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INTRODUCTION 

OVERVIEW 

The purpose of the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks Transportation Plan is to identify the 
region’s existing and future multimodal transportation needs and provide a list of projects 
that support the system needs for the next 25+ years. The transportation planning process is 
a collaborative effort between the Grand Forks, East Grand forks, Polk County, Grand 
Forks County, North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT), Minnesota 
Department of Transportation (MNDOT), the Cities Area Transit (CAT), the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and the citizens 
and businesses. Through this process a set of actions and strategies has been developed that 
will guide the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks area to a desired outcome, as defined by 
locally identified issues, goals, objectives and 
benchmarks. The Grand Forks – East Grand 
Forks Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
will address the study area displayed in Figure 1.  

This Executive Summary focuses on the 
multimodal transportation system and reflects 
changes in the metropolitan area since the last 
plan was completed in 2007. The Grand 
Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning 
Organization has also developed separate Plan 
Update Documents that address in detail the 
current and future issues and needs for the 
metropolitan area’s street/highway system, transit  
system and pedestrian/bicycle system for the metropolitan area. While separate documents, 
they are integrated elements that constitute a unified transportation planning program for 
Grand Forks – East Grand Forks.  

Connecting Land Uses with Transportation Facilities 
An understanding of the connection between the transportation system and the land uses in 
the GF/EGF MPO is important, because the travel demands on the transportation system 
are tightly linked to the region's land uses and development patterns. In some respect, the 
metro area’s transportation network has shaped the land use patterns seen today and vice 
versa. For example, a large portion of the region’s commercial and industrial uses are 
anchored along the major transportation corridors (e.g., US 2 and I-29), including the 
railroad lines. 
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Figure 1: Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization  
  Study Area

 
Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
 

Demographic and economic background of the metropolitan area can 
provide an overall understanding of the community, while at the same 
time this data can be used as an indicator or predictor of travel behavior. 
 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Forecasts of growth in population, households and employment are 
translated into future travel patterns and provide the basis for 
developing the 2040 LRTP for the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks 
metropolitan area.  By studying the population, housing, and 
employment, future travel needs can be determined and a plan for an 
efficient transportation system can be developed. 
 
 
POPULATION INCREASE 
The G F / E G F  MPO conducts population estimates and forecasts 
for both cities.   Population estimates are derived from a combination 
of data from the census, building permits, and the board of realtors.  
Between the 2000 and 2010 Censuses, the GF/EGF MPO’s population 
estimates show a metropolitan increase of 5,684 persons during the 
period of 2000 through 2010. 

 
Population forecasts predict future growth rates based on current and 
historical trends. The GF/EGFMPO and both City Councils have 
adopted a 1.2% annual growth rate for planning purposes and forecasts.  
Table 1 demonstrates the city and metropolitan population forecasts 
through 2040. 
 

Table 1:  Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning 
Organization Population Forecasts 2010-2040 

 
 

Year 
 

City         2010 
 

2020      2030               2040 
Grand Forks  52,875 59,179 66,280 74,234 

East Grand Forks  
 

 
 8,601 

 
 9,522 

 
10,728 

 
12,088 

Metropolitan Area 
 

 
 

 
61,476 

 
 68,701 

 
77,008 

 
86,322 

Source: GF/EGF MPO 
 
  
 LAND USES 

The Grand Forks 2040 Land Use Plan differs from previous plans 
completed in Grand Forks in that it emphasizes implementation and 
takes a proactive approach to managing growth both in the City and in 
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its Growth Management Area.  Much of Grand Forks’ new development 
will occur in the Growth Management Area. 
 
The future land use map is focused on the city’s Growth Management 
Area, which is the area outside the city limits, but within the four-mile 
joint zoning jurisdiction.  Growth Management identifies a three level tier 
system for managing timing and sequencing of growth for Grand Forks. 
Future land uses have been identified for all three tiers of the City’s 
Growth Management Area.   Specific  uses  and  locations  have  been 
identified for Tier 1, where more immediate growth is anticipated, and 
Tier 2, which is not anticipated to develop for another 25 years.  Tier 3 is 
identified broadly as an agricultural  zone,  an  area  where  no  urban  
development  is  expected  within  the planning period. 
 
Tier 2 future land uses have been identified to provide a broad brush 
approach for the city and its residents.  Although Tier 2 is not anticipated 
for immediate development, it is important for the community to establish 
a vision for this area’s eventual land uses and their most appropriate 
location.  Should there be a need to expand Tier 1 to accommodate 
increased development, the map provides a land use guide for 
determining where expansion might be appropriate for particular land 
uses.  Figure 2 shows the Grand Forks future land use plan map. 
 
The East Grand Forks 2040 Land Use Plan carries forward a similar 
Growth Management philosophy, but with one major difference. The 
flood protection system in the City has provided the growth boundaries 
for the future, so a tier system is not necessary.    The City promotes   
growth within city limits, where municipal services are available.   The 
City thus preserves an urban expansion area located inside the flood 
protection system for future urban development.  Figure 2 shows the 
East Grand Forks future land use plan map.  East Grand Forks includes a 
future land designation known as the Urban Expansion Reserve (UER). 
This is an area the City has identified as being a location that future 
growth could occur but not likely within the planning horizon.  This area 
is included within the City’s flood protection system.  So the development 
is intended someday, but well beyond 2040. 
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Figure 2:  Future Land Use Plan 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2011  
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LAND DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 
 

 

The preliminary 2040 traffic forecasts rely on the 2040 development 
concept as an input.    The  2040  development  concept,  based  on  the  
land  use  plans  and  the population growth documented above for 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, was reviewed by the G F / E G F  
MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and was presented to both 
planning commissions for comment.  Whereas the Land Use Plans for 
each community documents city-wide anticipated  population  growth  
and  future  land  uses,  the  development  concept provides a projected 
number of new jobs and households by location (at the Traffic 
Analysis Zone (TAZ) level). 
 
As documented in Table 2  the development concept for the region 
assumes that housing units and persons employed will increase by 
approximately 30 to 35 percent between today and 2040. 
 

Table 2:  Study Area Housing And Employment Summary  
2010 and 2040 

 
 

 

Year Housing Units Employment 

2010 27,871 38,371 
2040 37,714 50,783 
Growth (2010 to 2040) 9,843 12,412 
Percentage Growth 35% 32% 

Source: GF/EGF MPO Travel Demand Model 
 
Figure 3 illustrates the 2025 level of housing unit growth by TAZ, and Figure 4 
the 2040 level of employment growth by TAZ. 
 

To further understand the land use patterns within the region, the Plan examined planned 
growth patterns for the City of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks (see Figures 3-6). A 
greater understanding of the cities’ land uses and transportation systems provide additional 
insight on the location of major trip generators, economic growth centers and housing 
density. 
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Figure 3:  2025 Housing Growth

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2012 
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Figure 4:   2040 Housing Growth 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2012 
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Figure 5:  2025  Employment Growth 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Figure 6:   2040 Employment Growth 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2012 
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MOVING AHEAD FOR PROGRESS IN THE 21ST CENTURY ACT (MAP-21)  

The Plan update also addresses new planning requirements associated with MAP-21 that 
creates a streamlined, performance-based, multimodal program to address the many 
challenges facing the U.S. Transportation system. These challenges include improving safety, 
maintaining infrastructure condition, reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency of the 
system and freight movements, protecting the environment and reducing delays in project 
delivery. It is the goal of the GF/EGF MPO to ensure the Grand Forks- East Grand Forks 
area transportation planning process is consistent with the federal requirements.  Key 
features of MAP-21 are: 

• MAP-21 will improve transportation investment decision making through 
performance-based planning and programming by focusing on national 
transportation goals, increasing the accountability of the Federal Transportation 
Programs. 

• Federal Transportation programs have been streamlined and simplified.  MAP-21 
consolidated the program structure into smaller number of broader core 
programs. 

 Former programs allowed projects to only compete against other 
similar programs specific to that program.  Under MAP-21 
Projects will have to compete against non-similar projects for no 
additional dollars available in the consolidated programs. 

•  “State of Good Repair” projects represented preservation, maintenance and 
non-expansion projects that improved facility quality or extend the life of the 
facility. Under federal MAP-21 rules, the Plan’s range of alternatives was required 
to include a detailed analysis of “State of Good Repair” projects, as well as 
expansion projects to account for all needed improvement expenditures within 
the GF/EGF MPO Planning area out to the year 2040. 

 

THE LONG RANGE PLAN PREPARATION PROCESS 

The Plan update has been led by the GF/EGF MPO. The GF/EGF MPO is responsible for 
multi-modal transportation planning in the region, including automobile, truck, pedestrian, 
bicycle and bus transit travel.  This Executive Summary provides the most significant 
sections of each individual modal plan. 

The Plan update has considered a wide range of social, engineering, environmental and 
economic factors in establishing the transportation system goals and objectives. These 
goals/objectives and performance measures have been developed to reflect the overall 
values of the community and are important because they have provided the general course 
for the Plan update.  
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The Executive Summary of the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Long Range Transportation 
Plan include the following chapters and topics: 

Goals, Objectives, Standards & Performance Measures- The development of the LRTP 
goals, objectives, standards, and performance measures was a critical step in the planning 
process, because to a large extent they defined the general course of the Plan’s 
development.  The previous Plan’s goals, objectives, and standards provided a solid 
basis for completing a revised set of 2040 Plan goals, objectives, and standards.  Two 
major updates included the addition of performance measures and incorporating Livability 
principles agreed to by US DOT, US EPA and US HUD  Interagency Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities.    

Financial Plan- One of the more important components to the LRTP is the Financial Plan. 
The Financial Plan provided an understanding of what the GF/EGF MPO and the local 
jurisdictions can accomplish over the Plan’s horizon for expansion, preservation and 
maintenance projects. In that respect, the Plan also needed to be fiscally constrained by 
providing a reasonable outlook of anticipated revenue streams. A locally-derived 
methodology (approved by each State DOT) for estimating revenue was developed based on 
the steps outlined below: 

• From available sources, including the GF/EGF MPO’s Transportation 
Improvement Programs (TIPs), planning documents and each DOT’s staffs input, a 
baseline funding level was calculated for each jurisdiction’s key funding streams. 

• From the information gathered as part of the above step, annual revenue growth 
rates and future revenue projects were determined. 

• From the calculated future revenue forecasts, the funding for short-term, mid-term 
and long-term time bands was summarized. 

Recommended Improvements and Implementation Program- This chapter documents 
the process used to prepare GF/EGF MPO’s fiscally-constrained Plan and presents the 
recommended improvements for the future transportation system that can be included 
within forecasted financial resources. The primary objective of this chapter was the 
preparation of a financially-constrained program of projects for the GF/EGF MPO 
planning area. A major element of this activity was the completion of a project prioritization 
process. The process of developing the fiscally-constrained project list included coordination 
and outreach with local and state DOT staff aimed at addressing previously identified system 
deficiencies, as well as maintaining consistency with federal and state planning policies.  

Importantly, the fiscally-constrained project list was developed to be consistent with the 
Plan’s goals, objectives, standards and performance measures. For example, the fiscally-
constrained project list  for the street/highway network emphasized system preservation and 
management of the GF/EGF MPO area’s National Highway System (NHS) roadways and 
principal arterials. Further, as documented by the future revenue forecasts, there were very 
limited opportunities to include new or expansion projects within the fiscally-constrained 
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project list, given the primary objective of maintaining a “State of Good Repair” on the core 
roadway network in the GF/EGF MPO planning area.  

Finally the fiscally-constrained project list was evaluated to refine project costs and 
groupings of project costs based on any anticipated mitigation strategies, to stage 
improvements within the time bands prescribed by the GF/EGF MPO and to establish year 
of expenditure (YOE) data to account for construction cost inflation over the programming 
period.  

The Recommended Improvement chapter documents the fiscally-constrained project list, 
establishes the recommended fiscally-constrained program of projects and presents a list of 
illustrative projects for each major mode. This process included the following activities and 
analyses: 

• Project Programming by Period 

• Fiscally-Constrained Program of Projects 

• Illustrative Project List 
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Chapter 1. Goals, Objectives, Standards & 
Performance Measures 

The development of the LRTP goals, objectives, standards, and performance measures was a 
critical step in the planning process, because to a large extent they defined the general 
course of the Plan’s development. The Plan’s goals, objectives and standards were 
developed through an open meeting/workshop process involving both the public and 
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) input.  

The previous Plan’s goals (which are based upon the eight planning factors MPOs 
should address in an LRTP), objectives, and standards provided a solid basis for 
completing a revised set of 2040 Plan goals, objectives, and standards, as well as the 
addition of performance measures. There were two main reasons for revising and adding to 
the earlier Plan's work: 

• Incorporated the Livability Principles agreed to by US DOT, US EPA and US HUD  
Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities.  Livability Principles are about 
tying the quality and location of transportation facilities to broader opportunities such as 
access to good jobs, affordable housing, quality schools, and safer streets and roads.  

• To address requirements included in the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
Act (MAP-21) laws, the most recent federal transportation authorization bill (2012).  

MAP-21 Goal Definitions  

An elaboration of MAP-21’s goals for the Federal Highway system is provided below. 

o Safety: To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries 
on all public roads. 

o Infrastructure Condition: To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in 
a state of good repair. 

o Congestion Reduction: To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the 
NHS. 

o System Reliability: To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation 
system. 

o Freight Movement and Economic Vitality: To improve the national freight 
network, strengthen the ability of rural communities to access national and 
international trade markets, and support regional economic development. 
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o Environmental Sustainability: To enhance the performance of the transportation 
system while protecting and enhancing the natural environment. 

o Reduced Project Delivery Delays: To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the 
economy, and expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating 
project completion through eliminating delays in the project development and 
delivery process, including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies’ 
work practices. 

The Street and Highway Plan has set the foundation for the transition to MAP-21 by 
aligning its goals to those of the new federal law. Table 3 documents these linkages. 
Appendix A also demonstrates the Plan’s linkage with MnDOT’s Multimodal Transportation 
Plan’s Guiding Principles and NDDOT’s Statewide Strategic Transportation Plan Goals. 

 

Table 3:  Relationship of Street and Highway Plan and MAP-21 Goals 

Street and Highway 
Plan Goals 

 MAP-21 Performance Goal Definitions 

Safety 
Infrastructure 
Conditions 

Congestion 
Reduction 

System 
Reliability 

Freight 
Movement & 
Economic 
Vitality 

Environmental 
Sustainability Reduced 

Project Delivery 
Days 

Economic Vitality        

Security        

Accessibility & 
Mobility        

Environmental/Ene
rgy/Quality of Life        

Efficient System 
Management        

Integration and 
Connectivity        

System 
Preservation        

Safety        

Source:  SRF 2012 

MAP-21 also requires that MPO’s place greater emphasis on performance measures and 
monitoring. Performance measures are designed to serve as a benchmark to evaluate and 
quantify progress. This performance-based approach is meant to improve accountability of 
federal transportation investments, assess risks related to different performance levels and 
increase transparency. The USDOT is expected to disseminate rulemaking for performance 
measures in 2014 in four areas:  
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• National Highway Performance Program 

• Highway Safety Improvement Program 

• Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 

• Freight 

States will be required to set targets for each measure within one year after the rulemaking. 
Importantly, states will be required to set targets in coordination with MPOs and with public 
transit operators.   MPOs will have 180 days after the States and Transit Operators to adopt 
performance measures and targets.   

During this Street and Highway Plan update, these federal and state performance targets 
were not in place. In anticipation of the more performance-based requirements, the 
GF/EGF MPO updated the goals and objectives, and added supporting performance 
measures.  When the MAP-21 federal and state performance measures and targets are in 
place, the GF/EGF MPO will need to amend this Plan to incorporate them. 

This major update accomplished the following: 

• New needs or trends identified in the metropolitan area were reflected by revised plan 
goals.   These modified goals and objectives addressed new "directions" for the metro 
transportation system.  The 2040 Street and Highway goals, objectives, and standards 
include notable changes from the 2008 plan, to reflect changes in local conditions, and 
new emphasis areas. 

• The Street and Highway Plan’s goals were coordinated with statewide planning 
documents.  Appendix A provides a matrix that documents the Plan’s goals with the 
North Dakota Department of Transportation’s (NDDOT) Statewide Strategic 
Transportation Plan (TransAction III) and the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation’s (MnDOT) Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan.  

Street and Highway Plan Goals, Objectives, Standards and 
Performance Measures 

These goals, objectives, standards and performance measures were reviewed by GF/EGF 
MPO staff, staff from each DOT, and the public. They generally reflect the needs and issues 
of the GF/EGF area. Additional elements of these performance measures include the 
provision of targets, action initiatives, and monitoring activities to ensure the next Street and 
Highway Plan update understands past performance and builds upon it. 
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Goal 1: Economic 
Vitality 
 

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

Objective 1:  Continue to coordinate the LRTP goals and objectives with TIP 
project selection and both cities’ land use planning activities. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

S 

• Refrain from street and highway system expansions that promote development 
which is not contiguous to currently developed areas. 

• Recognize and address the types and locations of future development identified in 
the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Land Use Plans.  

• Coordinate with local governments on the placement of regionally significant 
developments (e.g., ones that have a major impact on existing networks) near both 
vehicular and non-vehicular modes of transportation. 

Objective 2:  Enhance the area’s economic competitiveness through the 
movement of goods and services by the most direct route. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

S 

• Develop and maintain roadway connectivity that is appropriate for the facility type 
and land-use environment. 

• Protect operational capacity of interstate and state highways through the GF/EGF 
MPO area and support the growth of regional intermodal freight capacity. 
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Objective 3:  Support local and regional connections that are efficient for freight 
and rail movement. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

S 

• Participate in state and national freight planning efforts. 

• Build and maintain relationships with area businesses to increase the understanding 
of their freight needs. 

• Improve connections to freight terminals (e.g., air and multimodal), especially the last 
1-2 miles of access. 

• Identify non-service areas and strategically locate freight that enables critical 
connections for key regional centers and businesses to move goods and services.  

• Support integrated network of streets, roads, and highways that collectively support 
the most direct route for freight and rail. 

Objective 4:  Consider economic development activities in the transportation 
planning process. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

S 

• Invite economic development officials to be part of the alternatives analysis process 
and seek their comments on the alternatives’ consistency with economic development 
plans and initiatives. 

• Provide documentation of the alternatives screening process to local economic 
development officials. 

• Recognize and address economic activities at the local, regional, state and national 
level that influence the metro area’s transportation system. 

Goal 1:  Performance Measures and Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Target 

• Land use and economic development 
initiatives consistent with the LRTP and TIP 
projects 

• Ninety percent (90%) land use and economic 
development initiatives consistent with the LRTP and 
TIP projects. 
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• Communication/coordination improvement 
between freight operators and transportation 
officials. 

• Communication/coordination improvement between 
freight operators and transportation officials via 
minimum of semi-annual meetings. 

 

Action Initiatives: 

• Document local, state and national freight initiatives that influence the region’s 
transportation system 

• Draft and submit to each city an ordinance for multi-family, commercial, and business 
establishment to require establishments have multi-modal facilities, including bike 
parking facilities and including transit access and facilities 

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Track growth corridors through building permits and platting activities. 

• Map the locations of major employment centers, including existing and proposed 
developments, and identify types of transportation available. 

• Document locations and conditions of current freight routes. 

• Evaluate the LRTP’s effectiveness and consistency with new development and economic 
development decisions. 

• Coordinate semi-annual meetings with the freight and transportation agencies to 
exchange information, project solicitation, project programming, and other items of 
concern. 

• Track number of new developments with multimodal connections. 

Every 5 Years 

• Evaluate the LRTP’s effectiveness and consistency with local comprehensive plans. 

• Track the increase in households or jobs by TAZ to identify potential employment and 
residential growth areas and to assist in the prioritization of future transportation 
projects. 

• Conduct a freight assessment of the GF/EGF MPO area and update the freight section 
of the LRTP. 
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Goal 2:  Security Increase security of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized uses. 

 

Objective 1:  Identify critical street and highway system assets. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 • Support improvement projects that do not compromise the security of identified 
critical street and highway assets. 

• Develop measurable data points that evaluate the security of the transportation 
network, especially in critical areas. 

Objective 2:  Coordinate traffic operations with the GF/EGF MPO Bridge Closure 
Management Plan during flood events. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 • Continue to monitor current flood control operations plans and revise if any 
noticeable delays or changes occur. 

• Assess and mitigate any possible impacts new roadway construction may have on 
high water events, including proximity to waterways, construction in wetlands or 
floodways, storm drainage, etc.  

Objective 3:  Identify and incorporate state and regional emergency, evacuation, 
and security plans into transportation plans and TIP project selection. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 • Enhance/complement existing emergency, evacuation, and security plans by 
proposed improvement projects. 

• Develop an implementation plan that responds to various disaster events that might 
occur within the region including evacuation routes and contingency planning.  
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Objective 4:  Improve incident management response within the GF/EGF MPO 
area. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 

• Develop agreed upon alternate routes for arterials, including Interstates and State 
Highways. 

• Utilize ITS to inform public of incidents and potential detours. 

• Have local leaders, and applicable employees undergo traffic incident management 
training. 

• Review and update internal safety and security manuals and training. 

Objective 5:  Police patrol. 
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 • Develop a Bike Pedestrian Safety Department, where the police patrol the bike and 
pedestrian facilities. 

• Part of the Bike and Pedestrian Safety Department is to educate the public. 

Objective 6:  Bicycle and pedestrian watch system. 
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 • Offer a phone number on signage to make calls on potential hazards on the bicycle 
and pedestrian network.. 

 

Goal 2:  Performance Measures and Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Blockage of emergency transportation 
routes. 

• 75 percent of emergency transportation routes 
remain unblocked. 

• Incident clearance time. • Clearance time for federal aid eligible route 
incidents under three year average of 30 minutes. 

• Number of security incidents • 100% documentation of all security incidents 
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• Percent of assets being secured • 100% of transit assets being secured 

• Percent of security equipment 
operational 

• 90% of transit security equipment operational 

• Percent of employees in compliance with 
security training standards 

• 85% of transit employees compliant with 
security training standards. 

• Replace all non-working lamp bulbs on 
multi-use paths monthly 

• Complete monthly checklists of lighting along 
multi-use paths 

• Number of closures of multi-use paths • No more than forty-eight (48-hour) continuous 
closures of facilities except during flood events 

Action Initiatives 

• Identify and map emergency transportation routes. 

• Maintain coordination with regional/emergency/security/hazardous materials movement plans 
and personnel.  

• Refine and update any GF/EGF MPO transportation security plans or studies.  

• Assist in the preparation of Transit Security Plan. 

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Collect traffic incident response and clearance times. 

• Collect detailed flood/emergency traffic incident information (where, when, why). 

• Map future roadway projects, both capacity expansion and state of good repair, in comparison to 
flood prone, low lying, future land use, and critical/sensitive environments. 

• Collect monthly bike facility checklists. 

• Report length of closures of bike facilities. 

• Document security incidents. 

• Collect detailed transit security incident information (where, when, why). 

• Document transit employee safety training. 

• Compile daily checklist logs of transit security equipment. 
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Every 5 Years 

• Evaluate coordination with regional/emergency/security/hazardous materials movement plans 
and personnel. 

• Update Bike/Pedestrian Plan. 

• Update Transit Security Plan. 
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Goal 3: Accessibility 
and Mobility 

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

Objective 1:  Reduce excessive travel delays through the reduction of VMT/VHT. 
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• Evaluate all new roadway construction and roadway reconstruction for fiber 
installation to support future interconnection of traffic signals. 

• Apply congestion management strategies to appropriate roadways in lieu of capacity 
expansion. 

• Develop a listing of congested corridors, listing (at a minimum) volume, capacity, 
level of service, and amount of delay. 

• Promote higher land use densities. 

• Consider other transportation or intersection improvements, such as roundabouts, 
that do not stop cross traffic. 

Objective 2:  Provide an acceptable level of service for all streets and 
intersections during peak hours. 
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• Strive for a level of service C at intersections, including peak travel periods (with the 
understanding that local and state agencies have accepted a lower level of service D 
threshold for determining deficiencies at intersections). 

• Define level of service criteria for individual locations throughout the metro area, 
including acceptable levels of congestion, and the meaning of congestion in the 
context of the region.  

  



 

25 
 

Objective 3:  Provide bicycle storage. 
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 • Bicycle racks at all major destinations. 

• All city and government buildings have bicycle parking. 

 

Objective 4:  Reduce excessive travel delays by using the bicycle network. 
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 • Maximize direct travel trips between major bicycle and pedestrian generators. 

• Require areas which are non-compliant with non-motorized transportation facilities 
to conform with or exceed ADA accessibility standards. 

 

Objective 5:  Connect riders to paratransit service, and to accessible fixed route 
services, based on user needs. 
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 • Develop and maintain a centralized eligibility system for the paratransit services 

• Implement trip-by-trip eligibility determination for paratransit. 

 

Objective 6:  Provide transit service trip travel times that are as competitive with 
the automobile as possible. 
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 • Allow fixed route riders to travel from any point on the system to any other point 
within one hour. 

• Operate routes on half-hour and or one hour headways. 

• Implement ITS architecture and strategies to facilitate an efficient transit system. 
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Objective 7:  Serve the transit dependent population and attract new riders. 
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 • Provide transit service within ¾ mile of residential areas and to major activity and 

employment centers. 

• Increase ridership throughout the fixed route transit service routes. 

• Devote two percent (2%) of the total operating budget to marketing transit services. 

Goal 3:  Performance Measures and Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Vehicle hour delays along arterial streets 
with coordinated signal timing plans. 

• Reduce vehicle hour delays every year by 
improving signal coordination and timing plans. 

• Number of interconnected traffic signals. • Provide adaptive traffic controls and 
interconnect signals within cities by 2020 and 
between states by 2025. 

 

• Signalized intersection Level of Service 
(LOS). 

 

• Maintain a LOS C on 90 percent or better of the 
signalized intersections throughout the metro 
area (Please note: Some intersections cannot be 
reasonably improved to a LOS C).   

• Transit Vehicle Hour delays along 
arterial streets with coordinated signal 
timing plans with transit signal priority 
equipment. 

• Reduce vehicle hour delays every year by 
improving transit signal priority. 

• Transit service cost per hour, cost per 
mile, cost per passenger, mile per 
passenger and fare subsidy. 

• Encourage performance of the Cities Area 
Transit service to be no less than 75% of the 
average transit systems of similar size. 

• ADA paratransit service critera. • Comply with ADA paratransit service criteria. 

• Transit fixed route on time performance • Fixed Route transit service no later than an 
average of five minutes late on route runs. 

• Transit travel times. • Encourage transit travel time to be no greater 
than three times personal vehicle travel times. 
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• Fixed Route Transit Ridership. • Increase ridership on fixed route by 3% per year. 

• ADA curb ramps. • Encourage ADA curb ramp installation to reach 
100% by 2040. 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian mode share. • Encourage the increase of bicycle mode share to 
15% by 2040. 

Action Initiatives 

• Implement traffic counting method utilizing cameras at signalized intersection. 

• Update Metropolitan Intelligent Transportation System Strategy Plan and Regional Architecture. 

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Track percent of roadways that are regularly congested during weekday and peak-hour periods.  

• Evaluate average commute times. 

• Assess travel times on key corridors. 

• Conduct turning movement counts at key intersections identified in a current study or identified 
with possible delay of service. 

• Evaluate LOS. 

• Report on progress toward ADA compliance. 

• Review turning movement counts for bike/pedestrian activity. 

• Update and publish a bicycle informational brochure of the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks 
bikeway system each year and distribute. 

• Track percent of transit signal priority success. 

• Evaluate average route run times. 

• Assess travel times on key corridors. 

• Post timetables at all bus shelters, at activity centers, and in downtown. 

o Prepare and distribute route maps once per years. 

o Report on progress toward ADA compliance. 
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o Place the transit route map and schedules in the telephone directory and on the 
City’s internet page. 

o Track and report fixed route on-time performance by each individual route. 

• For the CAT fixed-route system monitor and report peak (September-May) and off-peak (June 
through August) periods: 

o Passenger revenue per mile. 

o Farebox recovery rate.  

o Cost per passenger mile. 

o Cost per mile. 

o Cost per hour. 

• For the demand-response services of Senior Rider and handicapped paratransit services monitor 
and report: 

o Passenger revenue per mile. 

o Farebox recovery rate. 

o Cost per passenger mile. 

o Cost per mile. 

o Cost per hour. 

Every 5 Years 

• Track the volume/capacity ratios, level of service, and the amount of delay on key corridors. 

• Update inventory of curb ramps. 

• Track and map new or renovated curb ramps. 

• Conduct multi-purpose network usage survey. 

• Collect and analyze data showing population information to identify areas of transit dependency 
(persons 65 years old or older, persons/households with incomes below the defined poverty 
line, minority populations). 

• On a ten-year basis, conduct an origin - destination survey to track trip distance, purpose, etc.; 
and compare against outward growth.  
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Goal 4: Environmental/ 
Energy/QOL 

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

 

Objective 1:  Avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse social, environmental, and 
economic impacts resulting from existing or new transportation facilities. 
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• Initiate corridor preservation and right-of-way acquisition procedures, where 
appropriate. 

• Incorporate elements of the Environmental Justice (EJ), Title IV and Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) plans into the GF/EGF MPO’s overall transportation planning 
process. 

• Seek transportation enhancement projects that have the potential to reduce existing 
transportation impacts on the environment through context sensitive solutions. 

• Compare available environmental resource maps, plans, and inventories when 
developing plans. 

• Explore “Green” applications into roadway projects to mitigate environmental 
impacts.  

Objective 2:  Encourage context sensitive design principles into project 
development for corridors and transportation infrastructure. 
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• Consider the USDOT sustainability principles and the Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks Land Use Plans’ sustainable goals. 

• Support traffic calming measures. 

• Evaluate “complete streets” principles for new and existing roadways in the 
GF/EGF MPO area. 

• Identify and determine the impact projects have on historical sites and areas of 
significance. 



 

30 
 

Objective 3:  Develop methods to reduce carbon emissions and other air 
pollutants associated with motorized vehicles to improve air quality. 
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• Reduce VMT and VHT growth rate, and reduce travel delays. 

• Promote alternatives to single occupancy vehicle travel, through the implementation 
of travel demand management strategies, such as carpools, vanpools and 
telecommuting. 

• Evaluate air quality monitoring on a regular basis, as well as incorporating it into 
transportation and land use plans. 

• Conduct a regional Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventory. 

Objective 4:  Encourage the use of bicycles as a primary mode of transportation. 
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 • Update and publish a bicycle informational brochure of the Grand Forks and East 
Grand Forks bikeway system as needed. 

• Promote the off-road network to the public. 

Goal 4:  Performance Measures And Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Transportation-related CO2 emissions. • By 2040, reduce transportation-related CO2 

emissions by 10 percent below 2007 levels. A 
reduction of 17,579 tons of transportation-
related CO2 emissions is needed every five years.  

• Time/cost of project delivery. • Reduce the time/cost of project delivery by 
20 percent.  

• Population characteristics such as low 
income, minority percentage, gender, 
disabled percentage and percentage 
having Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP). 

• Maintain EJ, Title VI, LEP plans to ensure they 
reflect current and future demographics, as well 
as community needs. 

• Non-motorized modes share of 
transportation 

• Increase uses of non-motorized modes of 
transportation ten percent (10%) by the year 
2040. 



 

31 
 

Action Initiatives 

• Reach agreements/MOUs on linking the planning process with the environmental permitting to 
reduce the time/cost of project delivery.  

• Develop a bikeway and pedestrian system utilizing aesthetic areas and promote the multimodal 
network through the use of PSAs, public presentations, awareness campaigns, and “Bike to 
Work Day”. 

• Apply context sensitive measures to improve livability. 

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Monitor the percent of transportation investment in EO #12898 Environmental Justice census 
tracts and evaluate any disproportional impacts as defined EO #12898. 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of traffic calming measures.  

• Evaluate EJ, Title VI, and LEP plans’ effectiveness in supporting the GF/EGF MPO’s 
transportation planning process. 

• Distribute information through PSAs, Public Presentations, and awareness campaigns. 

• Promote the off-road network through the use of PSAs, public presentations, awareness 
campaigns, and “Bike to Work Day”. 

Every 3 Years 

• Title VI and LEP Plans. 

Every 5 Years 

• Evaluate sustainability principles and their effectiveness with TIP projects. 

• Conduct a greenhouse gas inventory of transportation related emissions. 

• Update EJ, Title VI and LEP plans. 

• Evaluate timeline from planning process to delivery of transportation projects to determine 
linkage between planning and environmental permitting.  

• Maintain a list and location of environmentally sensitive properties.   

• Evaluate whether agreement/MOUs were reached. 
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Goal 5:  Integration 
and Connectivity 

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

Objective 1:  Obtain a balance between transportation and land use by promoting 
the land use plans’ adopted sustainability and livability principles, goals, and 
objectives. 
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• Identify corridors and nodes that are prime locations for infill development, 
densification, or transit-oriented development. 

• Increase the use of multi-modal transportation by providing additional transit service 
and reducing bicycle/pedestrian network gaps. 

• Promote transportation improvements that support access to employment centers, 
especially those that provide a mix of employment opportunities (e.g. jobs and 
income levels). 

• Increase the choice of transportation options by providing additional transit service. 

• Incorporate transit as a review item in the development review process by applying 
transit friendly design standards to new and renovated developments and roadways. 

Objective 2:  Map the current street system to reflect the appropriate functional 
classification based on adjacent activities, characteristics of the street, and type 
(urban/rural). 
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 • Include the jurisdiction and the axle load limits and freight restrictions of the roadway 
in this system mapping. 

• Identify prime corridors for the placement of industrial uses that are adjacent to 
major freight operations and truck routes, which have adequate facilities for efficient 
freight and goods movement, and route truck traffic away from incompatible areas. 
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Objective 3:  Define a proper mix of local, collector, and arterial streets according 
to land use and network continuity. 
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• Maintain a roadway system that reflects FHWA guidelines for mileage by 
classification and follows the metro functional classification definitions established as 
part of the planning process. 

• Support access management guidelines that apply the appropriate roadway spacing 
and access points for each type of functionally classified roadway. 

• Document that new roads are consistent with established functional classification 
guidelines set by the FHWA. 

• Evaluate the future connection and/or expansion of roadways through the 
preservation of right-of-way. 

Objective 4:  Create a complete bikeway network. 
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 • Develop additional miles of bikeway network 

• Develop continuous bikeway network. 

Objective 5:  Bicycle and pedestrian network maintenance. 
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 • Maintaining the multi-use paths in good condition. 

• Updating signage and wayfinding signs to provide clear and converse information. 
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Objective 6:  Reduce the cost of paratransit service delivery through service 
coordination. 
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 • Promote, encourage, and increase multiple loads on demand-response services 
(paratransit and Senior Rider). 

Objective 7:  Compare fixed routes system to vehicle travel. 
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 • Minimize transfers within the fixed route transit system. 

• Allow fixed route riders to travel from any point on the system with two transfers or 
less. 

Goal 5:  Performance Measures And Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Daily vehicle miles traveled 

 

• By 2040, reduce daily vehicle miles traveled per 
capita by 10 percent below 2010 levels. A 
reduction of approximately 2,885 daily vehicle 
miles traveled is needed every year.  

• Transit routes frequency and number of 
transfers. 

• Develop new and existing transit routes that are 
competitive to time travel by private vehicle by 
increasing frequency and limiting number of 
transfers. 

• New housing developments, particularly 
low income developments, within ¼ mile 
of transit routes. 

• Increase new housing developments, particularly 
low income developments, within ¼ mile of 
transit routes. 

• Increase the miles of bikeway network to 
have connected system. 

• Increase bikeway network miles by 63% by 2040. 

• Connected bikeway network that 
connects with other modes of 
transportation options. 

• Fill in all bikeway network gaps by 2040. 



 

35 
 

Action Initiatives 

• Maintain a functional classification system that identifies the proper adjacent land uses, access 
control, traffic signal spacing and truck routes. 

• Assess land use plans to examine how they affect transportation.  

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Measure the amount of new streets and lane miles added within the region by functional 
classification.  

• Track growth corridors through building permits and platting activities. 

• Track land development patterns and map potential compact developments that may be 
supported by multimodal transportation. 

• Track how many miles of trails, bike lanes, and bike routes that are added each year to the 
baseline network. 

• Review all development proposals.  

• Evaluate the location of new housing, particularly low income developments that are close to 
transit routes. 

Every 5 Years 

• Collaborate with local agencies to track the outward expansion of development through 
statistical and visual means. 

• Assist in the update in land use plan.  
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Goal 6:  Efficient 
System 
Management 

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

 

Objective 1:  Encourage public-private partnerships (P3) and other applicable 
innovative financing alternatives. 
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• Incorporate public /private partnerships and other innovative funding sources into 
appropriate projects’ funding plan. 

• Track funding sources and financing tools that could be used to fund local 
transportation projects. 

• Evaluate a cost sharing model to implement projects that directly benefit private 
entities. 

• Support methods of assessing developers for the costs of street and highway 
improvements associated with new developments. 

Objective 2:  Consider all local partners in the transportation planning process. 
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• Coordinate projects with economic development, transit providers, housing 
providers, workforce, and other agencies whose clients impact the transportation 
network. 

• Invite nontraditional partners to be a part of the transportation planning process. 

• Support agreements necessary (e.g., MOUs, cost sharing, service contracts, etc.) to 
facilitate regional traffic management strategies. 

• Incorporate environmental stewardship considerations and environmental agency 
coordination into the planning and implementation of transportation improvements. 

• Collaborate with local and state agencies in setting performance measures and targets 
for urban and rural areas. 
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Objective 3:  Cooperate across jurisdictional boundaries to create a seamless 
transportation network. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 

• Establish multijurisdictional protocols for special events (e.g., events and parades). 

• Encourage region-wide coordination among traffic, emergency, and maintenance 
agencies (e.g., police, fire, DOTs, and public works). 

• Identify corridors experiencing congestion; schedule and fund appropriate measures to 
relieve congestion. 

• Continue development and maintenance of a regional traffic demand model to forecast 
future corridors levels of service. 

• Member jurisdictions should continue to participate in the GF/EGF MPO’s 
transportation planning activities. 

Objective 4:  Recognize the relationship between planning and financing for future 

transportation programs. 
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• Explore innovative financing methods for the construction and maintenance of 
transportation facilities in the annual transportation budgeting process. 

• Evaluate the cost of all types of roadway projects as they pertain to inflation. 

• Adjust future project costs to incorporate average inflation for the projected year of 
expenditure. 

Objective 5:  Maintain and update the regional ITS architecture. 
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• Investigate the applicability of Active Transportation Demand Management techniques 
using existing and/or new ITS infrastructure. 

• Develop coordinated signal timings between jurisdictions and along new corridors. 

• Support ITS infrastructure that can record travel times, traffic volumes, turning 
movements, and other various data points. 

• Evaluate monitoring systems as part of transportation facilities, such as bridges that 
monitor fatigue, tampering, or failure. 
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Objective 6:  Provide an efficient and cost effective transportation system. 
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• Encourage the installation of bike and pedestrian facilities during street repair, 
renovation, or construction to reduce cost. 

• Create program project in TIP to value interconnectivity between agencies to examine 
sequence of events.  

• Compare transit service to peer systems. 

• Develop and maintain a fully allocated cost model for transit service (Access all 
federal cost-shared funding that is available to the region prior to looking to 100% 
local funding for projects). 

Goal 6:  Performance Measures and Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Comparison of programmed dollar 
amounts to actual obligated dollar 
amounts. 

• Have no greater than 25 percent variance when 
comparing programmed dollar amounts to the 
actual obligated dollar amounts for projects 
listed in the GF/EGF MPO TIP. 

• Public Participation Plan - attendance at 
meetings, prior notice, key points of 
decision. 

• Increase the effectiveness of the GF/EGF MPO 
Public Participation Plan in informing, education 
and engaging the public in transportation 
decisions. 

Action Initiatives 

None 

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Compare the actual project expenditures to the amounts programed in the local and state 
investment plans (e.g., CIPs and STIPs). These comparisons should assist in determining 
whether cost adjustments may be appropriate in the annual listing of obligations identified in the 
TIP. 

• Evaluate the cost sharing opportunities for transportation projects. 
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• Conduct a customer satisfaction survey through various means of outreach (e.g., online, mailings 
and open houses). This activity should be done on an annual or bi-annual basis.  

• Compare annually the amount of obligated funds to actual expenditures for projects listed in the 
GF/EGF MPO TIP. 

• Update financial plan in TIP. 

• Evaluate TIP to examine whether it was approved and adopted.  

Every 5 Years 

• Evaluate the GF/EGF MPO’s Public Participation Plan and its effectiveness under federal and 
state guidelines to engage community members and stakeholders from various groups.  

• Evaluate the Long Range Transportation Plan for its effectiveness in public-private partnerships. 

• Evaluate the Financial Planning Forecast in the LRTP. 
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Goal 7:  System 
Preservation 

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

 

Objective 1:  Identify sufficient funding for each proposed improvement included 
in the GF/EGF MPO plans. 
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• Inform project finance planning and fiscal constraints by identifying all available 
funding amounts and their sources. 

• Identify funding that can be used for operations, maintenance, and facility 
construction. 

• Document funding used for “State of Good Repair” projects and document whether 
a “State of Good Repair” for the federal transportation system can be currently 
maintained. 

Objective 2:  Identify likelihood of project funding; higher likelihood should be 
associated with near-term projects. 
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• Increased likelihood of funding, corresponding to the timing of projects. 

• Provide technical assistance to local jurisdictions in applying for state and federal 
funding programs. 

Objective 3:  Improve the cost-effectiveness of maintenance and preservation of 
the existing pavement. 
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Objective 4:  Preserve, maintain, and improve the existing street and highway 
system. 
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• Create a congestion management process that seeks to add efficiency to the existing 
transportation network, rather than adding capacity. 

• Coordinate pavement management systems to track pavement characteristics 
including condition. 

• Maintain pavement, signal systems, signage, striping and other features of the 
transportation system to a level that permits traffic operations. 

• Prioritize road rehabilitation and reconstruction projects based upon the 
aforementioned pavement management system. 

• Reduce the system mileage that falls below the NDDOT and MnDOT minimum 
thresholds for ride quality and condition. 

• Strive for a “state of good repair” by ensuring maintenance funding is available 
before new facilities are constructed. 

• Schedule preventative maintenance and overlays before bikeway surfaces are 
deteriorated. 

• Include bikeway facility costs into each community’s Capital Improvement Program 
(CIP). 

• Ensure daily transit operates without interruption for fleet maintenance or repair. 
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• Develop a life-cycle cost analysis of pavement type done for projects with cost 

estimates over $2,500,000. 

• Investigate new pavement technologies and their applicability to roadways in the 
region. 

• Monitor pavement surface conditions and schedule timely investments. 

• Schedule preventative maintenance and overlays before roadway surfaces are 
deteriorated. 

• Develop a needs-based prioritization matrix that allows multiple projects to be 
compared to one another based on objective and measureable criteria. 

• Prioritize TIP projects, favoring the improvement of the existing transportation 
network, as opposed to construction of new infrastructure. 
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Goal 7:  Performance Measures and Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Condition of pavement. • Reduce percentage of pavements rated in “poor” 
condition. 

• Condition of bridges and bridge decks. • 85 percent of bridges rated as “good” and 
“satisfactory.”  

• Dollars of discretionary funds secured. • Increase the number of dollars of discretionary 
funds secured by the GF/EGF area. 

• Amount of federal funds towards 
existing infrastructure. 

• Track percentage of federal funds programmed 
towards existing infrastructure. 

• Age of transit fleet. • Eighty percent (80%) of the transit fleet should 
not exceed life expectancy of industry standards. 

• Transit fleet spare ratio. • Maintain minimum of one spare for each transit 
fleet vehicle type as spares to fill needs for repairs, 
breakdowns, or other reasons for pulling a bus 
out of service. 

• Transit service interruption for 
mechanical reasons. 

• Strive for no more than one transit service 
interruption for mechanical reasons per 30,000 
miles. 

• Condition of bridges and bridge decks 
to accommodate Bike and Pedestrians. 

• One hundred percent (100%) of bridges fully 
accommodate Bike and Pedestrians by 2040. 

• Bicycle facility budget amounts • Increase funding for both construction and 
maintenance of bicycle facilities by five percent 
(5%) per year in the annual transportation budget. 

Objective 5:  Conduct asset management. 
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 • Adopt transportation facility management system by 2017. 

• Adopt transit asset management plan by 2017. 
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Action Initiatives 

• Update the Pavement Management Systems for the metro area so it can be utilized to guide 
decisions on which type of pavement work makes best use of funds available to ensure state of 
good repair and reduce yearly average maintenance costs by evaluating the effectiveness and 
cost-benefit of preservation and maintenance projects. 

• Apply for federal funding programs and other sources. 

• Incorporate and evaluate bridge inspection reports into biennial performance reports.  

• Prepare a Transit Asset Management Plan. 

Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Track the number “ ride-quality deficient roadway” miles and “distress deficient roadway” miles 
in the GF/EGF region and compare to overall Grand Forks County, Polk County, MnDOT 
and NDDOT system. 

• Perform a life-cycle cost analysis of pavements used in order to determine the best use of 
pavement materials.  

• Perform a cost-benefit analysis for pavement rehabilitation versus roadway reconstruction for 
applicable projects. 

• Annually identify the maintenance of the bicycle and pedestrian travel. 

• Track the percentage of federal funds programs that is put toward existing and new 
infrastructure.  

• Ensure the completion of the NTD report. 

Every 2 Years 

• Review bridge inspection report. 

Every 5 Years 

• Update pavement system for metro area.  

• Update Transit Asset Management Plan 
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Goal 8:  Safety Increase safety of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized uses. 

 

Objective 1:  Reduce the number, severity, and rate of crashes compared to 
previous years by type of vehicle and transportation facility. 
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• Identify high-incident crash locations by transportation facility (intersections, road 
segment, bicycle/pedestrian facility, and bicycle/pedestrian –vehicle conflict point). 

• Track high-incident locations logging the number, type, and severity of crashes. 

• Comprise a list of intersection treatments that are applicable in reducing incidents, 
listing them by their applicability to certain scenarios including engineering, 
education, and enforcement solutions. 

• Support policies that prohibit/penalize distracted driving. 

• Identify funding availability to increase the safety of the roadway system. 

• Coordinate with local, county, and state agencies (4Es) to develop education, public 
health, engineering, and enforcement strategies targeted at crash reduction. 

Objective 2:  Identify and incorporate NDDOT and MnDOT Strategic Highway 
Safety Plans (SHSP) and local safety plans into GF/EGF MPO plans. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 

• Recommended street and highway improvements should not conflict with the SHSPs 
of North Dakota and Minnesota. 

• Coordinate efforts with local emergency/security/hazardous materials groups. 

• Coordinate efforts with Safe Kids, law enforcement, fire department, emergency 
managers and other transportation safety personnel. 
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Goal 8:  Performance Measures and Monitoring Activities 

Performance Measures Performance Targets 

• Number of traffic fatalities and serious 
crashes 

• Target zero traffic fatalities by the year 2040. 

 • Reduce intersection crash frequency, with a 
focus on severe crashes, for all nodes with 
significant commuter and freight traffic volumes, 
and compare to critical crash rates. 

• Number of transit vehicle crashes • The number of crashes involving buses shall not 
exceed 2.0 per 100,000 bus miles. 

• Number of bike/pedestrian crashes 
involving autos. 

• Reduce bike/pedestrian auto crashes by ten 
percent (10%) by 2040. 

• Number of hazard condition on bike 
facility. 

• Remove hundred percent (100%) of known 
hazardous conditions on facilities. 

• Number of speed minder signs in school 
zones. 

• Install five (5) new speed minder signs in school 
zones. 

Action Initiatives 

• Participate in State and County Level Strategic Highway Safety Plans. 

• Conduct travel training as needed. 

• Encourage safety programs in elementary classrooms. 

Objective 3:  Preserve, maintain, and improve identified multi-modal safety 
programs and reports. 

ST
AN

DA
RD

 

• Continue the bicycle and pedestrian education program at all schools in the MPO 
urbanized area. 

• Continue to review and update school safety studies to ensure recommendations are 
addressed. 

• Promote multi-modal education for New Americans. 
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Monitoring Activities 

Annually 

• Evaluate intersection crash frequency for all nodes with significant commuter and freight traffic 
volumes, and compare to critical crash rates.  

• Evaluate crash severities. 

• Review crash data. 

• Identify vehicle crash locations that would benefit from changes in traffic or pedestrian signal 
operations, raised medians, street lights, and signage. 

• Evaluate Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) priorities and their effectiveness in 
addressing GF/EGF MPO safety needs. 

• Report the number of times travel training programs were conducted.  

• Review and document projects from ATAC School Safety studies. 

• Report the number of safety programs conducted in elementary classrooms. 

• Report the number of times travel training programs were conducted. 

Every 5 Years 

• Evaluate Transportation improvement Programs (TIP)/State LRTP projects to determine their 
effectiveness in achieving safer roadway system. 

• Review both states strategic highway safety plan to provide guidance for determining future TIP 
safety projects.  

• Evaluate Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP)/State Long Range Transportation Plan 
projects to determine their effectiveness in achieving safer transit system. 
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Chapter 2. Range Of Alternatives 

Environmental Mitigation Considerations 
 
The GF/EGF MPO’s transportation planning activities are metropolitan in scope and all of 
the projects included in the range of alternatives analysis were general concepts. With such 
limited detail, it is not possible to fully identify those elements that would impact the 
physical and social environment. Thus, the following environmental mitigation review did 
not focus on individual projects, but rather offers a summary of: 
 

• The types of environmentally sensitive areas of interest in the GF/EGF 
MPO planning area. 

• The analyses that should be conducted in future early stages of project 
development to identify potential conflicts between improvement 
concepts and environmentally-sensitive areas. 

• The generalized mitigation strategies that may be considered in an effort 
to minimize negative effects that a project could have on an 
environmentally sensitive area. 

Sensitive Areas 
There are numerous environmentally-sensitive areas found throughout the Grand Forks-
East Grand Forks region. An overview of some of the identified sensitive areas, including 
wetlands, species of concern and identified cultural sites, is provided in Figure 7. 

Many of these sensitive areas are too small or too numerous to map at a metropolitan-level 
and can only be clearly identified through a project-level analysis. Some areas are yet to be 
identified and will only become known once a project-level analysis is completed. When a 
programmed project is ready to move from the Plan into the design / engineering phase, the 
project sponsor will be responsible for conducting the necessary analyses as required by state 
and federal regulations to determine the type, location, and impact to environmentally-
sensitive areas within the project study area.  
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Figure 7:  Environmental Constraints 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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MAP-21 requires that the GF/EGF MPO consult with Federal, State, and 
Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies on possible 
environmental mitigation activities that may be appropriate for the types of 
system improvement projects identified in this Plan update.   A summary of 
the resource agency coordination is provided.  This section also provides a 
summary of the   environmental   mitigation   activities   which   are   
relevant   to   the GF/EGF MPO’s transportation planning activities. 

The GF/EGF MPO maintains a database of the various agencies with which 
it consults regarding its planning activities.   Comments were solicited from 
agencies at   the   Plan   development stage where improvement alternatives 
were being developed.  There were 34 different agencies from which 
comments were solicited.  A letter was sent by the GF/EGF MPO to the 
agencies requesting any input they wished to offer on the Plan Update.  
Attached to the letter was the GF/EGF MPO’s map of environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

In the Implementation Plan chapter programmed projects that had a probable significant 
effect on the environment had their year of expenditure costs modified to reflect anticipated 
risk associated with mitigation. As illustrative projects move to the programmed list, a similar 
cost adjustment should be completed for projects that are expected to significantly affect 
sensitive areas as noted above.  The focus is on the Street/Highway projects due for the 
simple reason that the transit projects are capital fleet replacements or existing building 
remodeling and/or expansion.  For Bike/Ped projects, they also simply utilize existing right 
of way and will be either constructed with the street or for on-road facilities, are merely paint 
on an existing street surface. 

Environmental Mitigation Activities 
The GF/EGF MPO and its jurisdictional partners are committed to minimizing and 
mitigating the negative effects of transportation projects on the natural and built 
environments in order to preserve the metropolitan area’s current high quality of life. In 
doing so, the GF/EGF MPO recognized that not every project will require the same type 
and / or level of mitigation. For example, preservation or “state of good repair” projects 
typically have no or only minimal affects. While other improvements, such as intersection 
turn lanes or control improvements, involve limited construction areas and minimal 
disturbance and some projects such as new roadways and roadway expansion projects 
involve major construction with greater areas of disturbance. The GF/EGF MPO and its 
planning partners understand the mitigation efforts used for a project should be dependent 
upon how severe the impact on environmentally sensitive areas is expected to be.  

To the extent possible, during the design phase of transportation projects alternative designs 
or alignments that seek to avoid environmentally-sensitive areas should be considered, where 
feasible. If avoidance is not possible, strategies to minimize off-site disturbance in sensitive 
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areas should be strongly considered, to preserve air and water quality, to limit tree removal, 
to minimize grading and other earth disturbance, to incorporate Best Management Practices 
(BMP) for erosion and sediment control, and limit noise and vibration impacts.  Finally, 
impacts that cannot be avoided or minimized should be mitigated. The mitigation planning 
process should solicit public input and offer alternative designs or alignments and mitigation 
strategies for comment by the GF/EGF MPO, state and local governments. 

For major construction projects, such as new roadways, or for projects that may have a 
metropolitan-wide environmental impact, context sensitive solutions should be considered. 
This process should include considerable public participation and alternative design 
solutions are used to lessen the impact of the project.  

The following three steps process will be used by the GF/EGF MPO and its planning 
partners to determine the type of mitigation strategy to apply for any given project, as it 
advanced from the planning stage: 

1. Identify environmentally sensitive areas throughout the project study 
area. 

2. Determine how and to what extent the project will impact these 
environmentally-sensitive areas. 

3. Develop appropriate mitigation strategies to lessen the impact these 
projects have on the environmentally-sensitive areas.  

Table 4 details mitigation activities that will be considered by the GF/EGF MPO as projects 
move through the project development process. 

Environmental Justice Review 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and 
Low Income Populations, requires the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) and 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to 
make Environmental Justice (EJ) part of the transportation planning process.  The use of 
Environmental Justice identifies and addresses disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of transportation programs, policies, and activities on 
minority and/or low-income populations.  The DOT, FTA and FHWA require any 
recipients of federal transportation funds to also employ Environmental Justice principles in 
the transportation planning process.   

The fundamental principles of Environmental Justice are: 

1. Avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse 
human health and environmental effects, including social and 
economic effects, on minority populations and/or low-income 
populations 

2. Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected 
communities in the transportation decision-making process 
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3. To prevent the denial, reduction, or significant delay in the receipt of 
benefits by minority populations and/or low-income populations. 

 

Table 4:   Environmental Mitigation Activities 

Environmental 
Concern 

Potential Mitigation Activities 

Wetlands or Water 
Resources 

Mitigation sequencing requirements involving avoidance, 
minimization, compensation (could include preservation, 
creation, restoration, in lieu fees, riparian buffers); design 
exceptions and variances; environmental compliance 
monitoring 

Forested and other 
Natural Areas 

Avoidance, minimization; Replacement property for open 
space easements to be of equal fair market value and of 
equivalent usefulness; design exceptions and variances; 
environmental compliance monitoring 

Agricultural Areas Avoidance, minimization; design exceptions and variances; 
environmental compliance monitoring 
 

Endangered and 
Threatened Species 

Avoidance, minimization; time of year restrictions; 
construction sequencing; design exceptions and variances; 
species research; species fact sheets; Memoranda of 
Agreements for species management; environmental 
compliance monitoring 
 

Ambient Air Quality Transportation control measures, transportation emission 
reduction measures 
 

Neighborhoods, 
Communities, 
Homes and 
Businesses 

Impact avoidance or minimization; context sensitive 
solutions for communities (appropriate functional and / or 
esthetic design features) 
 

Cultural Resources 
(historical 
properties, 
cemeteries, cultural 
areas, etc.) 

Avoidance, minimization; landscaping for historic properties; 
preservation in place or excavation for archeological sites; 
Memoranda of Agreement with the State Historical Society of 
North Dakota and the Minnesota Historical Society; design 
exceptions and variances; environmental compliance 
monitoring 
 

Parks and 
Recreation Areas 

Avoidance, minimization, mitigation; design exceptions and 
variances; environmental compliance monitoring 
 

Source:  SRF 2013 
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The DOT defines a minority population as any readily identifiable group or groups of 
minority persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, 
geographically dispersed or persons such as migrant workers or Native Americans who will 
be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy, or activity 

Low-income population means any readily identifiable group of persons whose median 
household income is at or below the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) 
poverty level who lives in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, 
geographically dispersed or transient persons who will be similarly affected by DOT 
program, policy, or activity. 

The DOT and FTA, and FHWA give local transportation planning agencies discretion in 
determining what areas are subject to Environmental Justice requirements.  The existing 
guidance from the Center for Environmental Quality (CEQ) and other federal agencies 
suggest that a high minority population concentration may be present if the minority 
population percentage of the affected area is "meaningfully greater" than the minority 
population percentage in the general population or other "appropriate unit of geographic 
analysis." The term" affected area" is that area which the proposed project or activity will or 
may have an effect on. CEQ suggests, and USDOT agrees, that minority populations will 
always be “meaningfully greater” when the percentage of minorities exceeds 50 percent, 
regardless of what the percentage of minority populations is in the comparison geographic 
unit.   
  
The GF/EGF MPO defines “meaningfully greater” as minority and low-income populations 
that have three times the average percentage of these populations within the metropolitan 
boundary for both categories.  The GF-EGF MPO has promulgated its Environmental 
Justice Procedural Manual which provides further information and details regarding how it 
implements Environmental Justice. 

Using the GF/EGF MPO standard that an environmental justice population is an area that 
contains both 3 times the whole in minority population and poverty level, the following 
location is identified as having this characteristic (see Figure 8). Given the relatively small 
area within the entire GF-EGF MPO study area, very few alternatives will involve an 
Environmental Justice analysis. 
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Figure 8:   Environmental Justice Identified Area 

 
Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2011 
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CHAPTER 3. FINANCIAL PLAN 

One of the more important components to the LRTP is the Financial Plan. The Financial 
Plan provided an understanding of what the GF/EGF MPO and the local jurisdictions can 
accomplish over the Plan’s horizon for expansion, preservation and maintenance projects. In 
that respect, the Plan also needed to be fiscally constrained by providing a reasonable 
outlook of anticipated revenue streams. A locally-derived methodology (approved by each 
State DOT) for estimating revenue was developed based on the steps outlined below. 

• From available sources, including the GF/EGF MPO’s Transportation 
Improvement Programs (TIPs), planning documents and each DOT’s staffs input, a 
baseline funding level was calculated for each jurisdiction’s key funding streams. 

• From the information gathered as part of the above step, annual revenue growth 
rates and future revenue projects were determined. 

• From the calculated future revenue forecasts, the funding for short-term, mid-term 
and long-term time bands was summarized. 

Street/Highway Funding Estimates 

Based on the Street and Highway Plan’s revenue assumptions, the metropolitan area can 
reasonably anticipate approximately $267.2 million dollars of revenue over the next twenty-
five years. These forecasted funds have been allocated into appropriate time-bands; short-
term (2016 – 2022), mid-term, and long-term (see Table 5) for later use in the fiscal 
constraint analysis.  

The short-term spans a larger than normal timeline due to the first two years already having 
projects programmed in the Transportation Improvement Program.  Thus, the short-term 
went out five years beyond the first two already having programmed projects.   Then the 
mid-term went to the end of the 2020s decade and the long-term covered the full 2030 
decade. 

 

Table 5:  Street/Highway Funding Estimates by Time Bands 

Time Band Grand Forks NDDOT   
East Grand 

Forks MnDOT 
GF/EGF  

MPO Total 

Short Term (2016 -2022) $36,082,093 $42,153,614 $4,247,890 $27,000,000 $109,483,597 
Mid Term (2023 -2030) $32,011,986 $21,156,326 $5,412,950 $5,407,259 $63,988,520 
Long Term (2031 – 2040) $47,899,744 $30,247,466 $7,587,974 $8,010,977 $93,746,162 

Total $115,993,823 $93,557,406 $17,248,814 $40,418,236 $267,218,279 
Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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 Bike/Pedestrian Funding Estimates  

The methodology to forecast future revenue for the Bike/Pedestrian facilities was the same 
as for the Street/Highway.  The historical amount of revenue was documented for the past 
TIPs.  Although the primary federal program for funding the past TIP projects has been 
consolidated under MAP-21, a new program titled the Transportation Alternative Program 
continues much of the project revenue mirroring of the old Program.   The rate of growth 
followed the same as assumed for the Street/Highway.  The time bands are the same as well.  
The results are revealed in Table 6. 

 

Table 6:  Bike/Ped Funding Estimates by Time Bands  

Time Band ND MN  
GF/EGF  

MPO Total 

Short Term (2016 -2022) $3,070,000 $1,870.000 $4,940,000 
Mid Term (2023 -2030) $3,410,000 $1,620,000 $5,030,000 
Long Term (2031 – 2040) $4,750,000 $2,555,000 $7,305,000 

Total $11,230,000 $6,045,000 $17,275,000 
       Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

 

Transit Funding Estimates 

The financial element provides a framework for funding continued operations of the current 
level of fixed route and demand-response service in the region. Estimated annual operations 
and maintenance costs for providing the current revenue hours and miles of fixed route 
service and the current number of demand-response trips are documented in Transit 
Development Plan - Chapter 3: Existing Conditions (2010-2011). Potential funding sources, 
a proposed operations/maintenance budget through 2016 and a distribution of funding by 
source/jurisdiction are documented in the following sections.  

A feasible financial plan reflects identifying reasonably secure funding sources with sufficient 
capacity to support the financing, operation, and implementation of the current and/or 
proposed transit options.  Funding for the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks region comes 
from a combination of federal, state, and local sources. The distribution by city and 
jurisdiction for 2012 through 2016 are displayed in Table 7.   

Through the 2016 TDP planning period it has been assumed that a small annual funding 
increase is reasonable for each of the sources. The assumption is based on historical data for 
the period from 2007 that reflects modest increases from each of the sources. The average 
annual increase since 2006 has been approximately six percent per year. This increase is likely 
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beyond the threshold of what is considered a reasonably modest increase, especially since 
reports from Minnesota are that 2012 funding will be consistent with 2011 funding, which 
was not dramatically different than 2010 funding. For the period from 2012 through 2016, 
an annual increase of three percent was assumed, which is less than half of the historical 
funding increase observed in the region. 
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TABLE 7: ESTIMATED REVENUE BY SOURCE FOR FIXED ROUTE AND DEMAND-RESPONSE SERVICES 

Sources: Grand Forks City Budget for 2012, the 2012-2015 TIP and the East Grand Forks Public Transit Program Grant 

Year/Service/Area 

Allocation by Jurisdiction 
 

Total Local State Federal 
Fares/ 
Other 

2012 
Fixed Route           
Grand Forks Service $702,900 $153,000 $727,600 $195,500 $1,779,000 
East Grand Forks Service $51,500 $111,000 $95,000 $5,100 $262,600 

Subtotal: Fixed Route $754,400 $264,000 $822,600 $200,600 $2,041,600 
            Demand-Response           

Grand Forks Service $148,900 $110,000 $255,000 $175,100 $689,000 
East Grand Forks Service $11,900 $58,100 $0 $16,500 $86,500 

Subtotal: Demand Response $160,800 $168,100 $255,000 $191,600 $775,500 
2013 

Fixed Route           
Grand Forks Service $724,000 $157,600 $749,400 $201,400 $1,832,400 
East Grand Forks Service $53,000 $114,300 $97,900 $5,300 $270,500 

Subtotal: Fixed Route $777,000 $271,900 $847,300 $206,700 $2,102,900 
            Demand-Response           

Grand Forks Service $153,400 $113,300 $262,700 $180,400 $709,800 
East Grand Forks Service $12,300 $59,800 $0 $17,000 $89,100 

Subtotal: Demand Response $165,700 $173,100 $262,700 $197,400 $798,900 
2014 

Fixed Route           
Grand Forks Service $745,700 $162,300 $771,900 $207,400 $1,887,300 
East Grand Forks Service $54,600 $117,800 $100,800 $5,400 $278,600 

Subtotal: Fixed Route $800,300 $280,100 $872,700 $212,800 $2,165,900 
            Demand-Response           

Grand Forks Service $158,000 $116,700 $270,500 $185,800 $731,000 
East Grand Forks Service $12,600 $61,600 $0 $17,500 $91,700 

Subtotal: Demand Response $170,600 $178,300 $270,500 $203,300 $822,700 
2015 

Fixed Route           
Grand Forks Service $768,100 $167,200 $795,100 $213,600 $1,944,000 
East Grand Forks Service $56,300 $121,300 $103,800 $5,600 $287,000 

Subtotal: Fixed Route $824,400 $288,500 $898,900 $219,200 $2,231,000 
            Demand-Response           

Grand Forks Service $162,700 $120,200 $278,600 $191,300 $752,800 
East Grand Forks Service $13,000 $63,500 $0 $18,000 $94,500 

Subtotal: Demand Response $175,700 $183,700 $278,600 $209,300 $847,300 
2016 

Fixed Route           
Grand Forks Service $791,100 $172,200 $818,900 $220,000 $2,002,200 
East Grand Forks Service $58,000 $124,900 $106,900 $5,700 $295,500 

Subtotal: Fixed Route $849,100 $297,100 $925,800 $225,700 $2,297,700 
            Demand-Response           

Grand Forks Service $167,600 $123,800 $287,000 $197,100 $775,500 
East Grand Forks Service $13,400 $65,400 $0 $18,600 $97,400 

Subtotal: Demand Response $181,000 $189,200 $287,000 $215,700 $872,900 
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Chapter 4. Recommended Improvements and 
Implementation Program 

This chapter documents the process used to prepare GF/EGF MPO’s fiscally-constrained 
Plan and presents the recommended improvements for the future transportation network 
that can be included within forecasted financial resources. The primary objective of this 
chapter was the preparation of a financially-constrained program of projects for the 
GF/EGF MPO planning area. A major element of this activity was the completion of a 
project prioritization process. The process of developing the fiscally-constrained project list 
included coordination and outreach with local and state DOT staff aimed at addressing 
previously identified system deficiencies, as well as maintaining consistency with federal and 
state planning policies.  

Importantly, the fiscally-constrained project list was developed to be consistent with the 
Plan’s goals, objectives, standards and performance measures. As such, the fiscally-
constrained project list emphasized system preservation and management of the GF/EGF 
MPO area’s transportation system. Finally the fiscally-constrained project list was evaluated 
to refine project costs and groupings of project costs based on any anticipated mitigation 
strategies, to stage improvements within the time bands prescribed by the GF/EGF MPO 
and to establish year of expenditure (YOE) data to account for construction cost inflation 
over the programming period.  

This chapter establishes the recommended fiscally-constrained program of projects for the 
roadway network and presents a list of illustrative projects1. This process included the 
following activities and analyses: 

• Project Programming by Period 

• Fiscally-Constrained Program of Projects 

• Illustrative Project List 

Project Programming by Period 
Street/Highway 

All projects evaluated for programming were classified as “State of Good Repair” 
(preservation projects) or Discretionary (e.g., safety, capacity expansion, new facilities, etc.) 
in order to maintain consistency with federal and state planning policies. Once identified, 

                                                 
1 Illustrative projects are projects that funding could not be identified and could be moved to the fiscally-constrained 

program of projects if additional financial resources are identified in the future. 
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projects were tentatively assigned to a specific year or implementation period2, based on 
known and forecasted needs data. The staging by implementation period was required to 
estimate construction costs for the YOE costs, using an agreed upon 4% inflation factor for 
North Dakota and 5% for Minnesota. Project costs were reported as lump sums for each 
implementation period, with the exception of “projects of significant effect”, which was 
defined as projects exceeding $5 million YOE cost.    

Due to MAP-21’s requirements to fiscally constrain the plan’s investment strategies, a series 
of alternatives were developed to better align planned expenditures with expected revenues 
over the life of the LRTP. These alternatives were primarily developed to support the 
preservation of the GF/EGF MPO planning area’s core roadway system (i.e., NHS routes 
and other principal arterials) and maintain consistency with the goals, objectives, standards 
and performance measure identified by the LRTP.  Further, as documented by the future 
revenue forecasts, there were very limited opportunities to include new or expansion 
projects within the fiscally-constrained project list, given the primary objective of 
maintaining a “State of Good Repair” in the GF/EGF MPO planning area. 

 State of Good Repair Projects 

Unlike earlier GF/EGF MPO’s Streets and Highway Plans, under the federal MAP-21 law 
the new Plan must include planning-level detailed cost estimates and analysis of “State of 
Good Repair” projects to better account for all needed improvement expenditures within 
the GF/EGF MPO planning area3 to the year 2040. MAP-21 policies, which are supported 
by each state’s DOT planning objectives and the GF/EGF MPO’s goals, require that 
sufficient forecasted funds be made available to document that preservation needs are 
adequately addressed by each jurisdiction, prior to the programming of expansion or new 
roadway projects. 

The “State of Good Repair” project list was developed by working through numerous 
iterations of expenditure scenarios aimed at providing a fiscally-constrained Plan with the 
greatest benefit to the GF/EGF MPO’s transportation system. As defined, “State of Good 
Repair” projects include all roadway improvements related to the preservation and 
maintenance of the existing roadway system. To accommodate current and forecasted 
financial limitations, projects had to be further defined. By definition, reconstruction 
improvements addressed all known deficiencies with the ROW (e.g., congestion, safety, etc.), 
whereas rehabilitation improvements were defined as an improvement that only addressed 
the ride quality of the pavement between each curb. Only in situations where fiscal 
limitations were documented, could reconstruction projects be allowed to preclude 
addressing all known deficiencies within the ROW. 
                                                 
2 If project prioritization was defined solely by implementation period, YOE estimates were developed by inflating 

construction costs to the mid-point of the implementation period.   

3 Adjusted federal urban-aid boundary  
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  NDDOT 

The “State of Good Repair” project list for the NDDOT was developed through an iterative 
process in order to fully evaluate multiple preservation and maintenance alternatives. The 
new requirement to include “State of Good Repair” projects as a part of the fiscally-
constrained GF/EGF MPO Plan resulted in new preservation and maintenance strategies 
for the NDDOT. This process relied heavily upon identifying improvements that aligned 
more closely with revenue estimates and extending the life of the pavement in order to 
maximize the effectiveness of the District’s expenditures. As such, the “State of Good 
Repair” project list was coordinated with the NDDOT project needs in the GF/EGF MPO 
planning area.  Table 8 provides a summary of the NDDOT sensitivity analysis by 
implementation period.  

Table 8:   Summary of NDDOT Alternatives Expenditures 

Time  
Period 

NDDOT 
Expenditures 

Short-Term $60,877,000 

Mid-Term $41,403,000 

Long-Term $32,043,000 

Subtotal $134,323,000 

 Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

Table 9 illustrates projects of significance identified for the NDDOT. As noted earlier, 
“projects of significance” were projects exceeding $5 million in YOE, whereas projects with 
YOE costs less than $5 million were bundled into the total cost by implementation period 
(see Figure 9). 

Table 9:   NDDOT “Projects of Significance” 

Roadway Termini Time Period Improvement Cost Inflated 

Kennedy Bridge Bridge Short-Term Major 
Improvement $12,500,000 

DeMers Ave 5th To Red River Short-Term Reconstruct $5,061,000 

Sorlie Bridge  Bridge Short-Term Major 
Improvement $14,500,000 

Washington St 5th Ave S to 1st Ave N (Underpass) Short-Term Reconstruct $22,858,000 

Washington St Hammerling Ave to 7th Ave S Mid-Term Reconstruct $10,336,000 

32nd Ave S Columbia Rd to Washington St Long-Term Reconstruct $11,112,000 

32nd Ave S I-29 to Columbia Rd Long-Term Reconstruct $12,641,000 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Figure 9:  SOGR Projects    

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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  MnDOT 

As previously documented, MnDOT recently completed its 20-year State Highway 
Investment Plan (MnSHIP), which communicates MnDOT’s capital investment priorities 
and fiscally-constrained project commitments. These priorities are predominantly 
preservation-oriented, in light of documented needs and State Transportation Plan policies. 
Whereas the NDDOT “State of Good Repair” project list required an intensive 
prioritization process, MnDOT’s fiscally-constrained projects list as contained within 
MnSHIP was prioritized and provided to the GF/EGF MPO for inclusion in the Plan. 

The only investment priorities identified by MnSHIP within the next 10 years for the 
GF/EGF MPO planning area were MnDOT’s share of the major project costs for the 
Kennedy and Sorlie Bridges, which will be equally funded by NDDOT. For the remainder 
of the life of the GF/EGF MPO Plan, cost estimates were provided for “State of Good 
Repair” improvements for TH 2 and TH 220 (North of TH 2). Under this state investment 
policy, there will be a number of unfunded metropolitan needs over the 20-year horizon of 
the GF/EGF MPO Plan. Table 10 provides a summary of the MnDOT District 
improvement plan project costs by implementation period.  

Table 10:   MnDOT Planned “State of Good Repair” Expenditures 

Time Period Expenditures 

Short-Term $27,000,000 

Mid-Term $5,408,000 

Long-Term $8,011,000 

Subtotal $40,419,000 

       Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2012 

Table 11 illustrates “projects of significance” identified in the MnDOT District 
improvement plan (see Figure 36). 

Table 11:   MnDOT Projects of Significance 

Roadway Time Period Improvement Cost Inflated 

Kennedy Bridge Short-Term Major Improvement $12,500,000 

Sorlie Bridge  Short-Term Major Improvement $14,500,000 

 Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2012 

  City of Grand Forks 

The “State of Good Repair” project list for the City of Grand Forks was also developed 
through an iterative process which fully evaluated multiple preservation and maintenance 
strategies on the local transportation system. The new federal requirement to include “State 
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of Good Repair” projects as a part of the fiscally-constrained GF/EGF MPO Plan resulted 
in a planning-level detailed analysis of preservation and maintenance strategies in the City of 
Grand Forks. This process relied upon identifying pavement improvement cycles on the 
City’s arterial system and extending the life of the pavement in order to maximize the 
effectiveness of the City’s expenditures. The “State of Good Repair” project list was 
coordinated with the City of Grand Forks’ engineering staff, resulting in the development of 
a project list that met the GF/EGF MPO Plan’s fiscal restraints. 

Table 12 provides a summary of the City’s “State of Good Repair” projects by 
implementation period.  

Table 12:   Grand Forks Planned “State of Good Repair” Expenditures 

Time  
Period 

Total 
Expenditures 

NHS Routes 
Expenditures 

Non-NHS  
Expenditures 

Non-NHS 
Collectors 

Expenditures 

Short-Term $17,340,000 $10,863,000 $6,477,000 $0 

Mid-Term $11,808,000 $8,560,000 $3,248,000 $0 

Long-Term $46,104,000 $3,830,000 $25,170,000 $17,104,000 

Subtotal $75,252,000 $20,847,000 $36,844,000 $18,321,210 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

Table 13 illustrates projects of significance identified in the City’s “State of Good Repair” 
project list, which includes all projects exceeding $5 million in YOE. As noted earlier, 
projects less than $5 million were bundled into the total cost by implementation period (see 
Figure 9). 

Table 13:   City of Grand Forks Projects of Significance 

Roadway Termini Time Period Improvement Cost Inflated 

Columbia Rd Overpass Mid-Term Rehabilitation $5,719,000 

     

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

 

  City of East Grand Forks 

The “State of Good Repair” expenditures for the City of East Grand Forks again 
emphasized preservation and maintenance needs of the existing and local transportation 
system. As a part of this Plan, the City’s financial investments will be focused on 
preservation and maintenance strategies in the City of East Grand Forks.  
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Table 14 provides a summary of the City of East Grand Forks’ “State of Good Repair” 
project costs by implementation period. Since no future “State of Good Repair” are 
expected to exceed $5 million, no “projects of significance are noted. When considering the 
City of East Grand Forks’ “State of Good Repair” expenditures, it is important to note that 
the City receives ATP funding on a four year cycle, resulting in a greater emphasis on federal 
improvements every fourth year.  

Table 14:   East Grand Forks Planned “State of Good Repair” Expenditures 

Time Period Expenditures 

Short-Term $4,248,000 

Mid-Term $5,413,000 

Long-Term $7,588,000 

Subtotal $17,249,000 

 Source:  GF/EGF PO 2013 

  Grand Forks County and Polk County 

Planning efforts were coordinated with Grand Forks County and Polk County to develop a 
“State of Good Repair” project list. However, at this time there are currently no projects 
expected. If future projects are identified, they would need to be amended into the Plan. 

Fiscally Constrained Program of Projects 
This section provides a summary of the fiscally-constrained implementation plan, based 
upon the GF/EGF MPO’s anticipated revenues and defined expenditures by 
implementation period. Each of three implementation periods were reviewed during the 
planning process, including: Short-Term (2016-2022), Mid-Term (2023-2030) and Long-
Term (2031-2040), for which revenues and expenditures were balanced. 

As previously presented, it was evident during the development of the revenue projections 
and financial analyses, that MAP-21’s emphasis on system preservation would significantly 
limit opportunities for new or expansion projects to be included in the fiscally-constrained 
program of projects. As a result of this analysis, the fiscally-constrained program of projects 
for the GF/EGF MPO planning area is composed solely of “State of Good Projects”, as 
identified for each respective state DOT and municipality. 

 Expected Revenue and Expenditure Estimates 

The fiscally-constrained program of projects represents the fiscal balancing of the GF/EGF 
MPO Plan’s recognized project needs and the anticipated financial resources forecasted to 
be “reasonably expected” over the Plan’s 25-year period. MAP-21 policy dictates that system 
preservation and maintenance needs must be met before discretionary system needs are 
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addressed in the programming process, which has been a consistent theme throughout this 
Plan. Given this directive, the fiscally-constrained project list consists entirely of “State of 
Good Repair” projects for both the North Dakota and Minnesota portion of the GF/EGF 
MPO planning area. 

Table 15 summarizes the GF/EGF MPO’s expenditures and revenues for the North Dakota 
portion of the GF/EGF MPO planning area. During the development of the fiscally-
constrained plan, a threshold tolerance of +/- 1% was established for the balancing of 
revenues and expenditures by implementation period. 

Table 15:   North Dakota Fiscally-Constrained Program 

Implementation  
Period 

"State of Good Repair" 
Expenditures Expected Revenue 

Balance 

NDDOT Grand Forks 
State and  
Federal 

Local and  
Urban Roads 

Short Term  
(2016 - 2022) 

$60,877,000 $17,340,000 $42,153,614 $36,082,093 $18,707 

Mid Term  
(2023 - 2030) 

$41,403,000 $11,808,000 $21,156,326 $32,011,986 ($42,688) 

Long Term  
(2031 - 2040) 

$32,043,000 $46,104,210 $30,247,466 $47,899,744 $0 

Subtotal $134,323,000 $75,252,000 $93,557,406 $115,993,823 $210 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

Table 16 summarizes the GF/EGF MPO’s expenditures and revenues for the Minnesota 
portion of the GF/EGF MPO planning area.  

Table 16:   Minnesota Fiscally-Constrained Program 

Implementation  
Period 

"State of Good Repair" Projects  Expected Revenue 

Balance 

MnDOT 
East Grand 

Forks 
State and  
Federal 

Local and  
Urban Roads 

Short Term  
(2016 - 2022) 

$27,000,000 $4,247,890 $27,000,000 $4,247,890 $0 

Mid Term  
(2023 - 2030) 

$5,407,259 $5,412,950 $5,407,259 $5,412,950 $0 

Long Term  
(2031 - 2040) 

$8,010,977 $7,587,974 $8,010,977 $7,587,974 $0 

Subtotal $40,418,236 $17,248,814 $40,418,236 $17,248,814 $0 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Bike/Pedestrian 
In strong contrast when compared to the Street/Highway side of expenditures, the future 
bikeway network is about expansion over cost to maintain or preserve the existing system.  
The reason for this is the relative newness of the facilities.  Many were constructed just in 
the past twenty years or less.  

The expansion of the system began with the passage of ISTEA with a federal emphasis on 
building to accommodate all modes, in addition to the Transportation Enhancement 
Program.  The program provided the majority of funding that allowed the construction of 
separate, off road multi-use trails in our area.  The flood recovery with the installation of the 
Greenway further expanded the network. 

The expenditures out to 2040 continue the expansion.  However, the expansion includes a 
focus on on road facilities during th short term time band.  This allows the closing of gaps 
present in the current bikeway network.  The total expenditures for the North Dakota side 
of the GF/EGF MPO Study Area are shown in Table 17.  Figure 10 displays the location 
and type of proposed future bikeway network. 

Table 17.  Total North Dakota Expenditures For The GF/EGF MPO Planning Area 

Time  
Period 

ND 
Expenditures 

Short-Term $2,572,000 

Mid-Term $2,479,000 

Long-Term $3,201,000 

Subtotal $8,252,000 

                  Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

The system for the Minnesota side of the GF/EGF MPO Study Area enjoyed a similar 
experience as the North Dakota side.  Federal emphasis on accommodating all modes and 
the Transportation Enhancement Program allowed the growth of the network.  Also, the 
Greenway provided an extension of the network along both the Red River and the Red Lake 
River. 

The total expenditures for the Minnesota side of the GF/EGF MPO Study Area are shown 
in Table 18 .  Figure 10 displays the location and type of proposed future bikeway network. 
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Figure 10.  Grand Forks/East Grand Forks Bikeway Network Projects 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Table 18.  Total Minnesota Expenditures For The GF/EGF MPO Planning Area 

 

Time  
Period 

MN 
Expenditures 

Short-Term $1,418,000 

Mid-Term $1,539,000 

Long-Term $2,144,000 

Subtotal $5,101,000 

       Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

 

The fiscally-constrained program of projects represents the fiscal balancing of the GF/EGF 
MPO Plan’s recognized project needs and the anticipated financial resources forecasted to 
be “reasonably expected” over the Plan’s 25-year period. MAP-21 provides a funding 
program that will continue providing revenue to expand the bikeway network. 

Table 19 summarizes the GF/EGF MPO’s expenditures and revenues for the North Dakota 
portion of the GF/EGF MPO planning area. During the development of the fiscally-
constrained plan, a 15% set a side was done to allow for some of the future revenue to be 
spent on Safe Routes to School eligible projects.   That accounts for the positive balance at 
the end of each time band. 

 

Table 19.  North Dakota Expenditures And Revenues For The GF/EGF MPO 
Planning Area. 

Implementation  
Period 

Expenditures Expected Revenue 
Balance 

ND ND 

Short Term  
(2016 - 2022) 

$2,572,000 $3,070,000 
$498,000 

Mid Term  
(2023 - 2030) 

$2,479,000 $3,410,000 
$931,000 

Long Term  
(2031 - 2040) 

$3,201,000 $4,750,000 
$1,549,000 

Subtotal $8,252,000 $11,230,000 $2,978,000 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Table 20 summarizes the GF/EGF MPO’s expenditures and revenues for the Minnesota 
portion of the GF/EGF MPO planning area.  
 

Table 20.  Minnesota Expenditures And Revenues For The GF/EGF MPO Planning 
Area 

Implementation  
Period 

Expenditures Expected Revenue 
Balance 

MN MN 

Short Term  
(2016 - 2022) 

$1,418,000 $1,870.000 
$452,000 

Mid Term  
(2023 - 2030) 

$1,539,000 $1,620,000 
$81,000 

Long Term  
(2031 - 2040) 

$2,144,000 $2,555,000 
$411,000 

Subtotal $5,101,000 $6,045,000 $944,000 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

 

Pedestrian facilities are required by ordinance in all new developments in both communities.  
Therefore, the funding and expenditure are all part of the development process.  As such, 
the forecasting of revenue and expenditures are based upon the development and is not 
appropriate to attempt to calculate in a document such as this. 

 

Transit 
This section brings together the alternatives and their associated costs documented in 
previous sections and the funding availability to develop a cost constrained plan. 
Recommendations address: 

Service needs identified through the public engagement meeting, from the on-board surveys 
and by reviewing the current system. 

Capital improvements to maintain a reliable and cost-effective fleet and the facilities required 
to support operations and administration. 

Better integrating transit planning and land use planning/development to improve the level 
of coordination of where service is provided relative to where it is desired and an effective 
mobility tool. 
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 Service and Capital Recommendations 

The implementation prioritization information presented includes estimated capital and 
operating costs of the service changes, as well as the capital costs associated with the transit 
supportive facilities rehabilitation and expansion. A proposed schedule for implementation 
of the recommendations is provided to assist the MPO and the transit agencies with 
implementation of the recommended improvements. The implementation schedule is 
divided into the following periods: 

Short-term Period: Accomplished in the next 2 years. 

Moderate Period: Accomplished with the 5 years of the TIP/TDP. 

Longer-term Period: Beyond the current TIP and TDP periods but within the long range 
planning horizon of 2040. 

Illustrative Plan – Projects that have met the needs threshold, but do no reasonably secure 
funding plan has been developed. All of the capital improvements have been assigned to this 
category. 

Table 21 outlines the recommended transit system operating plan by period. The table has 
been divided into three parts as follow: 

Part A – Operating Costs, including maintenance of the vehicles and facilities.  

Part B – Capital Improvement Cost that includes fleet replacement, bus garage rehabilitation, 
non-revenue vehicle replacement.  

Part C – Funding Capacity Assessment documenting the cumulative operating and capital 
costs relative to the estimated funding available by jurisdiction. 

 Short-Term Period Actions 

30-Minute Plan Comprehensive Concept of Operations Assessment (COA) 

Implementation of the extended 30-minute service area identified in 2013 requires additional 
detailed assessment of the route concept to determine: 

Route development, travel times and time points along the suggested route definition. The 
travel time analysis for the extended 30-minute service plan incorporated into the transit 
development plan used simplified assumption of an average vehicle travel speed pulled from 
existing routes. Prior to committing to changes in the route structure and investment into an 
additional driver/bus, a more detailed travel time analysis of the revised route structure is 
required. In the detailed assessment the following will be confirmed: 

− The proposed routes can be traversed in peak and off-peak conditions in less than 30 
minutes with adequate layover time for transfers at the downtown and alternate transit  
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Table 21: Recommended Public Transit System Program - 2012 through 2016  
(Part A – Operations)  

 

  

Long-term
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017+

Operations1

$5,000
$1,000

Subsidy for 30-Minute Service Concept (Grand 

Forks)2 $188,000 $384,000 $393,000
$1,665,723 $1,704,035 $1,743,227 $1,783,322 $1,824,338 $1,866,000
$240,932 $246,473 $252,142 $257,942 $263,874 $270,000
$450,710 $461,076 $471,681 $482,530 $493,628 $505,000
$54,360 $55,610 $56,889 $58,198 $59,536 $61,000

$301,275 $308,204 $315,293 $322,545 $329,963 $338,000
$41,485 $42,439 $43,415 $44,414 $45,435 $46,000

Operations Subtotal $2,760,485 $2,817,838 $2,882,648 $3,136,949 $3,400,775 $3,479,000

Short-Term Mid-Term Illustrative 
Projects

Operating/Capital Cost by Year

Screen Senior Riders to Determine Paratransit 
Eligibility

Senior Rider - Grand Forks
Senior Rider - East Grand Forks

Recommendation Description Service/Area

Fixed Route - Grand Forks

East Grand Forks
Fixed Route Service

Grand Forks

Implement On-time Performance Route Changes
Fixed Route - Grand Forks

Fixed Route - East Grand Forks

Grand Forks
East Grand Forks

Senior Rider
Grand Forks

East Grand Forks

Paratransit
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Table 21: Recommended Public Transit System Program - 2012 through 2016  
(Part B – Capital Improvements) 

 

 

 
 

Long-term
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017+

Capital1

$74,400
$20,000

$180,000
Fare Card Vending Machines $120,000
New Transit Center $91,200

$600,000 $478,000

$37,200 $78,800 $121,500 $41,800 $43,000
$130,000 $83,600 $43,000

$5,500,000
Expand Vehicle Storage $2,000,000
Non-Revenue Vehicle Replacement $37,000 $38,000 $20,000

UND Shuttle Vehicle Replacement with Hybrids4 $3,150,000
Purchase Fare Collection System for Demand-Response Vehicles $90,000

Purchase Badge System for Bus Garage Security5 $13,000 $13,000 $13,500 $13,500 $14,000
Major Bus Rehab for Campus Connector Route $30,000
Downtown MTC Rehabilitation and Upgrades $200,000

One Call -1 Click Center6 $900,000 $1,150,000
Fixed Route Vehicle Additions $600,000 $500,000
Sidewalk Construction Promoting Transit Access (East Grand Fork) $481,000
East Grand Forks Bus Shelters $48,000

Capital Purchases Subtotal $50,200 $1,777,200 $1,452,000 $1,376,900 $598,000 $11,651,200

Fixed Route - Grand Forks

Recommendation Description

Convert from Flag to Designated Stop Format

Service/Area

Operating/Capital Cost by Year
Short-Term Mid-Term Illustrative 

Projects

Fixed Route - East Grand Forks
Bus Washer

East Grand Forks
Grand Forks

East Grand Forks
Demand-Response Vehicle Replacements3

Fixed Route - Grand Forks
Grand Forks

Maintenance Garage/Administration Rehabilitation/

Fixed Route Bus Replacements*
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Table 21: Recommended Public Transit System Program - 2012 through 2016 
(Part C – Funding Assessment) 

 

 

Long-term
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017+

Total Annual Operating Plus Capital $2,810,685 $4,595,038 $4,334,648 $4,513,849 $3,998,775 $3,479,000
Available Operating/Capital Funds $3,596,188 $4,859,259 $5,291,719 $3,711,855 $3,482,615
Surplus/Deficit In Year

Fixed Route $421,600 $722,979 $1,720,882 $931,089 $426,847
Demand-Response $391,550 $354,392 $313,559 $301,358 $289,440

Funding by Jurisdiction (Fixed Route)
$1,007,118 $987,200 $1,016,800 $1,070,800 $1,102,900

$55,200 $169,100 $71,000 $73,100 $75,300
$122,161 $439,187 $577,873 $249,770 $249,770
$104,600 $108,200 $111,400 $114,800 $118,200

Federal $1,266,464 $2,246,600 $2,416,700 $1,182,500 $933,800
Total Funding $2,555,543 $3,950,287 $4,193,773 $2,690,970 $2,479,970

Funding by Jurisdiction (Demand-Response)
$601,400 $306,500 $315,700 $325,100 $334,900
$21,600 $24,000 $49,100 $42,120 $34,800
$73,481 $90,232 $104,946 $107,045 $107,045
$42,500 $44,200 $45,500 $46,900 $48,300

Federal $301,664 $444,040 $582,700 $499,720 $477,600
Total Funding $1,040,645 $908,972 $1,097,946 $1,020,885 $1,002,645
Notes: 

1 - Costs for operations and capital purchases are increased by 2.3% per year after 2012 to reflect estimated inflation costs

2 - Estimated service cost is $200,000 in 2012 dollars, less 10.2% farebox return. Cost of service is increased 2.3% per year to account for estimated inflation.

3 - Assumes New Freedom funds equivilent to one demand-response vehicle would be available each year. Two of six existing vehicles purchased using New Freedom grant funds.

4 - Local share of funding to match federal grant is committed from UND.

5 - Federal funding is from 1% of federal formula funds reserved for safety and security projects (appproximately $10,000 annually).

     Estimated project cost is $76,000. Approximately $24,000 would be covered by funds that have already been set aside for safety/security.

6 - Center intended to serve as statewide/regional resource. Local share of costs estimated to be $30,000.

*- The cost is stated in 2012 dollars. When the purchase is made the cost will be different due to year of expendeture.

Operating/Capital Cost by Year
Short-Term Mid-Term Illustrative 

ProjectsRecommendation Description Service/Area

State
North Dakota

Minnesota

East Grand Forks

State

Local

Local
Grand Forks

Grand Forks
East Grand Forks

Minnesota
North Dakota
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Vehicle and driver requirements of the alternate service concept. 

Transit stop locations that best serve residential, commercial and industrial areas along the 
proposed routes. The only stop criterion presently defined is that buses will not stop in a 
right turn lane. Implementation of the designated stop concept will be smoother if a 
descriptive set of criteria are developed and used to screen candidate stop locations. The list 
of criteria does not need to be extensive, but items such as whether sidewalks exist (or can 
be provided), spacing to next up and down stream stop, whether the location is safe, and 
proximity to the actual trip generator should be included. The COA should include defining 
acceptable criteria for the CAT system.  

Schedule modifications required to support the changes, while retaining convenient pulse 
times at the transit centers. 

Who benefits and who loses with implementation of the 30-minute service routing concept 
(See Figure 11). The 30-minute service concept is intended to extend the area of Grand 
Forks with 30-minute or better transit service. The greatest benefit of implementation will be 
felt in areas that presently have 60-minute service and will be brought into the 30-minute 
area and areas currently outside the ¼ mile walk distance to service brought inside the ¼ 
mile distance. In all likelihood, some individuals/households located along Route 3, Route 
4/6 or Route 5/7 will experience a decrease in convenience for their particular trip following 
a routing change. The goal of the 30-minute concept is to minimize the number of current 
and potential riders who would experience reduced convenience relative to the current 
system. Once the losers have been quantified an additional iteration through the routing 
concept should be completed to determine whether changes can be made to reduce the 
losers (not just shift the impact to others). 

Title VI assessment. Any major change to the current route structure/schedule will need to 
be assessed relative to the potential for disproportionately high impacts to low-income 
and/or minority populations in the region. The first step in this assessment is for CAT and 
the MPO to work with FTA to develop a local definition of a major change. Changes to 
each route and the cumulative impact of the proposed changes will then be evaluated relative 
to whether they are or are not a major change. 

Development of monitoring procedures to ensure that the plan is implemented successfully, 
while maintaining specified performance standards. Standards could include a monitoring 
program that for each of the three major elements: 1) system performance measures; 2) a 
periodic quality of service survey (the frequency will be determined in the COA process); 
and 3) route-by-route performance. Performance indicators listed below are good examples 
and reflect information already collected and reported to FTA: 

− Vehicle Miles of Service; 

− Passenger Trips (Ridership); 

− Operating Expense; 
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Figure 11.  Thirty Minute (30-Minute) Route Concept 

−  

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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− Operating Expense per Vehicle Mile; 

− Operating Expense per Passenger Trip; 

− Passenger Trips per Revenue Hour; 

− Passenger Trips per Vehicle Mile; and 

− On-time Performance of Transit Operations. 

It is recommended that a concept of operations (COA) covering each of these points be 
prepared in 2012 or early 2013 for the proposed 30-minute plan. 

 Fare and Multiple Ride Card Cost Assessment 

The structure of CAT’s fare policy is important for generating and maintaining ridership, 
supporting service sustainability and influences the agency’s perception in the community. 
Fares must be collected on routes as a way to partially offset the cost of operations. If the 
fare is too low then it will not recoup an acceptable percentage of the operating costs. In 
2011, fares accounted for approximately 10 percent of the fixed route operating expenses. 
The Existing Conditions chapter highlights the current fare structure ranging from single 
ride cash fares, reduced cost fares for disabled and low-income persons, student (including 
UND and NACC students) and the range of multiple ride cards that can be purchased. A 
consistent concern for agency management, city commissioners, users and taxpayers is 
balancing the utility provided by the service provided to the cost and demonstrating that 
there is equity in the distribution of costs. 

In 2012/13 it is recommended that a fare structure assessment be completed to establish the 
following: 

The cash fares being charged are appropriately set relative to the benefit provided to users 
and the need to recover a portion of the operating cost from users. 

Discounted single ride fares for seniors, persons with a disability and/or low-income persons 
are equitable. 

Whether or not the fee structure for 10-ride swipe cards and Smart Card 31-day passes 
appropriately balance the agency financial benefits of pre-paid rides with the discount 
provided to purchasers. 

Whether the fare charged to UND and NACC for student riders (paid through student fees) 
and other contractors is equitable for the user and those paying the subsidized portion of 
operating expenses.  

The potential for Title VI impacts resulting from any fare modifications proposed as part of 
the structure assessment. Any major revision in fares or the fare structure must be evaluated 
relative to the potential for disproportionate impacts on low-income and/or minority 
populations in the community. As part of the assessment, CAT and the MPO will need to 
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develop a definition of “major” and determine whether any proposed changes meet the 
major change threshold. 

Illustrative Project List 
It is important to note that the fiscally-constrained program of projects may not represent 
the Grand Forks’ or East Grand Forks’ preferred discretionary project schedule. Desired and 
necessary projects which could not be included within the Plan’s fiscal constraint parameters, 
are defined as the “illustrative projects” and should be considered “opportunity driven” as 
they relate to future funding opportunities. Illustrative projects are those that are currently 
without “reasonably expected” funding from traditional sources by the respective agencies.  

As noted above, however, a need for these projects was clearly established by the Plan’s 
technical analysis process, and these projects should be reconsidered if special, new or 
additional funding sources arise. As such opportunities present themselves over the life of 
this Plan, local and state officials may wish to initiate efforts to secure funding from various 
non-traditional sources at the federal, state, and local levels or seek increased funding from 
traditional sources. If such funding is secured, these projects could be moved from the 
illustrative to the fiscally-constrained program of projects through a Plan amendment, based 
on the desire of the GF/EGF MPO Policy Board. 

Based on future revenue projections and the magnitude of the “State of Good Repair” 
project lists, the financial analysis indicated that opportunities for discretionary projects (new 
or expansion projects) would be severely limited because of MAP-21’s emphasis on system 
preservation. Despite these financial limitations, the illustrative list of projects was prepared 
based upon the technical and qualitative analysis. As explained above, the illustrative list of 
projects provides a basis for future project programming should additional funding 
opportunities arise. 

 

Street/Highway 

Without knowing the timing and availability of additional funding, illustrative projects could 
be programmed into the defined implementation periods. Therefore, all cost estimates were 
reported in current year dollars, as there is no known expected YOE. Table 22 provides a 
summary of the illustrative project costs for the GF/EGF MPO planning area. 

 

Table 22:   Summary of Street/Highway Illustrative Project Expenditures 

Time Period North Dakota Unmet Costs Minnesota Unmet Costs 

Illustrative $151,550,000 $52,470,000 

       Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Table 23 presents the illustrative “projects of significance”, which includes projects in excess 
of $5 million current year dollars.  Figure 12 shows the “projects of significance” in relation 
to the planning area.  The full list of illustrative projects is provided in the Appendix J. 

Southend Bypass Concept 
NDDOT raised some questions about the concept of the “Southend Bypass” or “Southend 
Truck Reliever Route” and how this concept is presented in the document.  The history of 
transportation planning in the GF/EGF MPO area has had a continuous effort to identify a 
route to provide traffic that is travelling through the metro area to have an alternate network 
of roads that would allow the traffic to travel without having to go through the dense, urban 
environment.  Since the mid-1990s, the Plan has recommended this route to be centered 
around the “Merrifield Corridor”.  This concept’s major projects necessary for it to serve 
this purpose are the adding of on/off ramps at the Merrifield Overpass of Interstate 29 and 
the construction of a new bridge over the Red River connecting a Grand Forks County 
Highway to a Polk County Highway. 
 
The concern is that, while these major investment projects are contained within the 
“illustrative” list of projects, they are individually listed.  This can lead to a misperception 
that these individual projects are not meant to achieve the singular purpose of a complete 
route to allow for a true bypass to be created.  Further, NDDOT was not sure that all 
questions and other possible improvements, for example geometric modifications at key 
intersections, have been fully developed.  Therefore, the GF/EGF MPO will conduct a 
follow-up analysis to address these concerns.  The GF/EGF MPO will work with all its 
partners to identify the scope of the analysis to ensure that the resulting document 
satisfactorily addresses these questions.  Funding for any one of the major projects listed in 
the “Illustrative Projects List” should not be pursued until this follow-up document is 
completed. 
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Table 23:   Illustrative “Projects of Significance” 

 Roadway Termini Jurisdiction Project Scope  Cost (2013)  

1 32nd Ave 44th Ave SW 
to Bygland Rd Polk County Connect 32nd Ave Bridge to Bygland Rd $5,061,000 

2 Washington St 
8th Ave N to  
1st Ave N 

NDDOT 
Full pavement reconstruction with access and 
driveway modifications and new pedestrian 
facilities 

$5,417,000  

3 42nd St 
17th Ave to  
29th Ave 

City of Grand 
Forks Expand to 4 lanes $5,947,000 

4 42nd St at I-29 City of Grand 
Forks Realign to reconfigure ramps to/from NB I-29 $8,857,000 

5 Merrifield Rd 
Interchange  
at I-29 

Grand Forks 
County Construct new interchange $8,984,000 

6 17th Ave 
42nd St to  
48th St 

City of Grand 
Forks Construct overpass $10,629,000 

7 Washington St 
5th Ave S to  
7th Ave S 

NDDOT Full pavement reconstruction with continuous 
flow intersection (CFI) at DeMers Ave $11,716,000 

8 Columbia Rd 
14th Ave S to  
24th Ave S 

City of Grand 
Forks 

Reconstruct to variable 5-lane to 6-lane 
roadway with 11 ft lanes, replacement of 
signing, signals, lights, construction of shared 
use path and replacement of sidewalks 

$12,750,000  

9 2nd Ave NE 
4th St NE to  
Gateway Dr 

City of East 
Grand Forks 

Grade-separation from railroad, creating 
continuous N/S corridor $14,931,000 

10 47th Ave at I-29 City of Grand 
Forks Construct interchange $20,772,000 

11 42nd St DeMers Ave at 
BNSF railroad 

City of Grand 
Forks Grade-separated rail crossing $21,384,000 

12 Merrifield Rd Red River 
Crossing Multiple Connect to river crossing bridge and I-29 $21,384,000 

13 Gateway Dr 
N Washington  
to Mill Rd 

NDDOT 

Reconstruct roadway and intersections to 
accommodate additional turn lanes, 
remove/reduce skews at intersections and 
replace traffic signals  

$25,000,000 

14 32nd Ave Red River 
Crossing Multiple Construct new bridge $25,559,000 

 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Figure 12:  Illustrative Projects of Significance 

 
Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Identified and Unaddressed “State of Good Repair” Needs 
During the planning process, there were a number of identified “State of Good Repair” 
needs that were outside of the financial constraints of the Plan, thus not included on the list 
of programmed projects. A list of identified needs that were not unaddressed by the Plan 
due to financial constraints was prepared for the NDDOT, MnDOT and the City of Grand 
Forks. 

 NDDOT Unmet Needs 

Due to the financial limitation of the Plan, the NDDOT “Hybrid Alternatives” was primarily 
limited to preserving the existing infrastructure. While the “Hybrid Alternatives” list was able 
to address needs on four segments of 32nd Avenue and S. Washington St, it did not address 
all known NDDOT reconstruction needs in the GF/EGF MPO planning area, identified 
during the planning process. Remaining unmet needs within the planning area include the 
following corridors: 

• Gateway Drive (N 20th St to N 4th St) – Future Level of Service 

• Gateway Drive (N 51st St to N 42nd St) – Future Level of Service 

• S Washington St (Hammerling Ave to 32nd Ave S) – Future Level of Service 

• DeMers Ave and I-29 (Ramp Intersections) – Future Level of Service 

• S Washington St and DeMers Ave (Intersection) – Future Level of Service 

 MnDOT Unmet Needs 

The committed list of investment priorities provided to the GF/EGF MPO by MnDOT 
focused exclusively on preserving the existing infrastructure. However, this list did not 
address all known MnDOT preservation needs in the GF/EGF MPO planning area. Unmet 
needs include the following performance-based investments: 

• TH 220 (S of TH 2) – Pavement Preservation 

• TH 2 – Safety Priority Curves and Intersections 

 City of Grand Forks Unmet Needs 

Due to the financial limitation of the Plan, the City of Grand Forks’ “State of Good Repair” 
project list was limited to preserving the existing infrastructure. However, the project list did 
not address all known reconstruction needs on the local street system in the GF/EGF MPO 
planning area, as identified throughout the planning process. The primary unmet need within 
the planning area included the portion of Columbia Rd from 14th Ave S to 24th Ave S, 
which is expected to experience heavy congestion in the future. 
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Transit 

Without knowing the timing and availability of additional funding, illustrative projects could 
not be programmed into the defined implementation periods. Therefore, all cost estimates 
were reported in current year dollars, as there is no known expected YOE. Table 24 provides 
a summary of the illustrative project costs for the GF/EGF MPO planning area.  Due to the 
fully allocated cost model, East Grand Forks shares in the capital costs of facilities necessary 
for the operation of the CAT system.  This is the ratio of peak vehicles in operation that 
each City has. 

Table 24:   Summary of Transit Illustrative Project Expenditures 

Time Period North Dakota Costs Minnesota Costs University of ND 

Illustrative $7,710,200 $791,000 $3,150,000 

       Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 

Table 25 presents the illustrative projects, which includes all identified in current year dollars. 

Table 25:   Illustrative “Projects of Significance” 

 Capital Jurisdiction  Cost (2011)  

1 Fare Card Vending Machine City of 
Grand Forks  $120,000 

2 New Transit Center City of 
Grand Forks $91,200  

3 “Bus Barn” Rehab City of 
Grand Forks $5,500,000 

4 Expand Vehicle Storage City of 
Grand Forks $2,000,000 

5 UND Shuttle Replacements UND $3,150,000 

6 Fare Collection System for 
Demand Response 

City of 
Grand Forks $90,000 

7 Downtown MTC Rehab City of 
Grand Forks $200,000 

8 Fixed Route Fleet Additions City of 
Grand Forks $500,000  

9 Bus Shelters City of East 
Grand Forks $48,000 

Source:  GF/EGF MPO 2013 
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Chapter 4. Conclusion 

As stated at the beginning, the purpose of the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks 
Transportation Plan is to identify the region’s existing and future multimodal transportation 
needs and provide a list of projects that support the system needs for the next 25+ years. 
The transportation planning process is a collaborative effort between the Grand Forks, East 
Grand forks, Polk County, Grand Forks County, North Dakota Department of 
Transportation (NDDOT), Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT), the Cities 
Area Transit (CAT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), and the citizens and businesses. Through this process a set of actions 
and strategies has been developed that will guide the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks area 
to a desired outcome, as defined by locally identified issues, goals, objectives and 
benchmarks. 

The Plan update also incorporated the Livability Principles agreed to by US DOT, US EPA 
and US HUD via the Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities.  Livability 
Principles are about tying the quality and location of transportation facilities to broader 
opportunities such as access to good jobs, affordable housing, quality schools, and safer 
streets and roads. 

The Plan update also addresses new planning requirements associated with MAP-21 that 
create a streamlined performance-based, and multimodal program to address the many 
challenges facing the U.S. Transportation system. These challenges include improving safety, 
maintaining infrastructure condition, reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency of the 
system and freight movements, protecting the environment and reducing delays in project 
delivery. It is the goal of the GF/EGF MPO to ensure the Grand Forks- East Grand Forks 
area transportation planning process is consistent with the federal requirements.   

MAP-21 also requires that MPO’s place greater emphasis on performance measures and 
monitoring. Performance measures are designed to serve as a benchmark to evaluate and 
quantify progress. This performance-based approach is meant to improve accountability of 
federal transportation investments, assess risks related to different performance levels and 
increase transparency. The USDOT is expected to disseminate rulemaking for performance 
measures in 2014. 

States will be required to set targets for each measure within one year after the rulemaking. 
Importantly, states will be required to set targets in coordination with MPOs and with public 
transit operators.   MPOs will have 180 days after the States and Transit Operators to adopt 
performance measures and targets.   

During this Street and Highway Plan update, these federal and state performance targets 
were not in place. In anticipation of the more performance-based requirements, the 
GF/EGF MPO updated the goals and objectives, and added supporting performance 
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measures.  When the MAP-21 federal and state performance measures and targets are in 
place, the GF/EGF MPO will need to amend this Plan to incorporate them. 
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