MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD MEETING
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 20, 2019 – 12:00 NOON
EAST GRAND FORKS CITY HALL TRAINING ROOM
MEMBERS
DeMers _____
Mock _____
Powers _____

Rost _____
Strandell _____
Vetter _____

Vein _____
Grasser _____

1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

CALL OF ROLL

3.

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM

4.

MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 20TH, 2019, MINUTES

5.

MATTER OF 2019 BIKE MAP....................................................................................... VIAFARA

6.

MATTER OF PROPOSED CAT ROUTE CHANGES ...................................................... KOUBA

7.

MATTER OF MN 220 NORTH STUDY UPDATE ....................................................... VIAFARA

8.

MATTER OF GF DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY UPDATE ................................... HAUGEN

9.

MATTER OF PROGRESS ON 2020-2023 T.I.P. ............................................................ HAUGEN

10.

PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY

11.

OTHER BUSINESS
a. 2019 Annual Work Program Project Update
b. Acceptance of 2045 MTP
c. Draft ND Moves Plan Out For Review
d. Bill List For 2/16/19 To 3/15/19 Period

12.

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) 746-2667 FIVE (5) DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
OF THE GRAND FORKS/EAST GRAND FORKS
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
Wednesday, February 20th, 2019 – 12:00 Noon
East Grand Forks City Hall Training Room

CALL TO ORDER
Clarence Vetter, Chairman, called the February 20th, 2019, 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: Clarence Vetter, Mike Powers, Warren
Strandell, Bob Rost, and Jeannie Mock.
Absent were: Ken Vein, Al Grasser, and Marc DeMers.
Guest(s) present: Michael Huot, Property Owner and David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering.
Staff: Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner;
and Peggy McNelis GF/EGF MPO Office Manager.
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Vetter declared a quorum was present.
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 23RD, 2019, MINUTES OF THE MPO
EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY MOCK, TO APPROVE THE JANUARY 23RD, 2019
MINUTES OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD, AS PRESENTED.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
MATTER OF ANNUAL SAFETY PERFORMANCE TARGETS
Viafara reported that included in the packets is information that indicates the actual condition, in terms
of very fatal accidents and those serious injuries for the two regions. He said that this information is
compiled for the two regions, for Minnesota and for the portion of North Dakota planning area for the
MPO.
Viafara stated that we are analyzing today the one correspondence to the Year 2016 and 2017. He said
that, as you can see the number of fatal accidents for the Year 2016 is zero and for the Year 2017 it is
the number 2; and the number of incapacitation injuries is the number 3 on the Year 2016 and 13 on the
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Year 2017; so with this in mind these are the stats that we want to analyze and produce at the report that
you will see in a minute.
Viafara said that before that he just wants to introduce a topic by telling you that the MPOs are required
by law to adopt targets for defined performance measures. He added that targets are established by the
DOTs and the MPO for the following areas: 1) safety; 2) transit asset management; 3) system
performance 4) bridge condition; and 5) pavement condition. He stated that today we want to analyze
just the ones that correspond to safety.
Viafara commented that the safety area is made up of five categories. He said that we have the number
of fatalities, we have the rate of fatalities, we have the number of serious injuries, we have the rate of
serious injuries, and we have the number of non-motorized fatalities and the number of non-motorized
serious injuries; so these are the stats that we will seek.
Viafara reported that the analysis entails the analysis of the serious injuries; calculation of five years
running average; and the analysis of vehicle miles traveled for the region. He added that all the analysis
is based on the number 327,000,000 vehicle miles traveled, so with that in mind we can now proceed to
the table.
Viafara referred to the table in the staff report, and went over the information briefly. He explained that
the table was modified with the input that they received at the latest Technical Advisory Committee
meeting, so taking into consideration what we are doing here is setting the targets for the planning area
for the Year 2019.
Viafara pointed out that the number of fatalities for the Year 2019 will be 3 or fewer; the rate, which is
taking 100,000,000 vehicle miles traveled, will be 0.599 or lower; and the number of serious injuries
will be 15 or fewer; and the rate will be 5.296 million vehicle miles traveled or lower, and the number of
non-motorized will be 4 or fewer. He said, then, that these are our new targets for the Year 2019.
Viafara referred to page 4 of the packet, and commented that when we proceed to do the analysis with
the five year rolling averages, we can see the numbers and this is where those numbers that he just went
over are coming from. He stated that staff is requesting the board approve these targets for the Year
2019.
MOVED BY ROST, SECONDED BY STRANDELL, TO APPROVE THE YEAR 2019 SAFETY
TARGETS FOR THE YEAR 2019, AS PRESENTED.
Mock asked what happens if we don’t meet the targets we are setting. Haugen responded that at the
statewide level, if the State does not meet its identified targets there is a penalty clause, but for the
MPOs there isn’t so for us it is just a matter of we set targets, did we meet them or not, and if we didn’t
what can we do to meet them next time.
Viafara commented that it is important to notice that this target is set in good faith as a contribution to
the overall rating of the States.
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Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, Strandell, Rost, , and Mock.
Voting Nay: None.
Abstain: None.
Absent: Vein, Grasser, and DeMers.
Haugen commented that these are the only targets that we have to annually address; the rest of these
targets that Mr. Viafara identified are targets that are on a different cycle, so this is the only one that has
an annual target setting process.
MATTER OF UND SHUTTLE/CAT MERGER STUDY
Haugen reported that we received three quotes for this study; if you recall last month you authorized to
proceed through the quote process. He explained that our normal process in the past would be to use a
qualification-based selection, but this time we were able to include quotes as part of the selection
process because there is a threshold that this study cost is less than.
Haugen stated that for all three proposals the selection committee was able to examine the cost as well.
He said that the committee met Tuesday morning and are recommending that we engage SRF
Consulting to do this study.
Haugen reported that the contract cost would be up to $40,000, and SRF’s quote was $39,916.00. He
added that all of the quotes came in right around that 39,900+ area, so the quotes didn’t really help
separate the selection process. He said that one of the strong points that SRF made in the process was
that they will first tackle what the cost will be for everyone to have this merger take place, and if that
cost makes sense than they will proceed with the study, but if the cost doesn’t make sense then there
isn’t any sense in continuing to try to figure out the route structure and everything else; so with that the
Selection Committee and staff are recommending that this body authorize the contract with SRF to do
this study up to the $40,000 budgeted amount.
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ROST, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE
EXECUTION OF A CONTRACT WITH SRF TO DO THE CAT/UND SHUTTLE MERGER
STUDY, NOT TO EXCEED THE BUDGETED AMOUNT OF $40,000.
Vetter said one question he would have is if they go through the financial end of the study and determine
that it isn’t feasible to go forward, is the contract then for a lesser amount. Haugen responded that they
can stop the contract so just the work they complete to that point would be billable against the contract.
Haugen added that it is a multi-month contract, and is deliverable at the end of April.
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, Strandell, Rost, and Mock.
Voting Nay: None.
Abstain: None.
Absent: Vein, Grasser, and DeMers.
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MATTER OF DRAFT ITS REGIONAL ARCHITECTURE UPDATE
Viafara reported that staff is seeking approval to execute a contract to engage A.T.A.C. to proceed with
the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks ITS Regional Architecture Update. He added that this update is for
the Year 2019. He said that this project is updated every five years, and the MPO is required to update
it, and we strive to harmonize with the progress of what is happening in North Dakota DOT and what
the Minnesota DOT is doing with their ITS plan. He pointed out that in our case one has to be mindful
of the fact that we are dealing with two different States, and each one of them has its own Architectural
ITS design.
Viafara stated that the key objectives for this particular update include: 1) the need for us to address
changes in the region; 2) changes in the stakeholders, 3) changes in the scope of service and issues with
the deployment of ITS projects in the region; and 4) to address changes in the National ITS Architecture.
Viafara said that it is with this kind of objectives in mind that you will see what kind of a tentative group
of stakeholders has been put forth for consideration, in part because some of these stakeholders deal
with emergency management issues, and a vital component of the ITS upgrade is also to update in terms
of emergency management issues.
Viafara commented that you will see here the contract that we are bring forward for your consideration,
and there are some highlights. He said that those highlights correspond to comments made by members
of the Technical Advisory Committee in order for us to improve the text and the overall aim of the
project. He stated that one of the comments was that they would like each one of these facts to be
subject to review by the project advisory group, by the TAC, and also the MPO Executive Board, so all
the text being updated will go through that process.
MOVED BY STRANDELL, SECONDED BY POWERS, TO APPROVE AUTHORIZING THE
EXECUTION OF A CONTRACT WITH A.T.A.C. TO PERFORM THE ITS REGIONAL
ARCHITECTURE UPDATE.
Vetter said that Intelligent Transportation System, that deals with how traffic is moving and monitoring
that, is that correct. Viafara responded that there are several issues there; one of them is the coordination
of the emergency management systems, and the other one, depending on the size and the scope of the
system to determine issues with the speed, with how traffic is moving for us in some regions. He
commented that he used to work in another region where they had a center where they could basically
control the level of congestion management right from the kind of ITS technology, so there are way too
many implications in our case, the advent of this connected vehicles is also very pressing, so in part part
of the architecture is to accommodate, as soon as they are coming on the ground, to accommodate their
movements.
Haugen said that it involves emergency management, transit, vehicle movement; and part if it is just data
collection and data archiving, and other parts is just making sure that communication equipment can
communicate with one another. He added that there are several packages that are available to us, and we
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can pick and choose which packages are good for Grand Forks/East Grand Forks, being consistent with
what both States have done, so it isn’t just about vehicles and people, it is also about data collection and
making sure that communication networks can relay information to each other. He said that, as Mr.
Viafara highlighted, there is now an automated vehicle component to it that we will have to include as
well.
Haugen referred to the MPO website and pointed out that our current ITS Regional Architecture
document is available if you would like to get a little more familiar with it.
Voting Aye: Vetter, Powers, Strandell, Rost, and Mock.
Voting Nay: None.
Abstain: None.
Absent: Vein, Grasser, and DeMers.
MATTER OF US2/US81 INTERSECTION STUDY UPDATE
Haugen reported that this is an update agenda item that does not require any action from the board, as
are the next several items.
Haugen said that, if you recall, we initiated this study last year and retained KLJ to assist us as the
consultant on it and it involves looking at the intersection of Gateway Drive and North Washington. He
stated that a Steering Committee was formed consisting of agency staff members and also neighborhood
representatives, property owners, and business owners in that area. He said that they met for the first
time last week and on our website we have a page where you can get further information.
Haugen referred to a map and pointed out the study area for this update and stated that one of the key
issues is the skew that this intersection presents; as well as the fact that the Mill Spur is in very close
proximity to it and also 5th Street (or Mill Road) is also in very close proximity to it.
Haugen commented that we do know that contributing to the growth in traffic that we are forecasting is
growth in train traffic. He explained that the North Dakota Mill is expanding its capacity. He said that
they did just finish some capacity expansion, but do have plans already to expand even further; so in the
short term it means that they are going to start bringing their grain in by unit trains rather than how it is
currently brought in which is by trucks. He stated that with the unit train being 110 cars long, moving at
five miles and hour on the Mill Spur, this intersection will be further impacted due to the longer closure
for these trains. He said that this is actually be complete closure because the relief routes will all be
closed at the same time as well because of the size of this train.
Haugen stated that what they are finding out right now is, and this is kind of a new thing that perhaps we
didn’t do in the past, but that is now part of our good planning process, is that we are looking to see if
some of these existing traffic signals even meet warrants as to whether they should even be there, and
what we discovered is that the North 20th Street traffic signal, according to the warrants that are set for
traffic signals, does not meet any of them so part of our analysis will be what do we do without this
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traffic signal or if it is needed in the future. He added that 3rd Street also does not meet warrants
currently, but we did ask the consultant to review that analysis, in part because the analysis they did for
us assumed a lot of the school traffic was able to use the underpass, but we know that there are snow
issues at various times that make it unusable, and one of the warrants for a traffic signal is for school
pedestrian crossings, so they are going to relook at that.
Haugen commented that as we assume growth in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks this corridor will
also grow in traffic volumes; by 2030 we show we will have gone from 22,000 to 28,000, and by 2040
we will be up to 32,000, so we are seeing considerable growth on the corridor and that means that even
with that growth though in the future we aren’t showing that the 20th Street traffic signal meets the
warrants, even with the current turning movements that are there and the predicted future turning
movements, but as land development or redevelopment occurs that might change.
Haugen stated that from a volume point of view the signal at 3rd Street does not meet warrants, but again
we are looking at the school crossing issue to do that, but we also noticed that our level of service gets to
be below our level of service D allowance and so we start having backed up traffic that spills back
beyond these other traffic signals without the train traffic.
Haugen reported that right now some of the information we have regarding the train traffic we used a
couple of months of traffic signal preemption, where trains preempt the traffic signals to put them to all
red, and so we know there are roughly three to five trains a day on that track and the average closure
time is 2.5 minutes, although some are longer and some are less; and one of our concerns is that with the
blockage emergency responders do have unavailable routes.
Haugen stated that one of the things that they were able to do, and that is that this information is to give
us some sense of how traffic is congested without trains, and then how much more congested it is when
train traffic is introduced and how it progresses. He referred to a drawing illustrating this and went over
it briefly.
Haugen commented that we do have some pedestrian facilities along the corridor that are lacking in
some ADA compliance, and we also have some bike facilities adjacent to the corridor that lacks direct
connect to the rest of the bike network that will be part of what will be looked at as well.
Haugen stated that ultimately we are finding out that really the current traffic signals in place, two of
them are questionable as to whether or not they should remain, and we know that in the future our
volumes are going to increase vehicle wise, but also we know that train traffic will increase and will
create more conflict between the two modes; so as part of our working relationship with the committee
and consultant we will try to see how we can alleviate some of that traffic congestion and traffic
reliability issues that are being caused by our signal systems and also by the change in particularly the
train traffic on the corridor.
Strandell asked, in addition to the Gateway numbers and such there, does this study include anything
that would have to do with how people, when trains are present, would start using the Sorlie
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Bridge. He wondered, given the capacity concerns of the Sorlie now, what could be more expense of it.
Haugen responded that he would have to get an answer to that, but his initial reaction is probably not in
a direct way, they have not asked the consultant to do that in a direct way. He added that their travel
demand model does it to some degree. He added that the travel demand model is identifying that the
Sorlie Bridge, in the future even today, is very congested and the work that is going to start this summer
will really not build out to relieve a lot of that congestion, so the model is already curtailing traffic from
using the Sorlie Bridge, but they haven’t introduced the unit train traffic to the model yet.
Powers asked if there was a timeframe on how long a train can block an intersection; he thought 2
minutes and 30 seconds was kind of short. Rost suggested it was 15 minutes. Haugen said that he was
going to say 10 minutes, but that is a completely stopped train for that whole duration. He added that a
lot of it is very slow rolling train traffic, so it is legally able to block it longer than that because it is
moving, and right now some of the Mill trains that service the grain elevators along the Glasston Sub, or
even the coal train that runs up to the Minto Coal Yard, those will block Gateway Drive 20 minutes or
more at times, but they are moving and that is just the reality of what they create.
Haugen stated that, to get back to the prior question, one of the strategies is to look to see if we have
been; and part of the construction that has been going on, if you go on some of the rural base to the
north, you will notice that there are now message boards being placed there to let people know that there
is train blockage and to use alternative routes, and one of our strategies is to inform people further out
that Gateway Drive at Mill Road will be blocked and to use an alternative routes, so part of our strategy
might be to look at some of those corridors like the Sorlie Bridge Crossing or others to advise people to
get around a different way.
Haugen commented that how Unit Trains operate is, they can’t break up the train in the yard, that train
has to be connected all the way through to the end, which is the Mill; they arrive when they arrive and
they don’t give much advance notice, they have 16 to 24 hours to unload and allow the train to leave the
yard. He said that right now there isn’t any nighttime activity on the Mill Spur, but this Unit Train
might introduce nighttime activity. He said that initially the North Dakota Mill was talking maybe one
or two trains per month, some months there might be zero and some months there might be three, just
depends on product availability and need, but again that is based on the current capacity but they have
stated that they will be adding more capacity to produce even more product in the future so they will
need even more raw material delivered.
Vetter suggested that another alternative would be to take Mill Road all the way up and then come back
down on Washington. Haugen agreed, adding that there have been other studies that have looked at this
in the past and they came up with some concepts, but the crux of the problem is that a lot of the concepts
were grade separation type projects that would cost $20 plus million dollars, and as we know from our
recent Street and Highway Plan we don’t have that kind of revenue lying around looking for projects, we
have the opposite problem in that we have a lot of projects looking for revenue, so we are trying to come
up with other strategies as well as all of those separating the conflicting movement strategies.
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Strandell asked if this was the main rail line or is it a spur type thing. Haugen responded that it is just a
spur, it does not travel any further north than Grand Forks. He added that part of the Mills’ availability
to land a Unit Train entailed them having to extend the Mill Spur north of where it currently stopped, so
you will see out there now on Mill Road, if you drive it, new railroad track being laid down, but it isn’t
connecting anywhere else yet. Strandell said that the reason he asked is he is wondering if it would be
possible for that Unit Train to come in and then back out rather than blocking the Gateway route.
Haugen responded that a connection to the Glasston Sub line would have to be built. He said that as part
of our Glasston Subdivision Study that we did a couple of years ago, and when the North Dakota Mill
first identified their expansion, we worked with them and the property owner and BNSF to see if that
northern connection could be built instead of using the Mill Spur, and that did not turn out to be feasible
yet; and the Mill had to move forward with their expansion and this was their solution to land the Unit
Trains, to extend the current Mill Spur northward several thousand feet, but there is still an opportunity
to add that connection to the Glasston Sub and that way allow some of those Unit Trains to not even
come into Grand Forks proper. He added that most of the grain in North Dakota that the Mill is getting
is north and west of Grand Forks, so that Glasston Subdivision serves most of Northeastern North
Dakota and its different spur lines throughout.
Information only.
MATTER OF DRAFT 2019 BIKE MAP
Viafara reported that last month this body adopted the 2045 Bicycle/Pedestrian Element of the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, so in the Bike/Ped element we have Goal #3 that deals with access
and mobility and the gist of that particular objective is to improve the bicycle and pedestrian maps to
facilitate user’s access, connections, mobility and regular enjoyment of the system.
Viafara stated that the map that is printed every year is printed with that objective in mind. He said that
another issue that this map is trying to address is that we would like to integrate more transit, safe routes
to school, historical neighborhoods, and more safety issues into the overall design of the bicycling
activities.
Viafara said that what staff is asking today is that we are bringing this report just for your information,
but he would tell you that map, when you see it, it is supported by a number of goals and objectives that
are already adopted and included in our different plans. He added that they are also asking if you could
go to Survey Monkey, and the link is provided in the packet, on or before February 26th and provide any
input you may have on either the panels of information, or the bike map itself.
Viafara pointed out that a copy of the proposed 2019 map was included in the packet. He referred to it
and stated that they have received some comments already from the Grand Forks Engineering
Department staff, letting us know of some segments that need to be included, and those are already
included in this draft map. He said that they are also working on the cover, specifically on the different
panels of information and are incorporating comments/suggestions that they already received from Safe
Kids and other stakeholders concerning fine-tuning the language.
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Haugen commented that, as noted in the staff report, we are earmarking the release of the new map
during the Home and Garden show at the Alerus Center at the end of March. Viafara added that by
March 23rd, for the Home and Garden show, they expect to have the maps printed and ready to be
released to the community.
Information only.
MATTER OF 2019 FLOOD BRIDGE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Haugen reported that over a decade ago we produced a management plan for flooding events and other
bridge closures of the three main bridges. He said that as part of that exercise we agreed that annually,
prior to the spring flood or flood potential, we would update and distribute information on the main
contacts, titles, and phone numbers, and that is the real purpose of this agenda item, for the Technical
Advisory Committee and the Executive Policy Board to review the list to make sure that we have the
correct titles identified and also the correct phone numbers so in the event there is a need to have a
strong coordinated flood effort we have up-to-date information.
Haugen commented that the outlook is positive that we aren’t going to have the likelihood of a major or
even a minor flood event, or a moderate flood event that would require a significant flood fight.
Strandell pointed out that almost all of the phone numbers on the list are land lines rather than cell phone
numbers, and he would think that most everyone has a cell phone, so should those number be changed.
Haugen responded that what he can do is to redistribute the list to the main staff people on the list and
ask them if they want their cell numbers included or if they want to keep their land lines.
Information only.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

2018 Annual Work Program Project Update

Haugen reported that this is the monthly report listing activities that took place in the month of January.
He stated that the big items, of course, were the finalization of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan,
that has been formally submitted to our State and Federal Partners, so they have not submitted a reply at
this time, but they do have until the end of February to give us some sense of their acceptance of the
document.
Haugen pointed out that we did initiate the transit merger between UND and the City of Grand Forks;
and on the MPO website, just to highlight a couple of other activities there is information available on
the Mn220 North Corridor Study. He added that they just met yesterday so there will be more
information added to this item, and they encourage everyone to go on and take a look at it to find out
what is going on on Mn220 North. He stated that they also met yesterday, and you probably saw in the
Herald something about the Grand Forks Downtown Action Plan process, a subprocess of that has been
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our parking assessment for Downtown Grand Forks. He said that they met with that group yesterday,
and their web-page they will be updating information that we have compiled on the parking in Grand
Forks.
Information only.
b.

Possible CAT Route Change

Haugen reported that you may have already heard of proposed CAT route changes. He referred to the
agenda and pointed out that they did provide a link on this. He added that soon they will be working on
public engagement process to get people’s feedback on some possible route changes. He said that that is
still in the works; sometime in March you should be notified and invited to some public engagement
meetings on changes to the CAT system, and will ultimately be brought back to the City Council for
their consideration most likely in April.
Information only.
b.

Bill Listing For The 11/17/18 to 12/14/18 Period

Haugen reported that the list of bills for the November 17th, 2018 to December 14th, 2018 period was
included in the packet for your review.
Powers commented that it shows that we are spending $4,500 a year on Brady Martz, does that sound
right. McNelis responded that that is for audit costs. Powers asked if that was kind of spendy. Vetter
asked if the MPO had gone out for quotes on the audit at all. Haugen responded that we haven’t in the
recent past.
Powers said that another item is $870 to East Grand Forks Water and Light, what is that for. Haugen
responded that it is for access to computer storage, computer use, computer assistance, postage, phone
lines, etc. Strandell asked if that was a monthly bill. McNelis responded that that is a quarterly cost.
c.

ND Legislature Prairie Dog Legislation

Haugen reported that the North Dakota Legislature is still moving forward with the Prairie Dog
Legislation that would potentially add some revenue for investments and infrastructure.
d.

MN Legislature

Haugen reported that the main news out of Minnesota is the Governor’s tax proposal, or budget
proposal, that includes a .20 cent gas tax hike that would raise $2 billion dollars in the two bienniums for
transportation. He stated that this would trickle down 35% annual increase to the City’s budget for the
City Municipal State Aid Account.
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Haugen commented that, just as a reminder, as these new revenue streams become possible, we will
have to revisit our financial plan of our Street and Highway document, and other documents, to adjust
for the new revenue.
Information only.
DISCUSSION
Michael Huot, property owner, reported that they held a meeting over on the Belmont side on the bridge
issue that is going on. He said that it was an interesting meeting; adding that it was different than the
last meeting because the last one was like shock and awe, where did this come from, how did you come
to this conclusion, and so on and so forth; so it was actually an information meeting.
Huot stated that they went over all of the data, the data that you looked at, the data you made decisions
on, how you came to the conclusions you did. He said that all of the data wasn’t exactly agreed upon, as
far as, he isn’t saying it wasn’t valid data, but it was kind of hard to get their heads around because of
the population difference on the two sides of the river, and how they formulated traffic flow and peoples
driving habits.
Hout said that they talked about not repeating history, and that means not waiting until the final hour and
then saying that this is going to happen and they knew nothing about it; so they went over the East
Grand Forks Website, the Grand Forks Website and were shown how to get on them and how to get the
data on their phone, etc., and the conclusion was that if you want to be informed you can be informed.
Huot commented that they then discussed where they go from here, how do they keep themselves
updated. He said that they talked about the fact that the first time additional bridges were discussed was
in 1968 or 1969, which seems like a long time ago, but now we are almost to 2020 so that went pretty
quick; so in his mind the next twenty years are going to go pretty fast too, so they asked the question –
how do we stay informed.
Huot stated that the two things that came up were the two locations for bridges; 32nd Avenue and
Merrifield, and they asked how they keep informed on both those locations. He said that a couple of
questions were: 1) Merrifield Road was approved by Polk County and Grand Forks County. He asked
if there had ever been any kind of feasibility study done on that location, and if not why. Haugen
responded that they did show you that they did a report roughly ten years ago on the feasibility of that
bridge. He said that it did prove to be feasible, but because it wasn’t a full NEPA document, a
recommended alignment was identified for it. Huot asked if it was still valid. Haugen responded that it
is essentially valid, however it would have to have some updates to it include cost expenditure inflation
added to some of the cost estimates, those are included in the report that they give in the Street and
Highway Plan, so that information is essentially there, but it would need some updating done.
Huot asked if there was any effort done towards securing the funding to actually start completion to get
it to shovel ready, was there any discussion made on that after the feasibility study was done. Haugen
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responded that the county boards met a few times in joint session; initially the joint sessions were on the
Thompson Bridge replacement, and at that time they decided to focus on replacing the Thompson
Bridge first, and then after that they would then consider looking at Merrifield, but since then both
Counties have had individual discussions; Polk County is also faced with the Nielsville Bridge closure
issue, Grand Forks is not part of that bridge, but as we discussed at the meeting Monday, Grand Forks
County has talked, at least their Engineer has, about suggesting that since the County has up to 10 mill
road alliance and they are only down somewhere in the neighborhood of 7 mills that they could assess a
full 10 mills and finance their half of the bridge, so there has been some of that discussion taking place.
Rost commented that the Grand Forks County Commission Board has two issues come up; 32nd Avenue
and Merrifield. They felt that Merrifield was the place to put it. He added that the reason they didn’t
support 32nd is because it is a City issue, so they just supported the Merrifield Bridge; and it was also
agreed that there is still time to work around the Merrifield area as it isn’t developed yet.
Huot commented that, with that said, what the conclusion was is that we get one opportunity to save $30
million dollars; and that would be that first the Merrifield Bridge goes in, and lets just say that the
driving habits according to the data aren’t exactly what the simulation stated; or, if it is, you are sure
going to get a lot more buy-in on a 32nd Bridge, or Elks or wherever you are going to put it, with actual
hard data instead of simulated data. He added that what they learned, and how they got the data and
how it is disseminated down; fine, he can’t dispute it, he can’t say it is right or wrong; but real data will
tell you exactly if it is right or wrong. He said that this is the only chance we get to save the $30 million
dollars. He added that if you build a Merrifield Bridge and the level of service stay the same or get
worse, it makes absolutely makes sense, so his question today is how do we get informed on both sites,
as far as where we are at with funding instead of going 4 ½ years and not it is the 5th year and now we
have to update, that is where the agitation comes in because there is no room for any adjustment or
questions and so on and so forth, so if something is going on and they don’t like it or they want more
answers then we go to different council members and tell them that we are confused on this decision, we
don’t understand this, so is there any way in these meetings that we can go to the website and say here is
the update on the Merrifield and here is the update on the 32nd funding process, because no news creates
agitation, so as long as there is something on there so they can feel informed that would be best because
they fell short before. He said that that was kind of the sense he got at the meeting; he felt a lot of the
hostility went away, and he thinks that the acceptance, they aren’t there yet, but he thinks there is
actually a viable plan stating that both bridges need to be built in the future, one has nothing to do with
the other, and one can actually stop the need to build the other, that makes sense, that order makes sense,
unless disputed through some other criteria, but they are looking for update, and he doesn’t know what
the answer is, they just don’t want to hear that all of a sudden we’ve got the funding and in 24 months
we are going to start digging, not enough time.
Powers asked if at the intergovernmental meeting coming up there is a chance that the bridge issue will
be brought up. Vetter responded that he would doubt that it would, but it could. He added that this
meeting usually covers the state of, here’s where we are at right now.
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Vetter stated that he visited with Mayor Gander about wanting to keep this process going, and he has
voiced that he wants it to continue also; although he hasn’t touched base with him for a couple of weeks
to see if he has any meetings set up or anything, but as that progresses he is thinking that the MPO will
be very involved with it so any updates will probably come through the MPO. Huot stated that that is
what people are looking for, they want to know where they need to go to get updated, how can they give
input, etc. Powers suggested that maybe we need another meeting with everybody. Vetter said that he
would reach out to the Mayor again to see if has set up anything, and if not maybe we should look at
doing that. He added that he knows that they are going down to the Cities next week to visit with
Legislators, and the bridge issue is one of the topics that they are going to discuss with them, so maybe
after that meeting there might be something scheduled. Huot said that that would be perfect, then they
can go to the website and get updates on either or, it is something, it is more than what they have now,
and then we can eventually have discussion rather than pointing fingers.
Huot said that that is what came out of the meeting. He added that Mr. Haugen was there and he thinks
it was a great discussion. He stated that on their part too, the first meeting had a lot more people, the
second didn’t have as many, which is disheartening to him; you can only do what you can do, but he
thinks that if we can get information on the website, to those two sites, he feels a lot of people would be
much happier.
Haugen referred to a slide from the meeting we are talking about right now, and explained that he did
inform everyone that, as Mr. Vetter just stated, East Grand Forks is considering a request to their
legislature to fund, and it is his understanding it is to fund the NEPA process project development to get
it shovel ready, and not to actually fund this cycle of legislation to actually construct. He said that he
also told the groups that the cost estimate is roughly $2 million dollars to get a project that is close to
shovel ready, and then as he explained to the group, they truly can’t get a project to 100% shovel ready
because until we have the funds to construct the project, our federal partners cannot make a decision on
the NEPA document, and until the federal partners can make a decision you are not truly shovel ready.
He added that we also know that on the Grand Forks side the Council President has floated the idea of
having a study of where the shortest crossing could be, somewhere between 32nd and 17th, but instead of
having that bridge penetrate the dike and attach to an arterial roadway, it would act more like the
Greenway Trail System does, and disperse and allow people to take multiple access points into the built
area, and he doesn’t know if Grand Forks has acted on that, he doesn’t know if there has been any
movement other than the Council President’s idea floating around.
Powers said then that you would go over the dike and then go wherever you want. Haugen responded
that it would be very much like the Greenway Trail System is; you have two bridges that connect the
trail system, you go to the south bridge and there is no direct access point to the “dryside” – there are
multiple access points.
Powers asked if this would all be on the wet side. Haugen responded it would replace the trail, or go
next to the trail, to move traffic north and south and allow access at different points, that is the concept
that the Council President has expressed as Mr. Haugen understands it.
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Powers said that from the Minnesota standpoint, Mr. Vetter just said that he will have a meeting with the
Mayor and the Mayor is going to be going down to the Cities and maybe some of this stuff gets on the
papers today, but we’ve got to firm it up a little more. He told Mr. Huot that he has to remember that the
“P” in MPO is for Planning, it isn’t for funding. Huot commented that you have to have a plan first. He
added that he is really interested in the Grand Forks County what initiative was taken for the Merrifield
Bridge to make sure it doesn’t get stalled; if it is a no it is a no, we just have to know what the reality is,
we can’t stay in this gray area.
Vetter commented that as far as the East Grand Forks side, they visited with some of the council
members; they feel that if the federal and the state would come up with the funding they would have
their local share tomorrow, where they could match it, and get this deal done, it is just a matter of getting
the state and feds on board. Huot asked if that was true for the Grand Forks side too. Mock responded
that she doesn’t know Grand Forks’ position. Strandell said that as far as Polk County goes, its been ten
years ago now that they protected the right of way at Merrifield so that people can’t build on it, and they
are on record as supporting the bridge; and although they haven’t said no to anything else, that would be
number one on their list because it is a county issue not just a city issue. He added that they also have
the Neilsville Bridge, wherever it is hanging. He said that their County Engineer is head of the National
Association of County Engineers, so he thinks maybe he might have some influence, but it hasn’t
happened yet, but they do have interest in replacing the Neilsville Bridge, but there are people that feel
that a bridge in another place might be a better use of money.
Huot stated that he thinks the public just has to know where to get behind. He said that when you
mention that you could have local funds available if the feds and state say you can have the funds; that
expedites the whole thing, that is instantaneous; when you talk about two years to even start doing some
ground work that isn’t a lot of time for people to react, so on the Polk and Grand Forks side, it will all
depend on how many people you can get behind it, if people get behind the 32nd Bridge it is going to
happen, if they get behind the Merrifield it is going to happen, we just need to know which direction to
go, we need some data to make that decision.
Strandell said that his personal opinion is that we need two bridges; Merrifield and an inner-city. Huot
said that the consensus is, maybe it is self-enduring, but you build Merrifield fist and if the level of
service goes to an acceptable level you just saved yourself $30 million bucks; if it doesn’t everything
you said came to fruition, there is no down side to it, especially finding out that both bridges are a
necessity because the 32nd Bridge, as far as he understands, doesn’t help us on the Grand Forks side;
we’ve got to have the 47th Interchange plus the Merrifield Bridge, that is just going to happen anyway,
so why not take advantage of a possibility of doing it the other way; and he is preaching from both sides,
if we build a Merrifield Bridge and 32nd was the bridge to go he has zero problem, that is just the way
the world works, but right now he thinks there is just too much gray area which is causing the agitation.
Information only.

14

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
GF/EGF MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD
Wednesday, February 20th, 2019
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED BY POWERS, SECONDED BY ROST, TO ADJOURN THE FEBRUARY 20TH, 2019,
MEETING OF THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD AT 1:05 P.M.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Respectfully submitted,
Peggy McNelis,
Office Manager
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RECOMMENDED ACTION

Progress Report -- For Information Only

Matter of the design, printing and distribution of the 2019 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Bikeway
Map (Existing Facilities)
BACKGROUND:
The design, printing and distribution of the 2019 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Bikeway Map is one
of objectives of the Adopted 2045 Bicycle and Pedestrian Element. The 2019 Bikeway Map provides
connections that meet pedestrian’s and bicyclist’s expectations (continuity, directness, convenience
and linkages with other routes).
The design, printing and distribution of the 2019 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Bikeway Map is
supported by a number of goals, objectives and standards supporting the 2045 Bicycle and Pedestrian
Element. These include:
Goal 1: Economic Vitality
Standard 1.1.2: Promote the bicycle and pedestrian system to attract and retain quality residents and
commerce
Standard 1.1.4: Promote the existing Greenway Trail System and the Red River State Recreation Area
as facilities complementing the bicycle and pedestrian system as an exceptional feature of the Cities of
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks; and as a way to attract and retain quality residents and commerce
Goal 3: Access & Mobility
Standard 3.1.4: Improve bike and pedestrian maps to facilitate user’s access, connections, and
mobility; thus furthering the regular enjoyment of the existing facilities.
The design, printing and distribution of the 2019 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Bikeway Map is a
Multi-partnership effort supported by dedicated local community stakeholders and agencies.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT:
The 2019 Bikeway Map showcases the following Multi-use or Bike path segments –mostly build in
2018:
SEGMENT
N55th Street
S 32nd Street
S Columbia Road
Cherry Street
Belmont Road

FROM
University Avenue
43rd Avenue South
17th Avenue South
55th Avenue South
Sandpiper Lane

TO
Lanark Lane
44th Avenue South
Approx. 200 ft. N on 17th Ave. S
58th Avenue South
62nd Avenue South

The 2019 Bikeway Map brochure contains the following panels:
The front panel showcases safety and training activities promoted by community agencies. It also
illustrates facilities such as repair stations and bike routes. The 2019 Bikeway Map celebrates the
contributions to the promotion of bicycling activities by longtime partner agencies.
In addition it provides information on the following areas:









On road/Off-road Facilities
Safety tips for bicyclist of all ages
Red River State Recreational Area
Bike on Bus Program
Grand Forks Historic Preservation
Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety
Rail Safety Tips
Public Participation

The 2019 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Bikeway System Map is scheduled for release on March 23,
2019 at the Grand Forks Show Home.
SUPPORT MATERIALS:
a) 2019 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Bikeway System Map

Bike Lane

East Grand Forks, Minnesota:
600 DeMers Avenue
East Grand Forks, MN 56721
(218) 399-3260
teri.kouba@theforksmpo.org

Senior Planner
Teri Kouba
(218) 399-3372 or
(701) 746-2656

Office Manager
Peggy McNelis
(218) 399-3371 or
(701) 746-2660
Bicycle Lanes are one-way facilities.
They typically carry bicycle traffic in
the same direction as adjacent motor vehicle traffic. Bike lanes enable
bicyclist to ride at their preferred
speed.

The preparation of this document was funded in part by the
United States Department of Transportation with funding administered through the North Dakota Department of Transportation,
Minnesota Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration. Additional funding was provided through local contributions from the
governments of Grand Forks, East Grand Forks, Grand Forks
County and Polk County. The United State Government and the
States of Minnesota and North Dakota assume no liability for the
contents or use thereof.
Grand Forks, North Dakota:
255 N 4th Street
Grand Forks, ND 58206
(701) 746-2660

Executive Director
Earl Haugen
(218) 399-3370 or
(701) 746-2660

Visit: www.bikingtheforks.com

These meetings are a venue for public
involvement available to local citizens who
share an interest in pedestrian and bicycle
issues; including the development and use
of the Greenway and trails in the Greater
Grand Forks community.

Bike Route

Do A Quick
Bicycle Test
Check your
brakes & your
wheels. Make
sure that “quick
release” wheels
are properly
secured
Assure Bicycle
Readiness
Is your bicycle
properly adjusted? Is your
saddle in a
comfortable
position?

MPO Interns 2019
Manna Khan
jairo.viafara@theforksmpo.org

Senior Planner
Jairo Viafara, AICP
(218) 399-3372 or
(701) 746-2656

earl.haugen@theforksmpo.org peggy.mcnelis@theforksmpo.org

Obey All Traffic
Laws & Lights
Don’t Get
Distracted
Don’t listen to
music or talk on
the phone while
riding
Act Like A Car
Drivers are used
to the patterns
of other drivers.
Don’t weave
in & out of
traffic. The more
predictably you
ride, the safer
you are.

Bicycle, Pedestrian &
Greenway Advisory Committee
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks residents
are invited to attend. These Meetings are
open to the public and held the second
Wednesday of every month at 7PM in room
A102 of GF City Hall, 255 North 4th Street.
Is a roadway or bikeway designated
by the jurisdiction having authority,
either with a unique route designation or with Bike Route signs.

Source: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration & the U.S.
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 1998

Go With The Flow
Bike in the
direction of traffic

theforksmpo.com/contact-us/
Operation Lifesaver offers bicyclists 6 tips for
safety near train tracks

Sherlock Park Campground
515 2nd St. NW
East Grand Forks, MN 56721
218-773-4950
mndnr.gov/reservations
1-866-857-2757

Crossing tracks requires caution
and extra attention.
Narrow wheels can get caught
between the rails.
Walk - don’t ride - across.

Use designated railroad
crossings.

Look, Signal &
Look Again
Use hand signals
to let drivers &
other bicyclists
know where
you’re going.
Look & make eye
contact. Don’t
assume drivers will
stop.
Stay Alert
Keep a lookout for
obstacles in your
path
Stay Visible
If drivers can see
you, they are less
likely to hit you.
Use lights when
biking at night or
in low-light
conditions
Protect Your Head
Wear a helmet.

10 Smart Rules To Bike Safety
Included in the Greenway Trail Area, the Red River State
Recreation Area and Sherlock Park Campground that
features 113 campsites, including 98 electric sites that have
full hookup (sewer and water). The recreation area also
includes trails for walking and biking, areas for picnicking,
and rivers for fishing and boating.

The only legal and safe place to
cross railroad tracks is at a
designated public crossing.

Certification Required

Sharrow
Is a roadway which is open to both
bicycle and motor vehicle travel.
This may be an existing roadway,
street with wide curb lanes, or road
with paved shoulders.

EGF Police
Non-Emergency Number
218-773-1103

Turn off music & remove
earphones at all rail crossings.

Certification is offered at the
Metro Transit Center,
450 Kittson Ave.
8 am - 4 pm
Monday - Saturday

Music can be a deadly distraction
near the tracks - preventing you
from hearing an approaching train.

Wet tracks can be slippery.
Walk your bike across the tracks.
Step over the tracks not on them to
avoid slipping.

Multi-Use Path
A facility separated from motorized
vehicular traffic by an open space
or barrier and either within the
highway right-of-way or within an
independent right-of-way.

Unpaved Trail
An unpaved trail may be provided
as a pedestrian alternative to vehicular routes within a transportation
system.

GF Police
Non-Emergency Number
701-787-8000

Watch out for a second train.
Wait after the first train passes until
you can see clearly in both
directions.

All CAT buses are equipped with bicycle racks. You may
transport your bike on the bus once you become certified.
After completing a quick training session on how to
properly load and unload your bike, you will receive a CAT
Bike & Bus Certification Card.

Grand Forks Historic Districts
Near
Northside
Neighborhood

Downtown

Alexander Griggs
Statue

St. Michael Church

Near
Southside
Neighborhood
Grand Army of the
Republic Statue

If you see a train coming, wait.
Flashing lights or a lowering gate
means a train is approaching. Do
not proceed until the gates go
completely up and the lights go off.
It is illegal to go around a lowered
gate.

Grand Forks Historic Preservation
255 N. 4th St.
701-772-8756
www.gfperservation.com

Copyright 2018 Operation Lifesaver, Inc.

2019 Bikeway Map
Grand Forks/East Grand Forks
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Railroad Crossing without Horn
Rail Road

Road

Bike Lane: A dedicated bike
lane on busier streets
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Bike Route: Signed bike
route along local streets
Multi-Use Path: Offstreet
paved path
Sharrow: Shared roadway with
vehicle traffic; painted symbol
Unpaved Trail: Trail that
connects to current bikeway
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University of North Dakota
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Grand Cities Mall
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Polk County Social Services Center
Northland Community College

DISCLAIMER:
The bikeway system is shown as of March 2018. Please use
caution and obey all posted signage and vehicle codes.
Bike facilities throughout the system are subject to closure
due to construction or other circumstances at any time.
While every effort has been made to provide a
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high quality, accurate, and usable map,
the depicted bikeway information is advisory only.
Map users assume all risks as to the quality and
accuracy of the map information, and agree that
their use is at their own risk. Please forward all
comments & corrections for this map to the GF/EGF MPO.

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: March 13, 2019
MPO Executive Board: March 20, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Information on CAT Bus Route and Schedule Changes.

Matter of Information on CAT Bus Route and Schedule Changes.
Background:

In July of 2018 CAT implemented an overhaul of all bus routes in the Grand Forks/ East Grand Forks
Metro Area. They did an extensive public participation process and received great input. Through out the
time between implementation and December 2018 riders have given feedback on how the new routes
were working for them. Input from the drivers was gathered along with other data to compile a report on
how the routes were working. The report was released at the end of January 2019.
In the report staff recommended changes that the proposed changes are implementing. The proposed
changes will:
 Increase frequency of Route 3 to 30-minutes;
 Improve on time performance for Routes 7 and 10;
 Provide direct service between Downtown, Walmart (South), Target, Choice Health & Fitness,
and more;
 Improve service between UND campus and south end destinations;
 Reduce average speeds to complete routes.
A review of the proposed changes in relation to the performance measures established in the Transit
Development Plan (TDP) was done. The proposed changes only effect the on-time performance measure.
The changes in the routes implemented in July 2018 continued an on-time performance issue that was
occurring before the new routes were implemented only with a different route. By looking at the average
speed of a route and ensuring that it is between 12 and 14 miles per hour will ensure that the route has
enough time to be at each stop on-time.
The cost of the changes is considered null. The table shows the cost of bus service currently and with the
proposed changes implemented.
Grand Forks
East Grand Forks
Total

Current
Proposed
$2,091,161 $2,109,943
$551,982
$533,200
$2,643,143 $2,643,143

Public Open Houses will be held to allow for people to ask direct questions about the changes and give
feedback. Feedback/Comments can be dropped off at the Metro Transit Center or sent to the MPO by
March 29th. Open house information:
1. March 19th at Grand Forks City Council Chambers from 6:00 PM to 8:00PM
2. March 21st at East Grand Forks City Hall Training Room from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM.
The timeline for the implementation is:
 Information made available to the public: March 4th
 Public Open Houses: March 19th & 21st
 Comment period ends: March 29th
 Bring to the Committee of the Whole: April 8th
 Bring to City Council: April 15th
 Implementation: June 3rd

Findings and Analysis:
 Information.
Support Materials:
 The report on the route changes can be found at: http://www.rideCAT.org
 Individual routes

CITIES AREA TRANSIT

PROPOSED
ROUTE CHANGES
JUNE 2019
A Proposal to
Cities Area Transit's Bus Routes

Please send feedback
on the proposed by
March 29th
Teri Kouba
Senior Planner
MPO
EMAIL

teri.kouba@theforksmpo.org
MAIL

Teri Kouba
600 Demers Ave
East Grand Forks, MN 56721

Proposed
Changes
Changes are being proposed to
improve the CAT service beginning
in June 2019
30 minute frequency on Route 3
Improved on time performance

Open
Houses
3/19
Grand Forks City Hall
6-8 pm
3/21
EGF City Hall
4- 6 pm

More mid-day and Saturday
service
Direct service between Downtown
and Walmart, Target, Choice Health
& Fitness, and more
Improved service between UND
campus and south end
destinations

Written comments
will also be collected
at the Metro Transit
Center

Proposed 2/20/19
Gateway Dr

10th AveN
N 20th St

N 25th St

Hamline St

6th AveN

Princeton St

Stanford Rd

farther than
Princeton St

Columbia Rd

13th AveN Route 1 now goes

6th AveN

University Ave
N 12th St

N 15th St

N 18th St

N 23rd St

Route 1 no longer has peak service or
night service.

Neither route connects to Grand
Cities Mall.

Proposed 2/20/19

Route 3 no longer
has peak service.

Route 3 now has
30 minute service
all day long.
Walnut St

Cherry St

Demers Ave

4th AveS
6th AveS

10th AveS
S 9th St

S 17th St

S 20th St

Columbia Rd

Washington St

8th AveS

13th AveS

15th AveS
S 12th St

17th AveS

Route 4 no
longer runs
at night.

Proposed 2/20/19

20th StNE

17th StNE
5th AveNE

Central Ave
14th StNW

10th StNE

Route 4 now
goes to Town
Square Apts.

Proposed 2/20/19
Gateway Drive

10th AveN

Campus Rd

Route 5 no longer
has peak service

Washington St

1st AveN

N 15th St

University Ave

N 18th St

N 20th St

State St

N 55th St
University Ave

N 25th St

6th AveN

Columbia Rd

Hamline St

N 47th St

Stanford Rd

6th Ave N

N 42nd St

N 51st St

12th AveN

Proposed 2/20/19

Route 6 no longer
has peak service.

Route 6 now runs in the
evening.

Route 6 interlines
with Route 3 now

20th StNE

17th StNE
5th AveNE

Central Ave
14th StNW

10th StNE

Route 6 no longer stops at
Town Square Apts.

Route 7
no longer
runs at
night.

Proposed 2/20/19

Route 7 no longer
has peak service

Route 7 now has a
60 minute
frequency.
Washington St
17th AveS
S 17th St

S 20th St

Columbia Rd
24th AveS

28th AveS

32nd Ave S
S 31st St

S 38th St

36th AveS

Route 7 now goes to
Target, Walmart, &
Development Homes.

Proposed 2/20/19

Route 8 is a hybrid
combination of the
current Route 8/9
interlining combination.

University Ave

Demers Ave

Washington St

Garden View Dr
11th AveS
Columbia Rd

S 34th St

S 42nd St

17th Ave S

Route 8 goes in the
opposite direction of
the proposed Route 9.

24th Ave S

S 25th St

S 38th St
32nd Ave S

Route 8 now goes to
the Post Office.

Stanford Rd

6th AveN

Route 9 is a
combination of the
current Route 8/9.

Proposed 2/20/19

University Ave

Demers Ave
Garden View Dr
11th AveS
Columbia Rd

S 34th St

S 42nd St

17th AveS

Route 9 goes in the
opposite direction of
proposed Route 8.

24th AveS

S 25th St

S 38th St
32nd Ave S

Route 10
now goes
Downtown

Proposed 2/20/19

Route 10 now has
60 minute
frequency.
Demers Ave

24th AveS

S 17th St

Columbia Rd

Route 10 now goes
to the Columbia
Mall

32nd Ave S

40th AveS
S 11th St

S 20th St

There is no longer a
Route 11

Cherry St

Washington St

17th AveS

23rd St NW
8th AveNW

20th StNE

17th StNE
5th AveNE

Central Ave

14th StNW

10th StNE

No Change to Route
12

Proposed 2/20/19

No change to Route 13
Gateway Dr

Washington St

N 20th St

Stanford Rd

N 42nd St

6th AveN

University Ave

4th AveS
Demers Ave
8th AveS
Columbia Rd

13th AveS

Proposed 2/20/19

17th AveS

32nd Ave S

S 17th St

S 34th St
24th AveS

MPO Staff Report
Executive Policy Board, March 20, 2019

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Action Item: For Information Only

Matter of the MN 220 N Corridor Study: Proposed Alternatives Development
BACKGROUND:
The third meeting of the Steering Committee for the MN 220 N Corridor Study was held on February
19, 2019. The meeting entailed a presentation and a discussion by the committee of the proposed
alternatives as they were outlined in Tech Memo # 4
According to the document, the Alternatives Analysis development process identified transportation
ideas and concepts based upon input from stakeholders. The process also served to review the purpose
and needs of the study. From a range of alternatives, a screening evaluation was completed to evaluate
each idea against key objectives. This process identified the alternatives that could best meet the
project goals and are carried forward for further evaluation. The goal is to arrive at the alternative (s)
that best balance and meet the primary objectives of the stakeholders and community.
The current Alternative Identification and Evaluation process helped stakeholders to identify
deficiencies and the purpose and needs for the MN 220 N Corridor. As a result, the following four
types of improvement alternatives were identified to address four primary objectives of the study:





Improve access control
Improve safety
Improve mobility/capacity; and
Improve pedestrian crossings of MN 220 N

The evaluation of the identified alternatives consisted of a layered approach that included:
a) Assessing and comparing high level considerations such as key pros/cons; trade-offs and design
considerations or fatal flaws;
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b) Technical analysis of intersection capacity, safety benefits, right of way needs, construction
costs and economic viability as applicable (benefit/cost ratio); and
c) Qualitative evaluation scoring of key metrics identified in the planning process that are
consistent with the Purpose and Need statement and 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP) objectives and performance goals.
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT:
According to Tech Memo # 4, the ultimate selection of the preferred alternative(s) or the option of
maintaining the “no build alternative” (the one which best meets the corridor objectives); included the
assessment of all considerations including: Benefit/Cost Analysis; Estimated Safety Benefits; Traffic
Operation Analysis, Comparative Evaluation of Metrics; and Assessment of Public and Stakeholder
Engagement. The following considerations guided the Alternatives Development and Evaluation
process:


Access/Traffic Control Device Considerations
Three primary forms of traffic control were evaluated at each of the key intersections: through
stop control with access management or geometric improvements, traffic signal, and
roundabout.



Access Management
Access management in most cases would consist of limiting a full-access intersection to a three
quarter access intersection with stop signs on the cross-street. Prohibiting cross-street through
and left-turning movements would improve safety by decreasing the number of conflict points
and potential for right angle crashes. Intersection operations would be expected to improve as
well.



Traffic Signal
The two existing traffic signal systems (14th Street NW and US 2) are nearing the end of their
useful life and will require replacement. The traffic signal control alternative considers either
the full replacement of existing traffic signals, upgraded to present day standards, or the
installation of a new signal system at currently stop controlled intersections. Installation of a
traffic signal where one is not present may reduce overall crash frequency but may bear an
increase in specific crash types such as rear-end and right angle. The benefit or impact of traffic
signal installation takes into consideration the change in motor vehicle delays and change in
safety performance derived from anticipated changes in crash characteristics.



Pedestrian Improvement Strategies
To improve pedestrian crossing safety, comfort, and environment, the strategies could range
from establishing connections and improving accessibility, improving visibility, reducing
exposure, enhancing awareness or providing protection.

In addition to the discussion of the proposed alternatives at the Steering Committee; in particular,
Access management proposed alternatives, were re-examined by a MN DOT, City of East Grand
Forks, and MPO staff on March 5, 2019. The objective of the technical meeting was to address
stakeholder’s concerns in regards to access and movement of heavy trucks and agricultural equipment
at the intersection.
Page 2 of 3

SUPPORT MATERIALS:
The intersection improvement options, design considerations, pros and cons, and estimated cost for
each alternative are described in Tech Memo# 4.
This staff report introduces an overview of the proposed Intersection and Segment Alternatives for the
intersections on the MN 220 N Corridor Study. The Summary has been prepared for the Executive
Policy Committee.
More information on the MN 220 N Corridor Study can be found at:


Presentation
MN 220 N Corridor Study: SRC Meeting 3 – Alternatives Analysis | February 19, 2019
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220nofeb19alternativesanalysispowerpoint.pdf



Tech Memo # 4
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220notech-memo-4_draft_020619-2.pdf
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SRC Meeting 3 – Alternatives Analysis |
Executive Policy Committee, March 20, 2019

Overview of Alternatives
Overview
• Intersections
• Segments
• Pedestrian Connections
• Other
Address Key Objectives
• Access Control
• Mobility
• Safety
• Pedestrian Crossing
Desired Outcome
• Understand the Trade
Offs
• Informed Opinion on
Preferred Alternative

Technical Memorandum #4
Alternatives Development and Evaluation
Table 5- 4. Pedestrian Improvement Strategies
ADA Ramps
Description
When expanding/improving a
pedestrian network, eliminating gaps in
connectivity is recommended. If a
sidewalk is added, a curb ramp will help
provide an accessible route that people
with disabilities can use to safely
transition from a roadway to a curbed
sidewalk and vice versa.

Benefits
1. Will establish a connection for pedestrians
between streets, schools, regional trails, and
parks.
2. Improving pedestrian access to transit routes
will improve a multimodal transportation
environment.

Considerations
1. There are currently 33 pedestrian ramps that are not
compliant with ADA design standards.
2. It is often difficult or impossible for a person using a
wheelchair, scooter, walker, or other mobility device
to cross a street if the sidewalk on either side of the
street ends without a curb ramp. If curb ramps are not
provided, these individuals are forced to make a
difficult choice.
3. Gaps in connectivity can be unsafe and reduce access
for the elderly and disabled.
4. Follow Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) design
guidelines.
5. Texture patterns must be detectable to visually

High-Visibility Crosswalk Markings
Description
A marked crosswalk is a type of
pavement marking that indicates to
pedestrians the recommended location
to cross the roadway and also alerts
approaching motorists as to where
pedestrians may be crossing the street.

Benefits
1. Providing highly visible crosswalk locations
can serve to bring greater attention to the
motorist to expect pedestrian activity.

Considerations
1. Pavement marking material type is important.
2. Design style (i.e., parallel bar, zebra, or other).
3. Note that at uncontrolled intersections without related
enhancements, marked crosswalks are unlikely to
statistically increase pedestrian safety, however
awareness is improved.
4. Frequent maintenance required due to damage caused
by snow plows.

Median Refuge Island
Description
Medians and crossing islands (also
known as refuge islands or center
islands) are raised areas that are
constructed in the center portion of a
roadway that can serve as a place of
refuge for pedestrians who cross the
road mid-block or at an intersection.
After crossing to the center island,
pedestrians wait for motorists to stop
or for an adequate gap in traffic before
crossing the second half of the street.

Benefits
1. Provide a simplified crossing maneuver by
allowing pedestrians to concentrate on only
one direction of traffic at a time, creating the
equivalent of two narrower one-way streets
instead of one wide two-way street.
2. Crossing islands may also provide space for
landscaping that can be used to change the
visual cues of the roadway and reduce driver
speeds.

Considerations
1. Median islands along TH 220 generally exist at all
intersections, but are of insufficient width to be
considered a safe refuge.
2. Crossing islands may not be appropriate or physically
possible at all locations. They may need to be weighed
against other roadway features.
3. Crossing islands must be fully accessible by ramps or
cut through, and should provide tactile cues for
pedestrians with visual impairments to indicate the
border between the pedestrian refuge area and the
motorized vehicle roadway.
4. Winter maintenance should be considered to keep the
pedestrian route clear of snow.

Curb Extensions
Description
Curb extensions narrow the roadway
and reduce crossing distance/vehicle
exposure for pedestrians.

Benefits
1. Curb extensions can improve pedestrian
safety by reducing the pedestrian crossing
distance and reducing the time that
pedestrians are in the street.
2. Drivers are encouraged to reduce speeds
because of the restricted street width.
3. Tight curb radii result in slower running
speeds.
4. The reduction in the street cross-section

Considerations
1. The turning needs of larger vehicles such as trucks and
school buses need to be considered in the design of
curb extensions.
2. Applicable at most intersections along TH 220 since a
wide shoulder space is currently provided. The curb
extensions could fill in the existing shoulder space.

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
Description
A rectangular rapid flashing beacon
(RRFB) has two rapidly and alternatively
flashing rectangular yellow indications
attached to supplement the pedestrian
warning sign (W11-2) or school crossing
sign (S1-1) at a crosswalk. The beacon,
when activated manually by a
pedestrian or passively by a pedestrian
detection system, uses an irregular flash
pattern similar to emergency flashers
on police vehicles, an alternating “wigwag” flashing sequence (left light on,
then right light on) with a rapid pulsing
light source.

Benefits

1. High rates of motorist “yield to pedestrians”
compliance, up to 80 percent has been
documented.
2. The RRFB has been shown to be more
effective than standard yellow flashing
beacons. Drivers were yielding or slowing
down farther in advance of the crosswalk with
RRFB than with standard round yellow
flashing beacons.
3. Increases driver awareness of the presence of
pedestrians.
4. Allows for normal traffic flow when not
actuated.

Considerations

1. The purpose of the RRFB is to increase driver
awareness of crosswalks that are not across
approaches controlled by YIELD signs, STOP signs, or
traffic control signals. They can be used on crosswalks
across the approach to and/or egress from a
roundabout.
2. Application of RRFB should be deployed at selective
locations to improve effectiveness.
3. Consideration could be given if alternative treatments
prove to be ineffective.
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Technical Memorandum #4
Alternatives Development and Evaluation
Table 5- 7. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 23rd Street NW
Alternative A: Install Traffic Signal System
Description
Install traffic signal system

Options and Considerations
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ During AM and PM peak periods, operate
westbound, northbound and southbound
prot/perm (operate eastbound permissive only)
○ Outside of peak periods, both
eastbound/westbound operate permissive only
• Provide pedestrian crossing countdown timers,
crosswalks and intersection lighting
•Install lane eastbound/westbound lane designation
and pavement markings (1-TH/LT, 1-RT)

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with minor impact to street width and curbs
2. Improves left turn access onto Mn 220
3. FYA can improve motorist safety and flexibility for intersection
operation, including FYA omit funcationality with pedestrian actuation
4. Familiarity
5. Compatible with long term needs of TH 220 north of 23rd Street NW
6. Compatible with current 2045 MTP

Options and Considerations
• Single lane is expected to operate acceptably through
2045 forecast
• Special attention would be required in design for trucks
and agricultural vehicles
• Spacing to adjacent frontage roads may present
design and/or operation challenges
• Existing ditches, drainage design and storm sewer
system needs

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Greatly improves access to Mn 220
2. Provides continuous flow of traffic and improves efficiency
3. Provides traffic calming
4. Improves pedestrian crossing (reduced exposure, improved sightline)
5. Reduces overall intersection crash rate and intersection crash severity
6. Aesthetics
7. Compatible with long term needs of TH 220 north of 23rd Street NW
8. Intersection operations and delays are expectd to improve and provides
the most overall efficient 24 hour operation.

Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Signal warrants not met until 2045 (2030 with 3/4 access configuration
at 20th)
3. Expected to increase the overall intersection delay and increase the
overall intersecton crash rate. Statewide average severity rate indicates
a potential increase in crash severity
4. Inefficient intersection operation during off peak periods

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $500,000
with ADA Improvements
Mobility: LOS B (2045)
Safety: 10% Increase in crash
and severity rate
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: (-$3,050,616)
20-year Safety Benefit:
(-$171,503)
Benefit/Cost: <0

Alternative B: Install Single Lane Roundabout
Description
Construct single lane roundabout

Cons
1. More expensive to install than a traffic signal (but may be less in
long run)
2. Requires more space at intersection (but less space along road)
3. Familiarity

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $2,950,000
Mobility: LOS A (2045)
Safety: 41% reduction in crash
rate. 48% reduction in severity
rate
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: $1,026,765
20-year Safety Benefit:
$990,747
Benefit/Cost: 0.98
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Table 5- 8. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 20th Street NW
Alternative A: Convert to 3/4 Access
Description
Reconstruct to a 3/4 access
configuration. Three-quarter
intersections are an access
management technique that limits
cross street movements through an
intersection. A median is installed in the
middle of the intersection that permits
all mainline through and turning
movements but prevents cross-traffic
through and left turn movements.
Options: Improve crosswalk on north
side of intersection with markings and
signing; or remove crosswalk with
construction of sidewalk on east side
of Mn 220 between 20th and 23rd

Options and Considerations
• Minimal impact/inconvenience to travel
routes/destinations due to connectedness of the
urban network and the presence of frontage roads.
• Consider curb extensions to minimize pedestrian
crosswalk distance on the north leg
• Consider installation of a sidewalk on the east
side of Mn 220 to reduce need for pedestrians to
cross at this intersection to continue north/south
(could remove north leg crosswalk)
• Redistributed left/through movements help satisfy
traffic signal warrants at 23rd Street NW and
17th Street NW

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Will improve safety by decreasing conflict points and removing
right angle type crash occurrences currently being experienced
2. All work can be done within the existing ROW
3. Minimal ongoing maintenance
4. Improves overall quality of access along Mn 220
5. Expected to provide LOS A operation through forecast 2045
conditions
Cons
1. Will increase the utilization of the frontage road system and could
unnecessarily increase traffic volumes and turning movements on
other minor roads
2. Public/business perception of reduced access

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $350,000
Mobility: LOS A
Safety: Reduced Crash Rate
(Reduces Right Angle Crashes)
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: NA
20-year Safety Benefit: NA
Benefit/Cost: NA

Alternative B: Convert to 3/4 Access and also Prohibit Southbound Left Turns
Description
3/4 access configuration, but also
prevents the southbound left turning
movement to provide for a wide
pedestrian refuge median.
Improve crosswalk on north side of
intersection with markings and
signing.

Options and Considerations
• Minimal impact/inconvenience to travel
routes/destinations due to connectedness of the
urban network and the presence of frontage roads.
• Consider curb extensions to minimize pedestrian
crosswalk distance on the north leg
• Removing the southbound left turn allows for a
wide median refuge island for pedestrians. Greatly
reducing crossing exposure and potential conflicts.
• Reduces need for the installation of a sidewalk on
the east side of Mn 220 to reduce need for
pedestrians to cross at this intersection to continue
north/south.
• Redistributed left/through movements help satisfy
traffic signal warrants at 23rd Street NW and 17th
Street NW
• Best compatibility with 2-lane segment to the north
of 20th Street, 2-lane or 4-lane (right turn lane drop)
to the south

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Will improve safety by decreasing conflict points and removing
right angle type crash occurrences currently being experienced
2. All work can be done within the existing ROW
3. Greatly improves the pedestrian crossing
4. Minimal ongoing maintenance
5. Improves overall quality of access along Mn 220
6. Expected to operate at a LOS A through forecast 2045 conditions
Cons
1. Expected ton increase utilization of the frontage roads and could
unnecessarily increase traffic volumes and turning movements on
other minor roads
2. Public/business perception of reduced access

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $600,000
Mobility: LOS A
Safety: Reduced Crash Rate
(Reduces Right Angle Crashes)
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: NA
20-year Safety Benefit: NA
Benefit/Cost: NA
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Table 5- 10. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 17th Street NW
No Build: Improve Pedestrian Crossing
Description
Maintain existing through stop control
and improve the existing pedestrian
crosswalk on the south leg of
intersection

Options and Considerations
•Construct curb extension on the southwest corner
to narrow crosswalk exposure
•Construct ADA compliant directional pedestrian
ramps on both the southwest and southeast corners
of the intersection
•Reconstruct median nose to provide pedestrian
crosswalk pass-through
•Install high visibility continental pedestrian crosswalk
markings and pedestrian crossing signs

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Low cost
2. Improves pedestrian crosswalk, visibility and pedestrian exposure
3. Establishes and ADA compliant crossing of Mn 220

Options and Considerations
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ During AM and PM peak periods, operate
westbound, northbound and southbound
prot/perm (operate eastbound permissive only)
○ Outside of peak periods, both
eastbound/westbound operate permissive only
• Provide pedestrian crossing countdown timers,
crosswalks and intersection lighting
• Provide signal communication and operate
coordinated with 14th Street
• Install lane eastbound/westbound lane designation
and pavement markings (1-TH/LT, 1-RT)

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with minor impact to street width and curbs
2. Improves left turn access onto Mn 220
3. FYA can improve motorist safety and flexibility for intersection
operation, including FYA omit funcationality with pedestrian
actuation
4. Familiarity
5. Compatible with long term needs of TH 220 north of 23rd Street NW
6. Efficient off peak traffic operations (low delays)
7. Compatible with current 2045 MTP
8. Expected to result in a reduction in total number of intersection
crashes (reduced crash rate) and crash severity.

Cons
1. Short term intersection solution
2. Does not address long term intersection mobility or existing
intersection safety concerns

Comparison Summary
Cost: Approximately $50,000
Mobility: LOS F (2045)
Safety: No Change
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: No Change
20-year Safety Benefit: No
Change
Benefit/Cost: 0

Alternative A: Install Traffic Signal System
Description
Install traffic signal system

Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Signal warrants not met until 2045 (2030 with 3/4 access
configuration at 20th Street NW)
3. Expected to increase the overall intersection delay under existing
conditions and provide slightly improved delays under 2045
conditions.
4. Inefficient intersection operation during off peak periods

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $500,000
with ADA Improvements and
Signal Communication
Mobility: LOS B (2045)
Safety: 18% reduction in crash
rate and severity rate
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: (-$1,777,272)
20-year Safety Benefit:
$219,027
Benefit/Cost:
<0

Alternative B: Install Single Lane Roundabout
Description
Construct single lane roundabout

Options and Considerations
• Single lane is expected to operate acceptably
through 2045 forecast
• Special attention would be required in design for
trucks and agricultural vehicles
• Spacing to adjacent frontage roads may be problematic
• Will eliminate the need to expand Mn 220 roadway
width to the north and provides for more effective
right turn lane design at 20th
• Could consider R/W acquisition on the east side of
the east frontage road to increase frontage road
spacing with Mn 220
• North/South pedestrian accommodations are
difficult due to narrow spacing between Mn 220 and
Frontage Road. May require median closure of the
frontage roads, or routing pedestrian crossings on
the far east and far west sides of the frontage roads
resulting in less direct travel path.

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Greatly improves access to Mn 220
2. Provides continuous flow of traffic and improves efficiency
3. Provides traffic calming
4. Improves pedestrian crossing (reduced exposure, improved
sightline)
5. Reduces overall intersection crash rate and intersection crash
severity
6. Aesthetics
7. Compatible with long term needs of TH 220 north of 23rd Street NW
8. Intersection operations and delays are expectd to improve and
provides the most overall efficient 24 hour operation.
Cons
1. More expensive to install than a traffic signal (but may be less in long
run)
2. Requires more space at intersection (but less space along road)
3. Familiarity
4. To accommodate the two northbound lanes on Mn 220 and to not
introduce a lane drop, the ideal northbound lane configuration is a
2-lane approach (1-left turn, 1-through/right). All other approaches
would be 1 lane entry.

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately
$2,600,000
Mobility: LOS A (2045)
Safety: 55% reduction in crash
rate and severity rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: $1,487,692
20-year Safety Benefit:
$647,421
Benefit/Cost:
1.18
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Table 5- 12. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 15th Street NE
Alternative A: Convert to 3/4 Access
Description
Reconstruct intersection to a 3/4 access
configuration. Three-quarter
intersections are an access
management technique that limits
cross street movements through an
intersection. A median is installed in the
middle of the intersection that permits
all mainline through and turning
movements but prevents cross-traffic
through and left turn movements.

Options and Considerations
• Minimal impact/inconvenience to travel
routes/destinations due to connectedness of the
urban network and the presence of frontage roads.
• Consider curb extension on the west side (fill in
shoulder) to minimize pedestrian crosswalk
distance on the south leg
• Reconstruct the median to provide for a wide
median refuge island for pedestrians. Greatly
reducing crossing exposure and potential conflicts.
• Redistributed left movements help satisfy traffic
signal warrants at 17th Street NW

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Will improve safety by decreasing conflict points and removing
right angle type crash occurrences currently being experienced
2. All work can be done within the existing ROW
3. Greatly improves the pedestrian crossing whether marked or
unmarked
4. Minimal ongoing maintenance
5. Improves overall quality of access along Mn 220

Options and Considerations
• Provide high visibility crosswalk markings and
pedestrian crosswalk signing
• Maintain full access if median closure of frontage
road is necessary for the roundabout alternative at
17th Street to provide best network circulation
• Consider curb extension on the west side (fill in
shoulder) to minimize pedestrian crosswalk
distance on the south leg
• Reconstruct the median to provide for a wide
median refuge island for pedestrians. Greatly
reducing crossing exposure and potential conflicts.

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. All work can be done within the existing ROW
2. Establihes pedestrian crosswalk and improves the pedestrian crossing distance
and reduces exposure
3. Minimal ongoing maintenance

Option: Establish crosswalk on south
side of the intersection.

Cons
1. Will increase the utilization of the frontage road and could
unnecessarily increase traffic volumes and turning movements on
other minor roads
2. Public/business perception of reduced access

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $490,000
Mobility: LOS A (2045)
Safety: Reduced Right Angle
Crashes
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: NA
20-year Safety Benefit: NA
Benefit/Cost: NA

Alternative B: Establish Crosswalk with Pedestrian Refuge
Description
Maintain full access intersection and
add crosswalk with wide pedestrian
median on south leg.

Cons
1. Does not meet 1/4 mile full access spacing guidelines

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $350,000
Mobility: LOS C (2045)
Safety: No Change
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: NA
20-year Safety Benefit: NA
Benefit/Cost: NA
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Table 5- 14. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 14th Street NW
Alternative A: Rebuild Signal System
Description
Rebuild the existing traffic signal system
to current design standards

Options and Considerations
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ During AM and PM peak periods, operate
westbound, northbound and southbound
protected/permissive (operate eastbound
permissive only)
○ Outside of peak periods, operate both
eastbound/westbound permissive only
• Install signal communication and coordinated signal
timing with US 2
• Install pedestrian countdown timers
• Update the pedestrian and vehicle clearance intervals
• Install eastbound/westbound lane designation signs
and pavement markings (1-TH/LT, 1-RT)

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with minor to no impact to street width and curbs
2. The addition of FYA and the westbound left turn arrow Improves left
turn access onto Mn 220 and separates the conflicts which is expected to
result in a reduction of intersection crashes
3. Signal coordination is expected to greatly reduce the potential for rear
end crashes and improve overall corridor operation
3. FYA can improve motorist safety and intersection operation and
provides flexibility to change left turn operation to improve safety
4. Pedestrian countdown timers can provide pedestrian safety
5. Familiarity

Options and Considerations
• Multilane roundabout is expected necessary to
accommodate existing and forecast 2045 traffic
demands
• Special attention would be required in design for
trucks and agricultural vehicles
• Spacing to adjacent frontage roads will likely be
problematic with a multilane roundabout footprint

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Provides continuous flow of traffic and improves efficiency
2. Provides traffic calming
3. Improves pedestrian crossing (reduced exposure, improved sightline)
4. Reduces intersection crash severity
5. Aesthetics
6. Overall most efficient intersection operations during both the AM and
PM peak periods and off peak traffic operations (low delays)

Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Overall is not the most efficient intersection operation over a full
24-hour day (higher off peak delays)

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately $300,000
with Traffic Signal
Interconnection to US 2
Mobility: LOS B (2045)
Safety: 29% reduction in crash
rate and 33% reduction in
crash severity rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: $371,482
20-year Safety Benefit:
$1,955,479
Benefit/Cost: 9.50

Alternative B: Install Multilane (2 x 1) Roundabout
Description
Construct a Multilane (hybrid 2
mainline by 1 cross-street entry)
roundabout

Cons
1. Overall crash rate is expected to increase and will be much higher than
compared to the rebuilt traffic signal system. However, the crash severity
is expected to be less making the safety consideration fairly
comparable.
2. More expensive to install than rebuilding the traffic signal
3. Requires more space at intersection (but less space along road)
4. Familiarity
5. May not be feasible due to the spacing of the frontage roads and
desitination access of motorists needing to make a U-turn onto the
frontage roads.

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately
$3,000,000
Mobility: LOS A (2045)
Safety: 9% increase in crash
rate. 1% reduction in crash
severity rate (large reduction
in Type A, Type B)
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: $8,805,855
20-year Safety Benefit:
$1,803,378
Benefit/Cost: 5.20
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Table 5- 16. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at US 2
Alternative A: Rebuild Signal System
Description
Rebuild the traffic signal system to
current standards. Alternative assumes
no changes to the intersection
geometric design. All safety and
capacity improvements are operational
or signal system related.

Options and Considerations
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ Operate eastbound/westbound protected only 11
am to 6 pm and northbound protected/permissive
all day
○ Implement FYA Omit logic for pedestrian actua#ons
• Install communication and coordinate signal timing
with 14th Street NW and 5th Avenue NE
• Implement a southbound right turn overlap (concurrent
with the eastbound left turn)
• Install pedestrian countdown timers
• Update the pedestrian and vehicle clearance intervals
to current standards
• Add an additional overhead signal indication for each
approach to improve visibility and provide yellow
backplate for FYA left turn indications

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with no impact to street width and curbs
2. Improves left turn access onto Mn 220
3. FYA provides operational flexibility and is expected to improve motorist
safety and intersection operation
4. Low cost
5. Familiarity
6. Expected to reduce the overall intersection crash rate and provide an
improvement to the overall intersection crash severity
Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Operational improvement is minimal. LOS D is expected in 2045
3. Does not address the right turn related crashes or pedestrian comfort of
crossing the intersection.

Comparison Summary
Cost: Approximately $350,000
including communication to US
2/5th Avenue NE
Mobility: LOS D (2045)
Safety: 25% decrease in crash
rate. 23% decrease in severity
rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: (-$1,922,257)
20-year Safety Benefit:
$2,111,426
Benefit/Cost: 0.66

Alternative A-0: Rebuild Signal System with Offset EB/WB Left Turn Lanes
Description
In addition to rebuilding the signal
system as described in Alternative A,
Alternative A-0 involves the
realignment of left turn lanes on US 2 to
provide a positive lateral offset for
improved motorist sight lines and
visibility.

Options and Considerations
• Turn lanes may be tapered or parallel
• Can be achieved with striping a buffer if no new
median is desired
• A pedestrian refuge could be provided if roadway is
widened significantly
• Implement a southbound right turn overlap (concurrent with
the eastbound left turn)
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ Operate eastbound/westbound protected only
11 am to 6 pm and northbound prot/perm all day
○ Implement FYA Omit logic for pedestrian actua#ons
• Install communication and coordinate signal timing
with 14th Street NW and 5th Avenue NE
• Install pedestrian countdown timers
• Update the pedestrian and vehicle clearance intervals
to current standards
• Add an additional overhead signal indication for each
approach to improve visibility and provide yellow
backplate for FYA left turn indications

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with minor impact to street width and curbs
2. Improves left turn access onto Mn 220
3. FYA provides operational flexibility and with the offset left turn lanes is
expected to improve motorist safety and intersection operation
4. Low cost
5. Familiarity
6. Expected to reduce the overall intersection crash rate and provide an
improvement to the overall intersection crash severity
Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Operational improvement is minimal. LOS D is expected in 2045
3. Does not address the right turn related crashes or pedestrian comfort of
crossing the intersection.

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately
$2,350,000
Mobility: LOS D (2045)
Safety: 31% decrease in crash
rate. 28% decrease in severity
rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: (-$1,922,257)
20-year Safety Benefit:
$2,721,822
Benefit/Cost: 0.48

Alternative A-1: Rebuild Signal System with Dual EB Left Turn Lanes
Description
In addition to rebuilding the signal
system as described in Alternative A,
Alternative A-1 involves the
construction of dual eastbound left turn
lanes on US 2. The westbound left turn
lane would be offset to provide a
positive lateral offset for improved
motorist sight lines and visibility.

Options and Considerations
• A pedestrian refuge could be provided if roadway is
widened significantly
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ Operate eastbound/westbound protected only 6 am
to 10 pm and northbound prot/perm all day
○ Implement FYA Omit logic for pedestrian actua#ons
• Install communication and coordinate signal timing
with 14th Street NW and 5th Avenue NE
• Implement a southbound right turn overlap (concurrent
with the eastbound left turn)
• Install pedestrian countdown timers
• Update the pedestrian and vehicle clearance intervals
to current standards
• Add an additional overhead signal indication for each
approach to improve visibility and provide yellow
backplate for FYA left turn indications

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Expected to operate at a LOS C in year 2045. Provides the greatest
operational benefit while maintaining the signalized intersection
control
2. Expected to provide sufficient capacity to minimize the need for the
5th Avenue NW full access intersection with US 2
3. FYA provides operational flexibility and with the offset left turn lanes is
expected to improve motorist safety and intersection operation
4. Familiarity
5. Expected to reduce the overall intersection crash rate and provide an
improvement to the overall intersection crash severity
Cons
1. Vehicles may not evenly distribute between lanes
2. Requires additional roadway width
3. Dual lanes tend to result in increased crashes as the intersection
becomes wider
4. Does not address the right turn related crashes or pedestrian comfort of
crossing the intersection.

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately
$2,350,000
Mobility: LOS C (2045) or LOS
D if No Connection at 5th Ave
Safety: 27% decrease in crash
rate. 25% decrease in severity
rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: $5,095,230
20-year Safety Benefit:
$2,363,174
Benefit/Cost: 4.47
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Table 5- 16. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at US 2 Continued
Alternative A-2: Rebuild Signal System with Right Turn Channelization Improvements
Description
In addition to rebuilding the signal
system as described in Alternative A,
Alternative A-2 involves the
reconstruction of the northwest and
southeast corners to remove the
channelized right turn pork chop
islands. Providing traditional right turn
lane design will improve the
intersection skew and vehicle angle of
approach to the intersection resulting
in better visibility.

Options and Considerations
• Install FYA on all approaches
○ Operate eastbound/westbound protected only
11 am to 6 pm and northbound prot/perm all day
○ Implement FYA Omit logic for pedestrian actua#ons
• Implement a southbound right turn overlap (concurrent
with the eastbound left turn)
• Install communication and coordinate signal timing
with 14th Street NW and 5th Avenue NE
• Install pedestrian countdown timers
• Update the pedestrian and vehicle clearance intervals
to current standards
• Add an additional overhead signal indication for each
approach to improve visibility and provide yellow
backplate for FYA left turn indications

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with overall minor impact to street width and curbs
2. FYA provides operational flexibility and with the offset left turn lanes is
expected to improve motorist safety and intersection operation
3. Moderate cost
4. Improved right turn sightlines is expected to improve the intersection
safety and pedestrian crossing safety
5. Familiarity
6. Expected to reduce the overall intersection crash rate and provide an
improvement to the overall intersection crash severity
Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Operational improvement is minimal. LOS D is expected in 2045

Comparison Summary
Cost: Approximately $875,000
Mobility: LOS D (2045)
Safety: 26% decrease in crash
rate. 23% reduction in severity
rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: (-$2,038,918)
20-year Safety Benefit:
$2,085,539
Benefit/Cost: 0.07

Alternative A-3: Rebuild Signal System with Offset Eastbound/Westbound Left Turn Lanes and Right Turn Channelization Improvements
Description
This alternative involves the
combination of previously mentioned
strategies:
• Rebuild Signal System, with
Offset Left Turn Lanes Alternative A-0
• Rebuild Signal System, with Right
Turn Channelization
Improvements - Alternative A-2

Options and Considerations

Refer to previously mentioned strategies

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Can be designed with overall minor impact to street width and curbs
2. FYA provides operational flexibility and with the offset left turn lanes is
expected to improve motorist safety and intersection operation
3. Moderate/High cost
4. Improved right turn sightlines is expected to improve the intersection
safety and pedestrian crossing safety
5. Familiarity
6. Expected to reduce the overall intersection crash rate and provide an
improvement to the overall intersection crash severity
Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs
2. Operational improvement is minimal. LOS C/D is expected in 2045

Comparison Summary
Cost: Approximately
$2,650,000
Mobility: LOS D (2045) or LOS E
if No Connection at 5th Ave
Safety: 32% decrease in crash
rate. 29% reduction in severity
rate.
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: (-$2,038,918)
20-year Safety Benefit:
$2,746,728
Benefit/Cost: 0.38

Alternative B: Install Roundabout
Description
Construct full multilane roundabout
with two-lane entry on all four
approaches

Options and Considerations
• Multilane roundabout is expected necessary to
accommodate existing and forecast 2045 traffic
demands
• Special attention would be required in design for trucks
and agricultural vehicles

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Provides continuous flow of traffic and improves efficiency
2. Provides traffic calming
3. Improves pedestrian crossing (reduced exposure, improved sightline)
4. Greatly reduces crash severity
5. Aesthetics
6. Most efficient traffic operations during both AM and PM peak periods,
and the off peak periods (low delays)
7. Overall intersection size is not expected to increase due to size of
current pavement area. Fits within R/W and current intersection
footprint

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately
$3,600,000
Mobility: LOS A (2045) or LOS
C if No Connection at 5th Ave
Safety: 71% increase in crash
rate. 35% increase in severity
rate.
R/W: None
Cons
20-year Traffic Operation
1. Multilane roundabouts have high crash rates (3 times that of a
Benefit: $38,510,513
traditional signalized intersection control) and severity rate. Increased crashes are
20-year Safety Benefit:
expected; however the percentage of injury crashes is expected to be significantly
$4,255,888
reduced resulting in an overall best expected safety benefit.
Benefit/Cost: 17.34
2. More expensive to install than rebuilding the traffic signal as all four
approaches will require full reconstruction.
3. Requires more space at intersection (but less space along road)
4. Familiarity
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Table 5- 16. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at US 2 Continued
Alternative C: Displaced EB Left Turn
Description
A displaced left turn (DLT) will move the
eastbound left-turn movement from US
2/Mn 220 to an upstream signalized
location. Traffic that would turn left at
Mn 220 in a conventional design now
has to cross opposing through lanes at a
signal-controlled intersection several
hundred feet upstream and then travel
on a new roadway parallel to the
opposing lanes. This traffic is now able
to execute the left turn simultaneously
with the westbound through traffic at
the US 2/Mn 220 intersection.

Options and Considerations
• Overall roadway typical section width is expected to
impact the frontage road.
• An additional traffic signal system located
approximately mid way between Mn 220 and 5th Avenue
is needed to facilitate the displaced left turn cross over.
The traffic signal systems will need to be coordinated
• Eastbound left turn storage length needs to balanced
to ensure compatibility for a potential future 5th Avenue
3/4 or full access intersection
• The southbound right turn lane would need to be
designed as a free operating movement to avoid
conflicting at the intersection with the displaced left
turn.

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Improves intersection capacity by removing a high volume conflicting
movement at the US 2/Mn 220 intersection
2. FYA provides operational flexibility and with the offset left turn lanes is
expected to improve motorist safety and intersection operation
3. Expected to improve intersection safety by improving sightlines and
providing an improved level of left turn control. Anticipated the crash
performance will be similar to Alternative A-0.

Options and Considerations
• Traffic signals would be provided at the ramp terminal
intersections
• Traffic signal coordination will be required
• Tight diamond interchanges require significant
retaining wall construction to reduce space and R/W
acquisition footprint. This however, greatly increases
the construction cost

Pros and Cons
Pros:
1. Effectively separates volumes from conflicting movements
2. Provide long term efficient traffic operation
3. Reduces vehicle conflicts and is expected to improve overall
intersection safety

Cons
1. Ongoing operation, maintenance, and electricity costs. Snow removal
will be much more difficult
2. High construction cost
3. Adds an additional traffic signal system to the network
4. Requires substantial cross-sectional roadway space, adds effectively 1
more travel lane and 2 more raised median islands. Expected to have
R/W and frontage road impacts
5. Familiarity. Likely result in motorist confusion

Comparison Summary

Cost: Approximately
$2,900,000
Mobility: LOS C (2045)
Safety: 25% decrease in crash
rate. 23% reduction in severity
rate.
R/W: Frontage Road Impact
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: $9,010,428
20-year Safety Benefit:
$2,111,426
Benefit/Cost: 5.41

Alternative D: Grade Separated Tight Diamond Interchange
Description
A compressed diamond interchange
with either US 2 or Mn 220 grade
separated over the top

Cons:
1. Significant cost and Right of Way acquisition
2. Will impact businesses and local resident properties
3. Will disrupt the frontage road connections
4. May require closure or reroute of neighboring roads
5. Significant cost and impacts for comparable benefit to other
alternatives
6. A grade separated interchange will significantly impact the visibility
and presence of remaining businesses near this intersection.

Comparison Summary

Cost: High. > $15,000,000 to
20M excluding R/W and
property acquisition costs
Mobility: NA
Safety: NA
R/W: Significant Impact
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: NA
20-year Safety Benefit: NA
Benefit/Cost: NA

Alternative E: System Improvements - 5th Avenue NW Access
Description
The current 2045 MTP identifies a full
access signalized intersection at the US
2/5th Avenue NW intersection
(Currently RI/RO on the south side). Full
access will provide additional
connectivity to the neighborhood
reducing traffic demand at the US 2/Mn
220 intersection.
Alternative E-1: Couple with Alt A-1
Alternative E-2: Couple with Alt A-3
Alternative E-3: Couple with Alt B

Options and Considerations
• Provide full access intersection with traffic signal
system operating in coordination with the US 2/Mn 220
intersection
• Maintaining the existing 5th Avenue NW intersection
configuration results in an approximate 1,900 ADT
increase to Mn 220
• Streetlight Origin-Destination analysis found the
existing eastbound left turn at the US 2/Mn 220
intersection would decrease by 95 (33%) and 50 (18%)
vehicles during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively
• North of 14th Street, a marginal change in overall ADT
on Mn 220 is expected.

Pros and Cons
Pros:
1. Provides improved access to the neighborhood
2. Reduces vehicle demand at the US 2/Mn 220 intersection
3. Can be designed to provide acceptable safety and traffic operations
into forecast year 2045
Cons:
1. High cost
2. Will impact businesses and local resident properties and will increase
traffic circulating on neighborhood streets that currently experience low
traffic volumes
3. May not be funded or approved for construction

Comparison Summary

NA

Key Conclusion:
1. 3/4 Access or full access signalized intersection overall provides a
positive benefit to the transportation system and should be considered
a viable long term alternative
2. Without the 5th Avenue NW access, the single eastbound left turn lane
alternatives at US 2/Mn 220 may not be feasible alternatives due to
intersection capacity constraint
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Table 5- 19. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 10th Street NE
Convert to 3/4 Access
Description
Reconstruct to a 3/4 access
configuration. Three-quarter
intersections are an access
management technique that limits
cross street movements through an
intersection. A median is installed in the
middle of the intersection that permits
all mainline through and turning
movements but prevents cross-traffic
through and left turn movements.

Options and Considerations
• Business access will potentially be significantly
impacted.
• Would likely necessitate the extension of 10th St NW to 5th
Ave NW to provide reasonable service to all movements.

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Will improve safety by decreasing conflict points
2. All work can be done within the existing ROW
3. Minimal ongoing maintenance
4. Will improve the overall intersection operation (reduce delays)
Cons
1. Could unnecessarily increase traffic volumes and turning
movements on other minor roads
2. Potential for increased U-turn related crashes
3. Public/business perception of reduced access

Comparison Summary
Cost: NA
Mobility: LOS A
Safety: Reduced Right Angle
Crashes
R/W: None
20-year Traffic Operation
Benefit: NA
20-year Safety Benefit: NA
Benefit/Cost: NA
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Table 5- 21. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Segment B - 17th Street NW to 23rd Street NW
No Build
Description
Maintain existing Mn 220 roadway cross-section
and existing lane transition point. Make
intersection improvements only.

Compatibility
• At 23rd Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Signal System
• At 20th Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Convert to 3/4 Access
○ Alterna#ve B: Convert to 3/4 Access and also Prohibit Southbound Le- Turns
• At 17th Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Signal System

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Compatibility with a variety of intersection alternatives
2. Low cost. Minimal to no roadway reconstruction
3. Maintains existing and projected future segment LOS C or better. Added capacity is not necessary
Cons
1. Does not address lane utilization and motorists driving in the shoulder north of 17th Street NE to make right turn at 20th Street NE
2. Wide roadway and higher roadway speeds reduce pedestrian comfort and make pedestrian crossings more difficult

Alternative A: Extend 4-Lane Roadway Segment to 23rd Street NW
Description
Extend 4-lane roadway segment to 23rd Street
NW. Northbound right lane would terminate as
right turn only lane at 23rd Street NW

Compatibility
• At 23rd Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Signal System
• At 20th Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Convert to 3/4 Access
○ Alterna#ve B: Convert to 3/4 Access and also Prohibit Southbound Le- Turns
• At 17th Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Signal System

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Currently an illustrative project identified in the 2045 MTP
2. Most compatible with the long term consideration of traffic signal installations at 17th Street NW and 23rd Street NW
Cons
1. Requires substantial roadway widening. High Cost
2. Wide roadway and higher roadway speeds reduce pedestrian comfort and make pedestrian crossings more difficult, specifically at the 20th Street NW
pedestrian crossing.
3. Adds roadway capacity that isn't needed.

Alternative B: Convert 17th Street NW to 23rd Street NW Segment to 2-Lane Roadway
Description
Convert the entire segment to a 2-lane roadway
between 17th Street NW and 23rd Street NW.
Maintain right and left turn lanes at nonroundabout intersections

Compatibility
• At 23rd Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Traﬃc Signal
○ Alterna#ve B: Install Single-Lane Roundabout
• At 20th Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Convert to 3/4 Access
○ Alterna#ve B: Convert to 3/4 Access and also Prohibit Southbound Le- Turns
• At 17th Street NW
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Traﬃc Signal
○ Alterna#ve B: Install Single-Lane Roundabout

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Best compatibility with roundabout alternative at 17th Street NW and 23rd Street NW. However, could also be compatible with traffic signal installations at
both locations.
2. Improves pedestrian comfort, reduces intersection pedestrian crossing distances. Provides best opportunity to improve the pedestrian crosswalk at 20th
Street NW
3. Could increase distance between Mn 220 and the frontage roads
4. Reduces feel of wide roadway and likely could result in reduced vehicle travel speeds, supporting a future speed zone reduction between 17th Street NW
and 23rd Street NW
5. Addresses the northbound motorist lane utilization and driving within the existing shoulder issue. If traffic signal installed at 17th Street NW, the northeast
corner could be curb extended to reduce pedestrian crossing distance, improving pedestrian safety.
Cons
1. Low to Moderate reconstruction cost. Require some curb and pavement work north of 17th Street NW to be most effective
2. Reducing travel lanes may not be perceived acceptable by area businesses.

Alternative C: Extend 4-Lane Roadway Segment to 20th Street NW
Description
Extend the 4-lane roadway to 20th Street NW.
Northbound right lane would terminate as right
turn only lane 20th Street NW. Maintain the
existing 2-lane roadway segment between 20th
Street NW and 23rd Street NW.

Compatibility
• At 23rd Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Traﬃc Signal
○ Alterna#ve B: Install Single-Lane Roundabout
• At 20th Street NW
○ No Build
○ Alterna#ve A: Convert to 3/4 Access
○ Alterna#ve B: Convert to 3/4 Access and also Prohibit Southbound Le- Turns
• At 17th Street NW
○ Alterna#ve A: Install Traﬃc Signal

Pros and Cons
Pros
1. Currently an illustrative project identified in the 2045 MTP involves shifting 4-lane to 2-lane transition north
2. Improves pedestrian comfort, reduces intersection pedestrian crossing distances, and provides opportunity to improve the pedestrian crosswalk at 20th
Street NW
3. Compatibility with a variety of intersection alternatives
4. Low reconstruction cost. Minimal curb work and widening is needed in the northbound direction between 17th Street NW and 20th Street NW
5. Addresses the northbound motorist lane utilization and driving within the existing shoulder issue
Cons
1. Requires roadway widening on one block
2. Maintains wide intersection at 17th Street NW conducive to only the existing stop or potential traffic signal control.
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MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: March 13 2019
MPO Executive Board: March 20, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Update on the GF Downtown Parkinig Study.
Matter of the GF Downtown Parking Study

Background: KLJ, with sub-consultant RDg, were retained to assist the City of Grand Forks

and the MPO update the parking demand study completed in 2011. The City is drafting a
Downtown Action Plan, which is focusing on redevelopment of key sites. These redevelopments
may create different parking demand than previously anticipated. Therefore, the study is to review
the demand for parking for the next 5 to 10 years as these potential redevelopments come online.
The scope is to also analyze the existing parking supply, how it is managed, and how improvements
recommended in the 2011 report be implemented or modified.
A 3rd meeting of the Steering Committee was held in February. Attached are key slides that
presented information on the impact future development could have on the parking supply and the
alternatives to improve downtown parking. Under all three scenarios, there is adequate parking
available. However, public parking approaches capacity under the 10-Year Redevelopment
Scenario.
The redevelopment scenarios incorporated six redevelopment concepts that are either currently
under construction (Selkirk Lofts on 4th Street), proposed (Pure Development including Hugo’s
and Alerus), or concepts identified as likely to change in the Downtown Action Plan. Unless
available from a site or concept plan, redevelopments assumed no on site parking. Public parking
spaces did not change. This redevelopment will increase parking demand around 925 spaces on an
average day, leaving nearly 400 open public parking spaces (82 percent occupancy) and more than
1,280 open total parking spaces (65 percent occupancy).
The redevelopment plus increased walking, biking, and transit scenario evaluated the parking

impacts with the redevelopment scenario and a lowered demand due to more people walking,
biking, and using transit, leaving 440 open public parking spaces (80 percent occupancy), and
1,340 open total parking spaces (63 percent occupancy).
The redevelopment plus autonomous vehicles evaluated the parking impacts with the
redevelopment scenario and a lowered demand due to the use of autonomous vehicles, leaving 575
open public parking spaces (74 percent occupancy), and 1,500 open total parking spaces (58
percent occupancy).
The Steering Committee also reviewed information on event traffic management and alternatives
to improve the downtown parking. Key items were increased marketing, use of “time of day”
parking ratios, and enforcement.
A public input meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 21st, at the Empire Theater starting at
4:00 until 7:00 pm/

Findings and Analysis:
•
•
•

The Work Program identified an activity to update the 2011 Parking Report for Downtown
Grand Forks.
KLJ was retained to assist in the completion of the update.
A sub-committee of the Downtown Action Plan Committee has been formed to assist us in
the update; this sub-committee has been augmented by key staff from the City Departments,
County and the School District.

Support Materials:

•
•

Reports can be viewed at: https://theforksmpo.com/the-forks-mpo/
Key slides from recent Powerpoint
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Generalized Parking Demand

Spaces
2.5
4.0
2.5

Per Unit
1,000 SF*
1,000 SF*
1,000 SF*

Land Use
Office
Civic
Residential

Spaces
2.5
2.5
1.5

Per Unit
1,000 SF*
1,000 SF*
Unit

*SF = Square Feet of Leasable Space

Parking Time-of-Day Profiles for Selected Land Uses
350
Apartment

Office

Restaurant

Retail

300

250

200

150

100

50

0
0:00

1:00

2:00

3:00

4:00

5:00

6:00

7:00

8:00

9:00

10:00

11:00

12:00

13:00

14:00

15:00

16:00

17:00

18:00

19:00

20:00

21:00

22:00

23:00

Redevelopment Projects and Concepts
1. Lyon’s Project – Block 2
131 Residential Units
Commercial/Office Space First Floor
2. Edgewood Parking Lot Redevelopment – Block 11
Strictly conceptual
3. Century Link Building and Adjacent Parking Lots – Block 6
Strictly conceptual
4. County Government Center – Block 17
Strictly conceptual
5. Pure Development – Block 9
Hugo’s Family Market
Alerus Financial
6. GFK 4th Street Development – Block 14
Selkirk Lofts

1,800 sq ft Commercial

20 Residential Units
Eskers Development

32,000 sq ft

Key Assumptions
Parking forecasts added new
demand to existing demand.
Assumed no change in current
demand.

Changes to parking supply assumed
no additional parking unless
provided by a concept plan or other
information from the Action Plan.
Time of day profiles were used.
Does not consider available parking
directly adjacent to the study area.

AV/CV Adoption Rates

Walking/Biking Trends
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10-Year Scenario Impacts
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Spaces

Average Weekday Parking
Scenario
Current Average Weekday
Current Average Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment
Average Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment
Average Weekday

Parking Type
Public
Total

Supply
2,325
3,665

Demand
910
1,440

Occupancy
39%
39%

Surplus/Deficiency
+1,415
+2,220

Public

2,225

1,833

82%

+395

Total

3,645

2,370

65%

+1,280

Parking Type
Public
Total

Supply
2,325
3,665

Demand
1,205
1,845

Occupancy
52%
50%

Surplus/Deficiency
+1,120
+1,820

Public

2,225

1,596

72%

+630

Total

3,645

2,240

61%

+1,405

Peak Weekday Parking
Scenario
Current Peak Weekday
Current Peak Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment Peak
Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment Peak
Weekday

Walking, Biking & Transit Impacts
PeakWeekday
Weekday
Occupancy
LOS
Total
Spaces
Average
Weekday
Occupancy
&&LOS
––Public
Spaces
Peak
Occupancy
&&LOS
––Public
Spaces
Average
Weekday
Occupancy
LOS
Total
Spaces

Assumptions
Full Redevelopment
Walking, biking and Transit trips to increase 2% per year


13.9% of trips by 2030

Reduced future parking demand on every block by 2.5%

Average Weekday Parking
Scenario
Current Average Weekday
Current Average Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Walking, Biking, and Transit
Average Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Walking, Biking, and Transit
Average Weekday

Parking Type
Public
Total

Supply
2,325
3,665

Demand
910
1,440

Occupancy
39%
39%

Surplus/Deficiency
+1,415
+2,220

Public

2,225

1,790

80%

+440

Total

3,645

2,305

63%

+1,340

Parking Type
Public
Total

Supply
2,325
3,665

Demand
1,205
1,845

Occupancy
52%
50%

Surplus/Deficiency
+1,120
+1,820

Public

2,225

1,555

70%

+670

Total

3,645

2,185

60%

+1,460

Peak Weekday Parking
Scenario
Current Peak Weekday
Current Peak Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Walking, Biking, and Transit
Peak Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Walking, Biking, and Transit
Peak Weekday

Autonomous Vehicle Impacts
PeakWeekday
Weekday
Occupancy
LOS
Average
Weekday
Occupancy
LOS
Public
Spaces
Peak
Occupancy
&&&&
LOS
–––Public
Spaces
Average
Weekday
Occupancy
LOS
–Total
TotalSpaces
Spaces

Assumptions
Full Redevelopment
Autonomous Vehicles will be 10% of vehicle travel by 2030
Reduced future parking demand on every block by 10%
No adjustments to walking, biking and transit

Average Weekday Parking
Scenario
Current Average Weekday
Current Average Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Autonomous Vehicles Average
Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Autonomous Vehicles Average
Weekday

Parking Type
Public
Total

Supply
2,325
3,665

Demand
910
1,440

Occupancy
39%
39%

Surplus/Deficiency
+1,415
+2,220

Public

2,225

1,650

74%

+575

Total

3,645

2,130

58%

+1,515

Scenario
Current Peak Weekday
Current Peak Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Autonomous Vehicles Peak
Weekday
10-Year Redevelopment with
Autonomous Vehicles Peak
Weekday

Parking Type
Public
Total

Supply
2,325
3,665

Demand
1,205
1,845

Occupancy
52%
50%

Surplus/Deficiency
+1,120
+1,820

Public

2,225

1,435

65%

+790

Total

3,645

2,015

55%

+1,630

Peak Weekday Parking

Impacts on Parking
Less impactful then taxicabs
Nationally use to supplant taxicabs,
walking and biking
Popular during evening and weekend
Unlikely to supplant commute trips
until parking demand increases
May increase overnight trips

Weekend Evening Parking Demand and Current PickUp/Drop-Off Locations

Increased Ride-Hailing and Car Services

Alternatives
Analysis

Parking Perception vs. Reality: Marketing & Information
Marketing Campaign should include:
Information and marketing campaign.
A downtown parking brand
Easy to read parking locations and
restrictions map

For customers, the surveys could include questions
on:
»
»
»
»
»

How they got downtown?
If they drove, where did they park? Did they
repark?
How many and which establishments they
visited?
How satisfied they were with parking?
General demographics (age, general location of
where they live)

For businesses, the surveys could include questions
on:
»
»
»

How many employees they have and how they
traveled to work that day?
Where do they park? Do they currently hold a
parking permit?
Have you received complaints about parking?

Relaunch of Digital Parking
Information:
A dedicated parking website
An interactive parking map

Single Use and Private Parking
Create a shared parking toolkit, that includes model templates or agreements.
Seek private sector partners to conduct a pilot program and document issues and successes.
Incentivize shared parking by accepting private off-site shared parking in the current parking
assessment calculations.

Retail

Restaurant

Office

Apartments

Retail

Restaurant

Office

Apartments

11:00

10:00

9:00

8:00

7:00

6:00

5:00

4:00

3:00

2:00

1:00

12:00

11:00

9:00

10:00

8:00

7:00

6:00

5:00

4:00

3:00

2:00

11:00

9:00

10:00

8:00

7:00

6:00

5:00

4:00

3:00

2:00

1:00

0
12:00

0
11:00

20

10:00

20

9:00

40

8:00

40

7:00

60

6:00

60

5:00

80

4:00

80

3:00

100

2:00

100

1:00

120

12:00

120

1:00

Time of Day Parking Generation

12:00

Flat Rate Parking Generation

Time of Day Calculations
Land Use
Office/Banks
Professional Offices
Medical Office
Retail
Retail/Secondhand, Used and Thrift
Retail/Furniture, Appliance

10 + 1 for each 500 square feet
3.33
5.00
7.00
3.50
2.00

Mixed Used
Automobile Service Stations
Service/Beauty and Barber shops

NA
4 + 2/each service stall
5.00

Service

5.00

Grocery (Specialty Retail)

NA
1/each teacher and employee and 1/each 5
students

High School
Restaurant/Bar

6.66 for Bars

Hotel – per unit
Residential – per unit
Residential for elderly – per unit

1.00/room
1.00/each 2 units
1.00/each 3 units
1/each 2 persons (boarding/ lodging)
1/each 4 persons (Dormitory)

Boarding and lodging/Dormitory
Community/ Fraternal and Lodge buildings
Mortuary and Funeral parlors
Fitness Center
Church Synagogues and Temples
Theater – per seat
Bowling Alley – per lane
Government

Current Parking Ratios for
Assessments

0.50
2.00
2.00
2.00
1/12 seats
2/lane
10 +1 for each 500 square feet

Mixed-Use Development:

100 Residential Units
= 50 Spaces
1.33
10,000 SF of Office
Warehouse
0.50 = 30 Spaces
*Parking Stalls per 1,000 gross square feet unless otherwise noted
5,000 SF of Retail = 35 Spaces
115 Total Spaces
Manufacturing/Printers and Newspapers

Apartment

Office

Retail

%

Req

%

Req

%

Req

Total
Demand

12:00 AM
1:00 AM
2:00 AM
3:00 AM
4:00 AM
5:00 AM
6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM
10:00 AM
11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
96%
92%
74%
64%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
44%

50
50
50
50
50
48
46
37
32
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
22

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
19%
64%
91%
99%
99%
98%
96%
100%
99%
90%

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6
19
27
30
30
29
29
30
30
27

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
9%
16%
55%
57%
84%
84%
83%
94%
90%
81%

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
6
19
20
29
29
29
33
32
28

50
50
50
50
50
48
46
46
57
47
50
59
59
68
63
61
77

6:00 PM
7:00 PM
8:00 PM
9:00 PM
10:00 PM
11:00 PM

69%
66%
75%
77%
92%
94%

5:00 PM 59%

30
35
33
38
39
46
47

58%

17

93%

33

79

0%
0
100%
35
70
0%
0
93%
33
66
Mixed-Use
Development:
0%
0
96%
34
71
0% 100 Residential
0
87% Units
30 = 50 Spaces
69
0% 10,000
0 SF of
0%Office0= 30 Spaces
46
0%
0
0%
0
47

5,000 SF of Retail = 35 Spaces
79 Total Spaces

Permit Parking Processes

Streamlining restricted times
Simplify the permitting process
Monitor permit utilization rates

Urban Form and Function

Ordinances
Parking Maximum
Best Use of Downtown

Multimodal Mobility: Pedestrian Environment
Complete a full ADA
evaluation for downtown
Improve lighting and
perceived safety to the
Riverboat Road Parking Lot
Alleyways
Wayfinding with major
destinations and walking time

Downtown is a half-mile
long, and most pedestrians
could walk that distance in
about 15 minutes.

Roberts Alley, Fargo

Multimodal Mobility: Grow Transit Attractiveness
Pilot study of a highfrequency downtown
circulator route
Park and Rides at High
Frequency Locations
Business Incentives for
Ridership
Partnerships between CAT
and Downtown Events

Enforcement

Digital Tracking and Ticketing
Graduated Parking Fine
Additional Resources

Investments in Parking Infrastructure
Infrastructure
Maintenance
Regular
maintenance
programs
Steep slopes
Leakage issues

Monetizing Parking
Ramps

First two hours free
Raise gate arms during
evenings and
weekends
Impacts to Traffic
Reserved Parking
Signage

Event Management
Wayfinding
Event Protocols
Coordinated Parking
Information
Transit Incentives

Marketing
Website notification
MPO’s Stakeholder List Email
Downtown Development
Association Email List
Facebook posts
Flyer
Newspaper and press release
Others?

Open House Style

Steering Committee
Encouraged to Attend and
Participate
May look to the Steering
Committee to assist with some
of the activities at the meeting

MPO Staff Report
Technical Advisory Committee: March 13, 2019
MPO Executive Board: March 20, 2019
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Progress Report on 2020-2023 TIP
Matter of the Progress Report on 2020-2023 TIP

Background: Basically, in December of 2018 the MPO had vetted all candidate projects for

the next TIP. The purpose of this report is to inform everyone on the progress towards adopting
the 2020-2023 TIP. The information is separated between Minnesota information and North
Dakota information.

MINNESOTA

The NWATP has reviewed a draft ATIP. During the MPO solicitation for candidate project, none
were submitted for consideration within the MPO Study Area. Information shared to the ATP
concerning MnDOT financial planning revealed the following impacts. The adjustments to our
program are related to three issues. 1) Inflation factors increased by 17% between last year and
this year. So many of the project estimates increased resulting in projects being shifted back. 2)
Secondly, MnDOT scaled back the District targets. For NWATP that meant a reduction of $6M
in FY 2022; reduction of $7M in FY 2023 and a reduction of $5M in the Chapter 3 Bonds. Overall,
this was a decision of risk. The previous year’s targets were aggressive and MnDOT was showing
deficits in these outer years of the program. There was also the adjustment in the Federal obligation
rate from 93% to 91%, which has effect on our revenue projections. Lastly, within the District,
we had taken an aggressive approach to programming and had under budgeted a few of our
projects. All of these issues led to a significant number of projects sliding back 1 year.
During the development and adoption of the 2045 MTP, a 2023 project was included into the shortrange of the fiscally constrained list. Replacement of 3 traffic signals in the downtown area of
East Grand Forks was identified. The draft ATIP does not list this project in the 2023 funding
year. MnDOT still intends to replace these signals in 2023; however, the funding will come from
fiscal year 2024.

NORTH DAKOTA

So far, NDDOT has only announce one program award. The City of Grand Forks was awarded
Urban Program (Mainstreet) funds towards the reconstruction of N. 3rd St between DeMers
Avenue and University Avenue. The award was up to $2.45 Million in federal funds.
The rest of the programs are still under development or are awaiting Upper Management decisions.
The hope is still to release awards soon so that a draft TIP can be promulgated in April.

Findings and Analysis:
•

NONE

Support Materials:
•

NONE

%

COMPLETION
DATE

TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE AND IMPLEMENTATION
ACTIVITIES

No Change.

20%

Aug, 2020

Grand Forks Downtown
Parking Study

KLJ visited with the Steering Committee to discuss future parking demand
and potential parking improvements. A public comment meeting is being
scheduled late March to early April.

60%

1-May-20

MN 220 N Corridor Study

The third meeting of the Steering Committee for the MN 220 N Corridor
Study was held on February 19, 2019. The meeting entailed a
presentation and a discussion by the committee of the proposed
alternatives as they were outlined in Tech Memo # 4

45% 31-May-19

Downtown Transportation
Study

Draft scope of work will be distributed in mid-March for partner review.
Intent is to release RFP in April.

CODE

AREA

200.2

Public Participation Plan

Being scheduled to start mid-summer.

3001

Functional Classification
(Update)

Being scheduled to start mid-summer.

300.1

ITS Regional Architecture
(Update)

Just starting. Staff with Consultant have been preparing presentation to
TAC in April.

CORRIDOR PLANNING

US 2/US 81 Skewed
Intersection Study

300.2

MPO UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM -UPDATE , 2019

TABLE OF CONTENTS- UPDATE MARCH, 2019

Traffic Count Program

TASK

Vision Camera Data Collection & Traffic Analysis Enhancements.

10%

ONGOING

95%

Dec. 2018

NA

NA

300.5

SPECIAL STUDIES
EGF ADA Transition Plan

A final document is done but transit stop information is needed to be
added. This will be done in June

300.54

CAT/UND Shuttle Merger

Just starting. Staff has been researching and preparing public information
materials in preparation of upcoming Open Houses

300.6

PLAN MONITORING, REVIEW
AND EVALUATION

300.7

GIS Development

3:16 PM

Grand Forks East Grand Forks MPO

03/13/19

Transaction List by Vendor
February 16 through March 15, 2019
Type

Date

AFLAC.
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Alerus Financial
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Liability Check
03/08/2019
CitiBusiness Card
Bill
03/08/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
03/08/2019
Fidelity Security Life.
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Liberty Business Systems, INc.
Bill
02/19/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
02/19/2019
LSNB as Trustee for PEHP
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Mike's
Bill
02/20/2019
Bill Pmt -Check
02/20/2019
Minnesota Department of Revenue
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Liability Check
03/08/2019
Minnesota Life Insurance Company
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Nationwide Retirement Solutions
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Liability Check
03/08/2019
NDPERS
Liability Check
02/22/2019
Liability Check
02/22/2019
QuickBooks Payroll Service
Liability Check
02/20/2019
Liability Check
02/20/2019
Liability Check
03/07/2019
Standard Insurance Company
Liability Check
02/22/2019

Num

Memo

Account

Clr

Split

Amount

AFLAC

501

104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-

-585.22

EFTPS
EFTPS

45-0388273
45-0388273

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-4,670.34
-3,182.00

Acct. ...
6697

Charges For ...
Charges For ...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-64.32
-64.32

6692

50790-1043

104 · Checking

210 · Payroll Li...

-16.88

Inv. #...
6695

Contract Bas...
Contract Bas...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

X

517 · Overhead
206 · Accounts...

-505.21
-505.21

104 · Checking

X

216 · Post-Hea...

-165.00

X

711 · Miscellan...
206 · Accounts...

-78.00
-78.00

PEHP
6696

MPO Lunche...
MPO Lunche...

206 · Accounts Pay...
104 · Checking

MNDOR
MNDOR

1403100
1403100

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

210 · Payroll Li...
210 · Payroll Li...

-305.00
-208.00

104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-

-103.78

6693
NWR...
NWR...

3413
3413

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-640.92
-640.92

NDPE...
NDPE...

D88

104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-3,853.53
-2,819.16

Created by P...
Created by P...
Created by P...

104 · Checking
104 · Checking
104 · Checking

X
X

-SPLIT-SPLIT-SPLIT-

-8,444.40
-3,799.29
-8,066.60

6694

104 · Checking

217 · Dental P...

-158.60
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