personal gratuities, favors, or anything of
monetary value from present or potential contractors or sub-recipients. The only
exceptions to the policy include the following unsolicited gifts:
a.

The gift or receipt of awards, and memorial plaques or trophies, having
nominal intrinsic value; or

b.

The gift of breakfast, lunch, or dinner.

c.

A benefit that has been approved by the Executive Committee.

Violation of these standards renders the sale, lease, or contract voidable by the
MPO, or by a court of competent jurisdiction. Any monies paid as a result of
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such violation may be recovered by a joint and several action from the parties to
the sale, lease, or contract and the MPO official, Executive Director, employee
or it’s agent interested in the same. Any officer, employee, board member or
agent of the MPO proven to have violated these standards shall be subject to
disciplinary action and the proven violations shall constitute just cause for the
following actions:
a.

Reprimand;

b.

Suspension;

c.

Discharge or forfeiture of office.

Reprimand or suspension shall constitute disciplinary action as authorized by
the Chairperson for the Executive Director, and by the Executive Director for
employees or agents. Discharge or forfeiture of office will be at the direction of
the Executive Policy Board after due and proper hearing for officers and board
members. It is expressly understood that members of the Executive Policy
Board are representatives of municipal bodies comprising the Grand Forks/East
Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization and these disciplinary
proceedings set forth herein shall be in addition to any proceedings undertaken
by the individual appointing authorities with respect to each appointed members
of the Board of Directors.

ARTICLE X.
1.

Filing Reports

To facilitate planning and development of the Area, all governing bodies,
planning agencies, and others within the Area are requested to file with the
Committee all public plans, maps, reports, regulations and other documents, as
well as amendments and revisions thereto, that are related to the activities of
the Committee.
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ARTICLE XI.
1.

Financial Provisions

Prior to October 1st of each year the Committee shall adopt, by majority vote, a
proposed Work Program and budget required for the operation of the
Committee. The local matching funds necessary to use federal and state
planning funds from the respective states and requested from each member unit
shall ensure that the match required is provided by either local and/or state.
The amount shall be due and payable no later than thirty (30) days after the
billing request is received.

2.

Audit and Records – Books, records, and accounts shall be kept as prescribed
by State and Federal Law. A Certified Public Accounting Firm shall be selected
by the Finance Committee to audit the MPO books at least once every two
years. The results of the audit will be made available to anyone wishing to
review it.

ARTICLE XII.
1.

Amendments

These By-Laws may be amended or new By-Laws adopted at any regular or
special meeting provided notice is given one meeting in advance that such
business is included on the Executive Policy Committee’s Agenda. It shall take a
majority vote of the Executive Policy Committee membership at two consecutive
meetings to amend or adopt these By-Laws.
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Adopted by MPO Executive Policy Committee on June 23, 1982 – Dennis Johnson,
Chairman.

Amended by MPO Executive Policy Committee on June 25, 1992 – Del Olson,
Chairman.

Amended by MPO Executive Board on March 9, 1993 – Arden Shores, Chairman.

Amended by MPO Executive Board on June 26, 1994 – Gary Sanders, Chairman.

Amended by MPO Executive Board on August 17, 1998 – Cindy J. Beyer,
Chairperson.

Amended by MPO Executive Board on December 9, 1999. Robert “Punky”
Beauchamp, Chairman.
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MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: September 13, 2017
MPO Executive Board: September 20, 2017
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Discuss the 2018 Unified Planning Work Program.

Matter of the 2018 UPWP.

Background: The MPO prepares a work program listing the activities that will be accomplished with the
consolidated planning grant from the USDOT. The program is titled the Unified Planning Work Program and
covers a two-year period. The MPO has prepared a work program listing the activities that will be
accomplished with the federal Consolidate Planning Grant (CPG) and a planning grant from Minnesota, which
helps off-set local match. We are ending the first year of the current two year program.
Towards the end of FY2017, we revisit the FY2018 UPWP to either confirm the activities and/or make
amendments. Further, as future funding becomes more known, amendments will be necessary to reflect the
new funding realities.
We do know that:
• The NDDOT approved allowing us to spend FY2014 funds that had previously be deobligated. This “freed” 2017 funds to be carried over in 2018.
• Our 2018 revenue is increased about $250,000 due to this. This number is an estimate and
will not be final until late January 2018.
• We want to continue our Traffic Counting Program with ATAC as new signal and video
detection take place. We also desire to extend this into East Grand Forks.

Findings and Analysis:

•
•
•
•

The MPO is required to prepare a Unified Planning Work Program.
The activities are to occur over a two year period of 2017-2018.
The activities have the support of each Local Unit of Government.
We re-visit the second year towards the end of the first year.

Support Materials:
•

Copy of 2018 Unified Planning Work Program Line Item Listing

GRAND FORKS - EAST GRAND FORKS
2018 ANNUAL WORK PROGRAM
FUNDING SOURCE

ACTIVITY

FED/STATE STATE/LOCAL*

TOTAL

100.0 PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
100.1

General Administration

100.2

UPWP Development

100.3

Financial Management

100.4

Facilities and Overhead

24,000

6,000

30,000

9,600

2,400

12,000

9,600

2,400

12,000

$14,400

$3,600

18,000

200.0 PROGRAM SUPPORT AND COORDINATION
200.1

Interagency Coordination

28,800

7,200

36,000

200.2

Pub. Info. & Cit. Part.

16,000

4,000

20,000

200.3

Education/Training & Travel

200.4

Equipment

16,000

4,000

20,000

$12,000

$3,000

15,000

206,000

51,450

257,450

28,000

7,000

35,000

300.0 PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION
300.1

Transportation Plan Update & Imp.
ATAC

300.2

Corridor Planning

112,800

28,200

141,000

300.20 US2/US81 Skewed Intersection

48,000

12,000

60,000

300.21 ATAC Traffic Count

21,600

5,400

27,000

300.22 Corridor Preservation

4,000

1,000

5,000

300.23 Aerial Photo Update

39,200

9,800

49,000

17,600

4,400

22,000

8,000

2,000

10,000

300.3

TIP and Annual Element

300.4

Land Use Plan

300.5

Special Studies

300.6

300.7

47,200

14,600

61,800

300.51 FAST Implementation

15,200

6,600

21,800

300.53 School Safety Study

20,000

5,000

25,000

300.54 Technical Assistance

12,000

3,000

15,000

Plan Monitoring, Review & Evaluation

28,000

7,000

35,000

300.61 Monitoring & Surveillance Annual

16,000

4,000

20,000

300.62 Data Collection

12,000

3,000

15,000

GIS Development & Application

32,000

8,000

40,000

610,000

155,250

765,250

TOTAL
* Minnesota and North Dakota State Funding will be used for local match.

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: September 13, 2017
MPO Executive Board: September 20, 2017
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Update on the Street/Highway Element of 2045 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan.

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. The first public engagement activity took place on August 30th at the
Empire Arts Center. About 25 people attended the event. A summary of the feedback will be
prepared and distributed. MPO staff also appeared before the East Grand forks City Council
during one of their working sessions. The MPO staff also appeared before the Grand Forks
Planning and Zoning Commission. The presentation is attached.
The website is live and the wikimapping tool is active. Below is a snipping of the screenshot
showing the input thus far.

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:
 Presentation.
 Show wikimapping tool

Timeline to 2045LRTP
Update
Year Begin

Activity

Year
Completion

Consultant

Jan. 1, 2015

FAST Perform. Meas.

Dec 31,
2018?

TES

Jan. 1, 2015

GF 2045 LU

June 30,
2016

YES

Jan. 1, 2015

EGF 2045 LU

June 30,
2016

YES

Jan. 1, 2015

NDDOT Counts

Dec. 31,
2015

NO

Jan. 1, 2016

Bike/Ped Update

Dec. 31,
2017

NO

Jan. 1, 2016

TDP Update

June, 201

YES

Jan. 1, 2017

NDDOT Counts

NA

NO

Jan. 1, 2017

2045 LRTP Update

Jan. 31, 2019

YES

Transportation Plan
 City currently has the MPO also adopted as its
Transportation Plan within the City’s Overall
Comprehensive Plan
 Transportation Plan consists of three basic elements
 Street/Highway
 Transit
 Bike/Ped

 Update every 5 years

 Just adopted new Transit
 Been working past year on Bike/Ped
 Now engaging in Street/Highway

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

2040
State of Good Repair

V.

2045

Performance

 Focus on existing
 Metrics are identified
facilities and keep
to measure how
them in “state of
system is performing
good repair”
 Targets are identified
 No definition of “state
to help define “state
of good repair”
of good repair”
 X% of pavement in
poor
 X% bridge in poor

Financial Forecast Updates
2040

 City Sub-target was
forecasted in 2018 to
be $560,000

2045

 Programmed City
Sub-target in 2018 is
$850,000

 50% increase
 Value wasn’t reached
until 2041

 Still every 4th year

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
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.
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

Performance Measures, Metrics and Targets
Element

Description

Performance Measure

An expression of a trend or desired trend that
is used to establish a metric and target.

Performance Metric

The specific dataset or information used to
track a given performance measure.

Performance Target

Maximum and minimum thresholds for
success and/or failure.

Project Overview: Background
 Project Area
Issues Map

Grand Sky
Grand Forks Air Force Base

Key Projects in MPO 2017-2020
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
2017
 Kennedy Bridge Rehabilitation
 South Columbia Road 2 to 5 Lane
Expansion and New Signal
 South Columbia Road Turn Lanes
at 17th Avenue South
2019
 32nd Avenue Corridor Safety
Improvements
 Demers Avenue (Columbia
Rd/30th St.) Traffic Signal/Turn
Lanes
 Downtown GF Demers Avenue
Reconstruction/Mill & Overlay

2018
 42nd St Reconstruction
(University to US2)
 Central Avenue Multi-Use Trail
 Rhinehart St Reconstruction
 EGF Point Bridge Mill &
Overlay
2020
 Gateway Drive/55th Street
Traffic Signal/Turn Lanes
 University Avenue Mill &
Overlay

Key Projects in MPO 2021 TIP

Under Consideration

Minnesota
 US 2 and US Bus 2 Intersection Improvements

 Funds are programmed, final project scope being set

North Dakota
 Washington St Underpass Reconstruction
 N. Columbia Rd Reconstruction (2nd St thru University
Ave)

Public Engagement

Ways To Stay Involved
 Public meetings

 Attend the open houses – there will be four

 Online

 Project website – get interactive with online mapping
 Facebook page – help us spread the word

 Stay in touch

 Provide your contact information to stay informed

 Provide feedback on comment forms
 Got other ideas? Tell us what works for you

Street/Highway Plan Update

Open House
August 30, 2017

Earl Haugen, MPO Executive Director
Brandon Bourdon, Kimley-Horn

WWW.THEFORKSSTREETS2045.ORG

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: September 13, 2017
MPO Executive Board: September 20, 2017
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Information on Safety Performance Targets

Matter of Information on Safety Performance Targets.

Background: MAP-21 created the requirement of performance based planning and
programming. The recent FAST continued the same. The rule making documents were finalized
implementing this performance based approach. The first focus on SAFETY.
The performance measures rules identifies that there are 5 different measures that are required at
the State level. The rules also provide options for the State to split the measures between rural
and urban. Neither state opted to split measures. Each state has informed the MPO of their
respective targets.
The rules require MPOs to either adopt the State measure for all five or choose a combination of
either the state’s or an MPOs measure. Bi-state MPOs must address each state independently.
The MPO has until February 23, 2018, to provide each state with the MPO targets.
The update to the Street/Highway Plan has as one of its tasks the work to assist the MPO in
determining the appropriate outcome regarding these performance measures. We will be working
through the process to allow the MPO to make its informed decision by the due date.

Findings and Analysis:
•

None

Support Materials:
•

Presentation

Safety Performance Targets
The measures apply to all public roads
regardless of ownership or functional
classification:
• Number of fatalities
• Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle
miles traveled (VMT)
• Number of serious injuries
• Rate of serious injuries per million VMT
• Number of non-motorized fatalities and
non-motorized serious injuries

Safety Performance Targets – State Draft
March
MN Draft 2018 Target

• Fatalities = 3% decline
375

ND Draft 2018 Target Ranges

• Fatalities = 0 to 3% decline
139 to 131 total

• Fatality Rate = 0%

• Fatality Rate = 0 to 3% decline

• Serious Injuries = 5% decline

• Serious Injuries = +.5 to -.5%

• Serious Rate = 0%

• Serious Rate = +.5 to -.5%

0.62

1,888
3.11

• Bike/Ped = 5% decline
348

1.38 to 1.30
521 to 510

5.14 to 5.04

• Bike/Ped = +3 to +1%
37 to 35
ND has yet to identify the target; so still in ranges

Safety Performance Targets – State Final
MN 2018 Target

• *Fatalities = 3% decline
375

ND 2018 Target

• *Fatalities = 0.5% decline
138

• *Fatality Rate = 0%

• *Fatality Rate = 0.5% decline

• *Serious Injuries = ?% decline

• *Serious Injuries = 0%

• Serious Rate = ?%

• Serious Rate = 0.5%

0.62

1,935
3.19

• Bike/Ped = 5% decline
348

1.366
516

5.088

• Bike/Ped = 0%
34

* Same as Highway Safety Plan for each state

Safety Performance Targets – MPO
Due by Feb, 2018
Support Each State Targets
Total 10 targets; 5 for each State

• Fatalities = 3% ; 0.5% declines
375 ; 138

Adopt MPO Targets or Combo (min 5;
max 10) (example shows 7)

• Fatalities = x% decline
x

• Fatality Rate = 0% ; 0.5% decline

• Fatality Rate = 0% ; 0.5% decline

• Serious Injuries = ?% decline

• Serious Injuries = x%

• Serious Rate = ?%

• Serious Rate = x%

0.62 ; 1.366
1,935 ; 516

3.19 ; 5.088

• Bike/Ped = 5% ; 0% decline
348 ; 34

0.62 ; 1.366
x

5.088 ; 3.19

• Bike/Ped = x%
x

Determining Whether a State DOT Has Met or Made Significant
Progress Toward Meeting Performance Targets – § 490.211

• 4 out of 5 targets must be:
 Met, or
 Better than performance for year
prior to target establishment (baseline)

• Determination made:
 End of CY following target year
 FARS ARF may be used if Final FARS is not
available

Determining Whether a State DOT Has Met or Made Significant
Progress Toward Meeting Performance Targets – § 490.211

• Optional targets will not be evaluated
• Requirements if State did not meet or make
significant progress toward meeting targets
• Use obligation authority equal to the HSIP
apportionment for the prior year only for highway
safety improvement projects, and
• Submit a HSIP Implementation Plan

Target Assessment Example
5-year Rolling Averages
2012 – 2016
Baseline
Performance

2014-2018
Target

2014-2018
Actual
Performance

Target
Achieved?

Better
than
baseline?

Number of Fatalities

474.0

468.0

472.4

No

Yes

Fatality Rate

0.988

0.980

0.990

No

No

Number of Serious
Injuries

2,310.4

2,160.0

2,185.6

No

Yes

Serious Injury Rate

4.822

4.572

4.584

No

Yes

Number of Nonmotorized Fatalities
and Serious Injuries

113.2

110.0

109.4

Yes

N/A

Performance
Measure

Met or
Made
Significant
Progress

Yes

NHTSA Required Core “Outcome” Measures
•

Number of Fatalities

•

Rate of Fatalities per 100 million VMT

•

Number of Serious Injuries

6

•

Number of:
•
Unrestrained passenger vehicle
occupant fatalities, all seat positions
•

Fatalities in crashes involving a driver
or motorcycle operator with a BAC of
.08 and above

•

Speeding-related fatalities

•

Motorcyclist fatalities

•

Unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities

•

Drivers age 20 or younger involved in
fatal crashes

•

Pedestrian fatalities

•

Bicyclist fatalities

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: September 13, 2017
MPO Executive Board: September 20, 2017
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Update on Near Southside Walkability Survey .

Matter of the Near Southside Neighborhood Traffic Study

Background:
Back in May, the MPO approved an amendment to the 2017 Work Program’s Near Southside
Neighborhood Study an activity to conduct a walkability survey. The activity was to be
spearheaded by ATAC with involvement of neighborhood volunteers.
The event took place the evening of September 7th. This was when enough volunteers could
commit to participating in this activity. We were able to enjoy 7 neighborhood volunteers to assist
the 3 MPO staff, 2 ATAC staff, 2 police officers and 1 staff member from Safe Kids Grand Forks.
ATAC trained the group on the use of the survey documents. The group was divided into four
teams for each team to cover a specific area of the neighborhood. The individual groups had
volunteers matched with staff to do the assessment of their area.
The survey used tomorrow has been provided by Federal Highway Administration’s Pedestrian
and Bicycle Safety Team through the University of North Carolina Highway Safety Research
Center (Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center). It is attached. It allows both identification
of issues and allows a rating be given to the walkability. It includes objective observations (such
as sidewalks available) and subjective observations (drivers behavior or walk pleasantness).
The safe routes to school maps for Phoenix and Lewis and Clark Elementary Schools were used
to establish routes. See attached. The maps were quadrant off to make a survey walk within the
timeframe provided. The groups assessed their respective area using the perimeter of their area.
No assessment was made of the interior areas nor did 2 of the areas get canvassed.
The groups were able to complete their surveys and were provided a very brief discussion about
the results. The discussion really focused on the overall rating, or walkability score, provided by
each group.

The preliminary results showed that the overall ratings for each area were in the “Celebrate a
little; your neighborhood is pretty good” walkability score. The scores were in the upper range
of this grouping. With close to 100% sidewalks available on both sides of the street, berms
between sidewalks and streets, mature trees on vast majority of berms, and mostly streets with of
two lane traffic, it is not surprising the score was this good.
There was evidence that some recent investments had been done in the
neighborhood to improve the walkability. Beginning in 2012, the City’s
MUNI focused on this neighborhood. ADA compliant curb ramps were
installed and sidewalks were reconstructed. Follow-up with city staff
will be done to obtain more details of the improvements done, the
rationale for the locations, and total investments with revenue source.

As with most things, items or issues were observed that would improve
the walkability. These are being compiled yet some items such as
lacking ADA curb ramps; uneven sidewalk pavements; and darkness of
sidewalks during night time were common.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT:
•
•
•
•
•
•

In May, an amendment for the Scope of Work was approved
The event occurred when a group of volunteers could be assembled.
The group was trained at the beginning of the event prior to completing the assessment.
The groups completed the assessment and preliminary results were noted.
Overall, this is “pretty good” walkable neighborhood.
Some issues or improvements were noted.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:
•

Documents used.

Walkability Checklist
How walkable is your community?
Take a walk with a child and
decide for yourselves.
Everyone benefits from walking. These benefits include:
improved fitness, cleaner air, reduced risks of certain
health problems, and a greater sense of community. But
walking needs to be safe and easy. Take a walk with your
child and use this checklist to decide if your neighborhood
is a friendly place to walk. Take heart if you find problems,
there are ways you can make things better.

Getting started:
First, you’ll need to pick a place to walk, like the route
to school, a friend’s house or just somewhere fun to
go. The second step involves the checklist. Read over
the checklist before you go, and as you walk, note the
locations of things you would like to change. At the end
of your walk, give each question a rating. Then add up
the numbers to see how you rated your walk overall.After
you’ve rated your walk and identified any problem areas,
the next step is to figure out what you can do to improve
your community’s score. You’ll find both immediate
answers and long-term solutions under “Improving Your
Community’s Score...” on the third page.

Take a walk and use this checklist to rate your neighborhood’s walkability.

How walkable is your community?
Location of walk

Rating Scale:

1

2

awful

1. Did you have room to walk?
Yes

Some problems:

many
some
problems problems

good

5

6

very good excellent

Yes

No

Cross at crosswalks or where you could see
and be seen by drivers?

Sidewalks were blocked with poles,
signs,shrubbery, dumpsters, etc.

Yes

No

Stop and look left, right and then left
again before crossing streets?

No sidewalks, paths, or shoulders

Yes

No

Walk on sidewalks or shoulders facing
traffic where there were no sidewalks?

Yes

No

Cross with the light?

Sidewalks were broken or cracked

Too much traffic
Something else
Rating: (circle one)
1 2 3 4 5 6 		

Locations of problems:

2. Was it easy to cross streets?
Some problems:

Rating: (circle one)
1 2 3 4 5 6

		

Locations of problems:

		

5. Was your walk pleasant?
Yes

Some problems:

Road was too wide

Needed more grass, flowers, or trees

Traffic signals made us wait too long or did
not give us enough time to cross

Scary dogs

Needed striped crosswalks or traffic signals

Not well lighted

Parked cars blocked our view of traffic

Dirty, lots of litter or trash

Trees or plants blocked our view of traffic

Dirty air due to automobile exhaust

Needed curb ramps or ramps needed repair

Something else

Something else
Rating: (circle one)
1 2 3 4 5 6

Locations of problems:

3. Did drivers behave well?
Yes

4

4. Was it easy to follow safety rules?
Could you and your child…

Sidewalks or paths started and stopped

Yes

3

Some problems: Drivers …

Scary people

Rating: (circle one)
1 2 3 4 5 6 		

Locations of problems:

How does your neighborhood stack up?
Add up your ratings and decide.

Backed out of driveways without looking
Did not yield to people crossing the street

1.

Turned into people crossing the street

2.

Drove too fastp

3.

Sped up to make it through traffic lights or
drove through traffic lights?

4.

Something else
Rating: (circle one)
1 2 3 4 5 6 		

Locations of problems:

5.

26–30

Celebrate! You have a great
neighborhood for walking.

21–25

Celebrate a little. Your neighborhood
is pretty good.

16–20

Okay, but it needs work.

11–15

It needs lots of work. You deserve
better than that.

5–10

It's a disaster for walking!

Total:

Now that you've identified the problems,
go to the next page to find out how to fix them.

Now that you know the problems, you can find the answers.

Improving your community's score
1. Did you have room to walk?
Sidewalks or paths started and stopped
Sidewalks broken or cracked
Sidewalks blocked
No sidewalks, paths or shoulders
Too much traffic

What you and your child
can do immediately

What you and your community
can do with more time

• pick another route for now
• tell local traffic engineering or public works
department about specific problems and
provide a copy of the checklist

• speak up at board meetings
• write or petition city for walkways and
gather neighborhood signatures
• make media aware of problem
• work with a local transportation engineer to
develop a plan for a safe walking route

• pick another route for now
• share problems and checklist with local
traffic engineering or public works
department
• trim your trees or bushes that block the street
and ask your neighbors to do the same
• leave nice notes on problem cars asking
owners not to park there

• push for crosswalks/signals/ parking
changes/curb ramps at city meetings
• report to traffic engineer where parked cars
are safety hazards
• report illegally parked cars to the police
• request that the public works department
trim trees or plants
• make media aware of problem

• pick another route for now
• set an example: slow down and be
considerate of others
• encourage your neighbors to do the same
• report unsafe driving to the police

• petition for more enforcement
• request protected turns
• ask city planners and traffic engineers for
traffic calming ideas
• ask schools about getting crossing guards at
key locations
• organize a neighborhood speed watch program

• educate yourself and your child about safe
walking
• organize parents in your neighborhood to
walk children to school

• encourage schools to teach walking safely
• help schools start safe walking programs
• encourage corporate support for flex schedules
so parents can walk children to school

2. Was it easy to cross streets?
Road too wide
Traffic signals made us wait too long or did not
give us enough time to cross
Crosswalks/traffic signals needed
View of traffic blocked by parked cars, trees,
or plants
Needed curb ramps or ramps needed repair

3. Did drivers behave well?
Backed without looking
Did not yield
Turned into walkers
Drove too fast
Sped up to make traffic lights or drove through
red lights

4. Could you follow safety rules?
Cross at crosswalks or where you could see
and be seen
Stop and look left, right, left before crossing
Walk on sidewalks or shoulders facing traffic
Cross with the light

5. Was your walk pleasant?
Needs grass, flowers, trees
Scary dogs
Scary people
Not well lit
Dirty, litter
Lots of traffic

• point out areas to avoid to your child; agree on
safe routes
• ask neighbors to keep dogs leashed or fenced
• report scary dogs to the animal control department
• report scary people to the police
• report lighting needs to the police or appropriate
public works department
• take a walk wih a trash bag
• plant trees, flowers in your yard
• select alternative route with less traffic

• request increased police enforcement
• start a crime watch program in your
neighborhood
• organize a community clean-up day
• sponsor a neighborhood beautification or treeplanting day
• begin an adopt-a-street program
• initiate support to provide routes with less traffic
to schools in your community (reduced traffic
during am and pm school commute times)

• start with short walks and work up to 30 minutes of
walking most days
• invite a friend or child along
• walk along shaded routes where possible
• use sunscreen of SPF 15 or higher, wear a hat and
sunglasses
• try not to walk during the hottest time of day

• get media to do a story about the health benefits
of walking
• call parks and recreation department about
community walks
• encourage corporate support for employee
walking programs
• plant shade trees along routes
• have a sun safety seminar for kids
• have kids learn about unhealthy ozone days
and the Air Quality Index (AQI)

A Quick Health Check
Could not go as far or as fast as
we wanted
Were tired, short of breath or had
sore feet or muscles
Was the sun really hot?
Was it hot and hazy?

Need some guidance? These resources might help…

Great Resources

WAlking informAtion

PeDestriAn sAfety

Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center (PBIC)
UNC Highway Safety Research Center
Chapel Hill, NC
www.pedbikeinfo.org
www.walkinginfo.org

Federal Highway Administration
Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Team
Office Of Safety
Washington, DC
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/

National Center for Safe Routes to School
Chapel Hill, NC
www.saferoutesinfo.org

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Traffic Safety Programs
Washington, DC
www.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/pedbimot/pedSAFE

For More Information about Who Can Help
Address Community Problems
www.walkinginfo.org/problems/help.cfm
State Bicycle & Pedestrian Coordinators
http://www.walkinginfo.org/assistance/contacts.cfm

feDerAl PoliCy, guiDAnCe AnD
funDing sourCes for WAlking
fACilities
Federal Highway Administration
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
Office of Natural and Human Environment
Washington, DC
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/index.htm

siDeWAlk ACCessibility informAtion
US Access Board
Washington, DC
Phone: (800) 872-2253;
(800) 993-2822 (TTY)
www.access-board.gov
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PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION

ACTIVITIES

COMPLETION DATE

2045 Street & Highway Plan NEW

1

Consultants recently completed a successful open house meeting on August 30th. At the event they presented
existing conditions and introduced performance measure information for the new MPO 2045 Street and
Highway Plan. The next steps in the process will be to develop a 2045 “No-Build” transportation network
and associated issues. The process includes development of Performance measures and associated metrics that
will be used by community leaders in making short, medium and long-term investment decisions.

30.%

300.1

Plan Update (Travel Demand Model)

1

Received no response

40%

2106

16-Dec

300.1

Bicycle & Pedestrian Planning Element
(Update)

2-3-4-5

MPO staff held developed and distributed for comments documents illustrating the following areas of the
proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Element Update: Part I -Goals and Objectives; Part II- Barriers (to mobility
and accessibility); and Part III- Existing Conditions. Documents were distributed to members of the Advisory
Committee seeking their input to successfully complete Task #5.

75%

2016

Sep-17

300.1

Transit Development Planning Element
(Update)

STUDY COMPLETED IN JULY, 2017

99%

2016

Feb-17

300.2

CORRIDOR PLANNING

300.2

Traffic Count Program

Ongoing Resumed data collection setup for the rest of the intersections. Approx.

70%

2015

Ongoing

300.2

Corridor Preservation

Ongoing Ongoing

2015

Ongoing

2017

2017

CODE

Introduction
300.1

Near South Neighborhood NEW

300.3

PROJECT SCHEDULE/TIMELINE

AREA
Task(s)

ACTIVITY

Task(s) 1 Received no response

% COMPLETED

FISCAL YEAR

TABLE OF CONTENTS* UPDATE SEPTEMBER, 2017

15%

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (TIP) ANNUAL

2016

LAND USE PLAN

ACTIVITIES

300.5

SPECIAL STUDIES

ACTIVITIES

300.5

MAP-21/FAST (2015)

300.5

I-29 Traffic Operations Study

300.6

PLAN MONITORING, REVIEW AND
EVALUATION

300.4

Ongoing

STUDY COMPLETED IN JUNE, 2017

1

100%

2015

Ongoing

2015

7/30/2016
(Work
extended to
2017)

2015

Ongoing

ACTIVITIES

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS
300.7
(GIS) DEVELOPMENT
Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
Development

Ongoing

Ongoing in-house

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

